




























































































Large Scale Projects. The States are enacting 
laws giving them special powers to review and 
control large scale developments likely to have 
widespread effects. Power plant siting, the loca­
tion of refineries, large urban developments, 
superports and airports are typical of the kinds of 
projects addressed by such legislation. 

Maryland has adopted a power plant siting 
law, the enforcement of which is financed from a 
tax on electrical power. The State provides alter­
natives sites if the one selected by the utility is 
rejected. Texas, Oregon, Washington, Ohio, 
Virginia and New York have also adopted power 
plant siting policies. Texas also has established an 
Offshore Terminal Commission and Louisiana a 
Deep Draft Harbor and Terminal Authority to 
determine where and how and under what condi­
tion superports can be constructed. 

New Communities and Growth Centers. 
Several States have sought to gain experience in 
creating new towns. New York State's Urban 
Development Corporation, with powers to acquire 
land, facilitates large-scale housing and related 
development projects in concert with local and 
substate organizations. Alaska has taken steps to 
facilitate new communities in areas where devel­
opment of mineral and timber deposits are likely 
to lead to an influx of population. Louisiana has 
passed a New Communities Development Act, 
applicable to the New Orleans metropolitan re­
gion. Ohio has passed legislation authorizing New 
Community Districts and New Jersey has insti­
tuted a New Communities Assistance Program. 
Arizona has authorized private developers of new 
cities to finance utilities and streets with general 
obligations bonds. 

Kentucky has authorized new community 
districts, operating as nonprofit membership 
corporations to exercise general governmental 
powers in specific areas, to promote private initia­
tive and voluntary participation in planned urban­
ization. 

Promotion of Economic Growth. States have 
engaged in economic development programs for 
decades. Nearly all States are involved in a variety 
of promotional and informational activities tradi­
tionally carried out in connection with State 
chambers of commerce. Some States have vigor­
ous and continuing campaigns to attract indus­
tries, even reaching out to foreign prospects. 
Fifteen States have set up overseas offices for 
that purpose. South Carolina, for example, is 
particularly active in attracting foreign firms. 
Twenty-four companies from seven Nations have 
developed plans in Spartanburg, South Carolina, 
since 1960, employing 4,000 workers. 
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Many States are actively supporting industrial 
development through a wide variety of means. 
State economic development and planning agen­
cies conduct studies on various aspects of indus­
trial growth such as labor supply, skill training, 
natural resources, transportation and fiscal poli­
cies. Thirty States have sponsored industrial 
development programs, leasing buildings, provid­
ing loans or guarantees, and other services. 
Twenty States utilize revenue or general obliga­
tion bonds to finance industrial development and 
43 have authorized cities and counties to do so. 

All 50 States use tax incentives in one form 
or another to encourage the expansion or crea­
tion of industry within their borders. As many as 
19 different forms of tax relief were identified in 
a 1973 nationwide survey by the State of 
Michigan Legislature. These measures cover all 
types of taxes including corporate income, inven­
tory, raw materials, equipment and capital im­
provement taxes. Their use, however, is some­
times limited by particular State constitutional 
provisions. These provisions cover such aspects of 
tax policy as forgiveness or reduction of taxes 
the extension of credit, and use of accelerated 
depreciation techniques. 

In general, c;;tates tend to remain neutral with 
respect to the specific location decision of 
"prospects," even to the point of enacting State 
laws to that effect. However, there is a growing 
trend among State legislatures to use industrial 
development programs to influence broad pat­
terns of development within the State so that 
some areas are avoided and others favored. 
Colorado has so instructed its Division of Com­
merce and Development. In Pennsylvania, pre­
ferential treatment has. been given to depressed 
regions by providing low interest State loans, tax 
relief, and guarantees to community development 
organizations offering industrial land and build­
ings to firms willing to locate in such regions. 
Tennessee has created an Industrial Development 
Authority to attract growth into the under­
developed areas of the State. Maryland provides 
loans to counties for the acquisition and holding 
of land for industrial development, one of the 
earliest indications of State interest in public 
"land banking" for future development. Other 
States indicate an interest in such advance land 
acquisition for development, a tool long used by 
European countries. 

Housing. The emergence of States as a force 
in promoting the development of housing is fairly 
recent. Partially in response to Federal housing 
programs enacted in the latter part of the 1960's 
the States have been establishing their own hous-

ing finance and development agencies and com­
munity affairs agencies to facilitate the planning 
and construction of housing within their borders 
and to deal with many of the concomitant fac­
tors involved in housing production. 

As of 1960 there was only one State housing 
finance agency-in New York. In the late 1960's, 
II more were established. From 1970 to 1972, 
14 additional States set up housing finance agen­
cies. As of November 1974, 33 states plus the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico have enacted 
legislation to establish housing finance or develop­
ment agencies and most of the remainder of the 
States are considering such legislation. These laws 
have led to the creation of 49 finance and/or 
development agencies, 40 of which are in some 
stage of operation. 

The primary function of State finance agen­
cies has been to provide financial assistance for 
construction of housing for low and moderate 
income families. Most of these States play an 
active role in the development of housing, usually 
in partnership with private developers who do the 
actual building or rehabilitation work. State agen­
cies also participate in site selection and acquisi­
tion, design review, and the determination of size 
and number of units in a given project. They 
establish the nature and extent of supporting 
community facilities and set standards for equal 
opportunity, employment and marketing of the 
housing. 

In general, State finance agencies have been 
given a broad range of authority in addition to 
financial capabilities. All but six of the finance 
agencies are empowered to survey and evaluate 
statewide housing deficiencies and develop pro­
grams to correct the deficiencies. Thirteen of the 
33 State agencies directly administer Federal 
housing subsidy programs, with nearly all of the 
rest empowered to do so when they become fully 
operational. Eighteen are authorized to acquire 
land by purchase or eminent domain. Apart from 
nine authorized to act as public housing authori­
ties, only a few are permitted to construct or 
rehabilitate housing directly on their own. 
Despite the variegated appearance of the above 
mentioned State institutional capacity to provide 
housing, nearly 130,000 units were constructed 
or being completed as of July 1974. 

Most States are moving toward housing poli­
cies addressed to the social objective of improving 
access to safe and sanitary housing for all citi­
zens. Actions by State and Federal courts are 
calling into question earlier public policies on 
housing location for low income families. While 
State human relations commissions attended to 
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individual complaints during the 1960's they are 
now faced in the 1970's with resolving far­
reaching housing location problems to reduce 
disparities between suburbs and central cities. 

Assuring non-discriminatory access to safe and 
sanitary housing requires comprehensive fair hous­
ing laws applicable in all areas, metropolitan and 
nonmetropolitan. Twenty-seven States and the 
District of Columbia have passed laws which 
provide rights and remedies for discriminatory 
housing practices, substantially equivalent to or 
more stringent than the Federal Fair Housing Act 
of 1968. Among the more effective laws based on 
both content and administration are those in 
Kentucky and New Jersey. 

Tax Structure. The impact on community 
growth of taxation is a mixed blessing. As men­
tioned earlier, States use various tax incentives to 
promote economic growth and to encourage in­
dustrial development. The power to levy property 
taxes is generally delegated by States to their 
subdivisions: counties, cities, disct icts, and town­
ships. These local real estate taxes are by far the 
most important local revenue source, currently 
accounting for 85 percent of all such revenues. 
Operation of local tax systems allows many com­
munities to set their own standards for public 
facilities and services which they are willing to 
pay and sometimes to strongly influence the type 
and location of private development. 

But it is also true that the property tax, 
anchored as it is to a single jurisdiction, can 
produce various distortions in land market opera­
tions as well as severe disparities in access to 
social services, public amenities and housing. 
Suburban land speculation, the conversion of 
prime agricultural land into urban uses near cities, 
the discouragement of low taxable uses (such as 
service industries and low income housing) and 
the determent of extensive property improvement 
and rehabilitation are attributable in part to the 
property tax and its dominant role in local public 
finance. 

These kinds of effects have spurred States to 
experiment with means of mitigating the distor­
tions. Thus, nearly half the States have provided 
for preferential property assessment of agricul­
tural lands on the periphery of urban areas on 
the premise that rises in tax rates and assessments 
of these lands compel farmers to sell them to 
developers. There is also State concern over the 
impact of high property taxes on the poor and 
elderly, leading to efforts to grant special prop­
erty tax relief. As of 1973, 22 States granted 
such relief through "circuit breakers" which pre­
vent a family's property tax from exceeding a 



percentage of income considered to be equitable 
by the State. In addition provisions either elimi­
nating or limiting property taxes for low-income 
homeowners over age 65 have been adopted in 24 
States. 

Perhaps the most interesting change in trying 
to adapt tax policies to the realities of growth 
and development is the adoption of tax base 
sharing legislation in Minnesota designed to re­
duce fiscal disparities in the Minnesota-St. Paul 
metropolitan area by pooling 40 percent of prop­
erty tax revenues for redistribution among the 
jurisdictions on the basis of population and need. 
A local village brought suit challenging the 
validity of the law; but the State Supreme Court 
has upheld the constitutionality of the measure. 

The Minnesota statute by exempting the tax 
base existing in 1971 in each community guar­
antees every unit of government in the metro­
politan area a share of the growth of the nonresi­
dential tax base regardless of where in the metro­
politan area that growth will occur. Such an 
approach eliminates most of the incentives for 
fiscal zoning yet leaves the autonomy of local 
jurisdictions untouched. Where fiscal disparities 
among communities are large, a great amount of 
intergovernmental mutual understanding is needed 
to utilize this technique. 

Modifying Areawide and Local Powers. States 
can act in a number of ways to enhance the 
powers of local government to cope with growth: 
home rule legislation, State mandating of action, 
State assun'lption of responsibilities, fiscal re­
forms, and regulation of local activities. 
Pennsylvania, for example, has authorized coun­
ties and municipalities to adopt home rule char­
ters. Kentucky has granted home rule to 
Louisville and to the counties. South Carolina 
voted a wide range of innovations at the local 
level including the combination of counties and 
city-county consolidation achieved through joint 
financing and administration of functions. Iowa 
has granted greater independence to municipali­
ties in new home rule legislation. New Jersey, 
Wisconsin, Georgia, and Utah have all substan­
tially expanded the powers of counties to provide 
services. For another example, in the two 
Carolinas, the voters have approved measures de­
signed to minimize the proliferation of many 
local jurisdictions in the established metropolitan 
areas. 

Growth Management at the Local Scale 
Public concern for the quality of life and for 

better control over growth and development is 
most evident at the level of local elected officials. 
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Around the Nation, many local governments are 
experimenting with various techniques to guide 
land development activities, to modify economic 
growth, or to prevent change in environmental 
quality within their jurisdictions. Some local 
governments, concerned with high growth rates, 
have devised methods of guiding or constraining 
development so as to minimize its adverse side 
effects. These cities have concentrated on limiting 
the area taken up by urban development and on 
discouraging sprawl-type development. One tech­
nique used in the "no-growth" movement is the 
moratorium on building permits, a device seen by 
some as extra-legal at least to the extent that 
there may be no specific legislation authorizing 
the witholding of permits for a specific period of 
time. There is a limited amount of case law 
supporting the use of moratoriums to allow time 
for planning or to deal with emergency situations. 

The Lake Tahoe bi-state planning commission 
is proposing an areawide ordinance to adapt 
population growth to land use and capability 
standards. Based on this ordinance, the maximum 
seasonal population would be 311 ,000 rather 
than the 700,000 which is allowed under conven­
tional zoning by the local jurisdictions. In 
Boulder, Colorado, a campaign to limit growth 
received wide-spread support. A referendum to 
limit the city's size to I 00,000 did not pass, but 
the city is studying methods to promote internal 
growth to provide employment for the resident 
population without attracting outside population. 

Another technique to stop or severely limit 
the growth of local areas is the deveiopment 
timing ordinance. This type of ordinance at­
tracted national attention in 1972 with the deci­
sions of the New York Court of Appeals, In 
Golden va. Town of Ramapo, that such use of 
the police power is constitutional. The U.S. 
Supreme Court later dismissed an appeal for lack 
of substantial Federal interest. The Ramapo ordi­
nance uses a mathematical formula for deter­
mining when land can be developed. The town 
has set out a schedule of proposed improvements 
over an 18 year period and will allow the devel­
opment of land only at the time when the 
improvements are scheduled to reach the area. A 
point system has been developed to measure this 
state of readiness. The ordinance substantially 
reduced the number of housing units being con­
structed in the town and increased their cost. The 
Court of Appeals upheld the validity of the 
ordinance in relation to the availability of public 
facilities. 

Petaluma, California has designed a develop­
ment control program to limit population growth. 

All residential development, except for small scale 
buildings, would be alloted through a review 
process taking into consideration an established 
quota system tied to the provision of municipal 
services. A lower court has held that the city 
could not so limit its growth because the effect 
would be to deny individuals their rights to 
choose where to live. This decision has been 
stayed pending review by an appeals court. 
Fairfax County, Virginia recently adopted a land 
bank approach. To relieve development pressures 
the county approved $2 million for a land-bank 
fund to buy up open space for eventual resale to 
developers who would be required to develop the 
land in accordance with a county plan. 

Many localities are concerned with the high 
cost of services produced by increased population 
growth. For example, in counties around 
Washington, D.C., authorities are curtailing devel­
opment until adequate sewage and water facilities 
can be provided, at which time growth can 
continue. 

Most of these local policies to curtail growth 
are experimental. They are immediate responses 
to changing pressures, rather than tools for imple­
menting long range policies of community devel­
opment. It is too early to conclude whether the 
experiments will prove to be precursors of a 
major trend toward growth limiting actions. But 
it is not too early to reach the judgment that 
there is a vigorous stirring at the local level to 
develop new public techniques to strike local 
balances between such goals as economic growth 
and a quality environment. 

Metropolitan Reforms. The traditional pre­
scription for metropolitan reform is to promote 
the conformity of political boundaries with area­
wide social and economic problems. Annexation 
and consolidation, especially city-county consoli­
dation, are often proposed as the means of 
implementation. 

In recent years, some important questions 
have been raised about the efficacy of such 
prescriptions. A number of such proposals have 
failed to win voter approval at the polls. This 
would seem to indicate that metropolitan consti­
tuencies do not necessarily perceive the inade­
quacies of metropolitan life in terms of the lack 
of political and administrative "neatness." Of 
course, certainly a number of such negative votes 
can be traced to considerations of the income 
and/ or racial mix of a particular metropolitan 
area. And questions have also been raised about 
monopoly control of public services which might 
flow from a theoretical approach to the regionali­
zation of metropolitan government under which 
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most metropolitan services would be the responsi­
bility of a single government. At present, there is 
considerable interest in "two-tier approaches" to 
consolidation, in the hope that a degree of 
pluralism might be preserved in terms of the 
range and quality of public services offered lo­
cally while still accommodating the regionaliza­
tion of services which are efficiently provided by 
a larger unit of government. 

Two-Tiers in Twin Cities. One of the most 
interesting innovations in metropolitan govern­
ment adopted in the last six years has been the 
Twin Cities Metropolitan Council established by 
the State of Minnesota. The Council's major 
responsibilities are the preparation of a Metro­
politan Development Guide covering sewers, parks 
and open spaces, transportation, housing, and 
other major regional activities which establish 
long-range policies, the conduct of ongoing plan­
ning programs, and the provision of standards for 
measurement of other agency actions. 

The plans of boards, commissions, and agen­
cies having metropolitan impact must be reviewed 
by the Council and be approved within the 
context of the Council's Metropolitan Govern­
ment Guide. For example, included among these 
functional agencies are the Metropolitan Sewer 
Board, the Metropolitan Airport Council and the 
Transit Commission. 

Association of Bay Area Governments Project 
Review Criteria for Growth. Another technique 
to manage growth has been developed by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments in the 
nine-county San Francisco Bay Region. The Asso­
ciation has established criteria for use in the 
review and comment of local applications for 
Federal assistance and for environmental impact 
statements. The criteria cover three major aspects 
of growth: overall patterns, social and economic 
considerations, and physical-environmental fac­
tors. The Association will specifically assess how 
proposals relate to (1) areas already committed to 
development; (2) alternative means of travel, 
particularly public transit, in lieu of reliance on 
automobiles; (3) fulfillment of housing needs; ( 4) 
expansion of jobs, income, and personal mobility 
for disadvantaged groups; (5) accessibility to 
recreational and natural areas for low income, 
young and elderly population groups; and (6) 
seismic sensitivity, air and water quality, soil and 
terrain characteristics and flood and fire hazards. 

San Jose Development Policy. The Urban 
Development Policy program in the San Jose­
Santa Clara County area of California is another 
effort at the metropolitan level, this one intended 
to insure that San Jose's future growth will 



proceed in an orderly manner and that balance is 
achieved between industrial, commercial, residen­
tial and public uses. A key element in the Urban 
Development Policy is agreement between the 
city and Santa Clara County that urban-type 
developments requiring municipal services should 
not be allowed in the unincorporated area of the 
County. The objective of the Urban Development 
Policy is to guide growth by staging incorporation 
and the development of urban services. In order 
to accomplish this objective, it considers (I) the 
amount of land which will be needed annually 
to accomodate new growth (2) the areas of the 
city which currently have adequate utilities and 
facilities and (3) the amount of land which must 
be available to avoid artificial inflation of land 
values. Areas designated for tmmediate urban 
growth are those areas which are now serviced or 
are proposed to be serviced within five years. 

EVOLUTION OF SUBSTATE DISTRICTS 
Substate general purpose districts, such as 

councils of governments and regional planning 
agencies, also perform important functions in 

Map 3 

implementing growth policies. Their intended 
function is to strengthen the capacity of local 
governments to cooperate in solving growth prob­
lems that transcend the boundaries of any one 
jurisdiction. 

The Expansion of Districting 
There has been a relatively quiet but dramatic 

revolution on this front since the early 1960's. 
Ten years ago, there were about 25 councils of 
government, a handful of transportation agencies, 
and large numbers of special districts and authori­
ties established to carry out functional programs. 
Only a few States had substate general purpose 
districting systems. But, by the end of 1973, 
there were over 600 councils of government, 
Forty-four States had delineated substate dis­
tricting systems, with a total of 488 districts. See 
Map 3. The creation of general purpose districts 
and their incorporation into statewide systems are 
in part an attempt to bring some order to the 
chaotic proliferation of single purpose functional 
agencies at the substate level. 

SUB-STATE PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS, 
MARCH 1974 
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Federal Influence on Substate Districts 
Federal actions have contributed to the proli­

feration of these substate agencies. Twenty-four 
major Federal grant programs provide assistance 
specifically for planning. Ten of these either 
support or require planning on a multijuris­
dictional basis: for example, comprehensive 
health planning, law enforcement assistance, 
water pollution control and transportation plan­
ning. Federal planning assistance and require­
ments are heavily supportive of district functional 
and project planning. In FY 1973, $100 million 
·was available for comprehensive planning and 
management grants through the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development's "701" pro­
gram. About $250 million in addition was avail­
able for functional planning from numerous other 
Federal grant programs. A large share of these 
funds were utilized by substate districts. 

A major impetus to the formation of general 
purpose substate districts has been Circular A-95, 
issued in 1969 by the Office of Management and 
Budget, pursuant to the Demonstration Cities and 
Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, the 
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968, and 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 
The circular requires the States to designate clear­
inghouse agencies to review and comment on 
project applications for certain types of Federal 
assistance within the geographic area over which 
the substate agency has jurisdiction. It encourages 
States and localities to establish a single areawide 
organization responsible for all Federally required 
planning and project reviews. 

State Policies 
State policies regarding substate districts are 

not uniform. In a few cases such as Georgia and 
Kentucky, State initiatives predated the major 
Federal programs that have in the past decade 
provided the principal impetus for interjuris­
dictional multicounty planning and programming. 
At the other end of the scale a number of States 
remain without an official policy or program to 
encourage interjurisdictional cooperation. 

Urban-Rural Variations 
Certain critical issues are emerging with regard 

to the formation and responsibilities of general 
purpose substate districts as a practical link in the 
chain of the Federal system. The first of these is 
a difference in the setting, role, and priorities of 
urban as contrasted with rural substate districts. 
Urban districts typically operate from an estab­
lished local base with knowledgeable admini-
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strators and elected officials. Urban districts draw 
on substantial economic and fiscal resources as 
well as private leadership. Urban substate districts 
do, however, suffer from fragmentation among 
central city, suburban and exurban governments. 
Often they overlap State lines, which presents 
serious administrative and legal problems imped­
ing cooperation. Rural substate districts on the 
other hand must often cope with a lack of 
sufficient fiscal and economic base to support an 
adequate program. Public and private leadership 
for these programs is only now emerging. The 
physical difficulty in rural substate districts of 
conducting public business across a sizeable geo­
graphic area also is a serious impediment. 

Pressures For a Larger Role 
Another problem is the range of responsi­

bilities of substate districts. For the most part 
these districts were established initially to meet 
Federal program planning.requirements. However, 
there is increasing pressure for substate districts 
to undertake not only to plan for but to imple­
ment public programs and provide needed public 
services. The eventual role of substate districts 
within the Federal system and as partners with 
State and local governments in the process of 
implementing growth policies will turn on the 
question of whether substate districts- remain 
principally as agencies to plan and coordinate 
programs of various levels of government and to 
provide technical assistance to local governments 
and private organizations or they assume responsi­
bility for the conduct of public programs and 
services that _cross jurisdictional lines. 

In June of 1973, the Advisory Council on 
Intergovernmental Relations adopted these recom­
mendations to improve substate districting mecha­
nisms, procedures, and planning: 

States with few exceptions are encouraged to 
adopt a system of substate districts. These 
districts would serve as "umbrella multijuris­
dictional organizations." 
The role of the States in substate regional 
development is now "pivotal." They should 
enact consistent statewide policies to provide a 
common framework and a clear set of State 
and local purposes for existing and future 
substate district undertakings. 
States and counties should strengthen district 
programs including membership on governing 
boards, financial assistance, use of regional 
plans and encouragement of special district 
consolidation. 



There should be Federal-state delineation of 
boundaries and creation of umbrella agencies 
for over 35 interstate metropolitan areas and 
Federal-state compacts defining their legal 
status. 

Public Interest Group Concerns 
In December 1972, public interest groups 

representing State and local government issued 
recommendations on substate multijurisdictional 
planning and policy development organizations. 
These groups included the National League of 
Cities-U.S. Conference of Mayors, the National 
Association of Counties, and the National Gover­
nors Conference. The recommend::~tions were 
similar to those of the Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations, particularly with 
respect to conformance of Federally sponsored 
substate districts to the boundaries of State 
designated districts; enactment of State legislation 
for multijurisdictional planning and policy devel­
opment; use by State agencies of official substate 
regions for planning and delivery of State 
services; and increased support for multijuris­
dictional organizations on the part of local 
governments. 
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A policy position on substate district develop­
ment adopted at the National Governors Con­
ference in June 1973 described substate district­
ing as an issue of growing concern to State and 
local elected officials and recommended: 

"Multijurisdictional planning and policy devel­
opment organizations" should be public bodies 
with governing bodies composed at a minimum 
of a majority of elected officials. 
Federal and State policies should recognize a 
single umbrella multijurisdictional organization. 
Federal and State programs administered on an 
areawide basis should move toward integration 
with the umbrella organization. 
Boundaries of the umbrella organization should 
be set by the States but be acceptable to local 
general purpose governments. 

Major policy statements on substate districts 
point to general conformity of views and opi­
nions on this basic need: the importance of 
establishing state-designated general purpose sub­
state districts that are under the cpntrol of local 
elected officials, and that have a major role in 
regional planning and coordination of publicly 
supported projects and programs. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 
Although Title VII of the 1970 HUD Act 

providing for these biennial reports refers to a 
"national urban growth policy," the statute itself 
contains ample evidence that Congress is also 
aware that growth policy is in reality an aggrega­
tion of policies. For example, in the same title, 
reference is made to "policies, plans and pro­
grams designed to carry out such policy" and to 
"recommendations for program policies for carry­
ing out. such policy." And following the phrase 
"the Congress further declares that the national 
urban growth policy should-"are numerous 
objectives which themselves represent policy 
determinations. 

In its findings and declaration of policy, 
Congress also declares that "existing and future 
programs must be interrelated and coordinated 
within a system of orderly development and 
established priorities ... " There appears to be a 
growing consensus that although there must be 
constant assessment of the continuing validity of 
existing broad goals, policies or objectives, the 
most urgent need today is to develop better 
methods of assessing the relative priority to be 
afforded such goals, policies or objectives and to 
achieve the interrelationship and coordination of 
existing and future programs called for by Title 
VII. 

This is much easier said than done, for we 
live in a world where, as Dania} Moynihan ex­
plained it in the 1970 National Goals Study 
Committee Report, everything is related to every­
thing else. Nonetheless, there is a need for 
prompt action on two fronts: first, improving the 
mechanisms for bringing the necessary range of 
different policy and program viewpoints to bear 
on a particular issue and, second, more carefully 
defining the matters each participant in such a 
process should take into account in arriving at an 
important policy or programmatic decision. Many 
of the recommendations set forth below are 
aimed specifically toward accomplishment of 
these objectives. 

FOR THE NATIONAL LEVEL 
Improving Mechanisms for Policy and Pro­

gram Coordination. The authorities and responsi­
bilities of the various departments and agencies of 
the Federal Government have changed appreci­
ably over the years. With these changes, certain 
reorganizations within the Executive Branch 
become desirable. The Administration will con­
tinue to assess the desirability of and where 
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appropriate propose further organizational 
changes. However, no matter what the organiza­
tion, the cross-cutting nature of most if not all 
important initiatives put forth by any single 
department or agency requires consultation and 
coordination with other departments and agen­
cies. This is particularly true for consideration of 
the impacts of such initiatives on our Nation's 
growth. 

Community development is an excellent 
example. There are numerous statutes impacting 
on community development which, for proper 
implementation, require close coordination among 
various departments and agencies, such as HUD, 
DOT, EDA, and USDA. Some programs are coor­
dinated from time to time, but there is room for 
much improvement. For example, State and local 
officials now have to make sense out of rural· 
development assistance from at least three · 
sources: USDA, EDA and HUD. They must also 
tread a line between EPA air quality regulations, 
which may tend to retard rural industrial growth, 
and Department of Agriculture loans and grant 
incentives for just such growth. And businessmen 
are seeking consistent Federal guidance on what 
balance to strike between environmental conserva­
tion and economic growth trade-offs. 

Even if we were to have a single domestic 
department of the Federal Government, a Depart­
ment of Domestic Affairs-which would be 
obviously unmanageable-there would be a need 
to coordinate with other departments and agen­
cies. For example, export and import policies can 
have an important bearing on the economy and 
jobs of particular communities. 

Creation of the Domestic Council, which 
brought departments and agencies together in 
committees, each dealing with broad policy areas 
(and subcommittees dealing with more specific 
matters) was a substantial step toward better 
coordination of Federal policies and programs. 
The Council is continuing to assess ways in which 
the Executive Branch can improve policy and 
program coordination. From a national growth 
perspective, such assessment should include con­
sideration of better ways to undertake these 
activities: 

monitoring national trends in the economy, 
population, social change, and the use of land 
and other natural resources. 
monitoring current Federal programs that 
affect urban and rural development so as to 
assess how HUD, USDA, DOT, EDA, HEW, 
EPA and other agency programs cumulatively 
impact on specific population groups and geo­
graphic areas. 



analyzing important new legislative and admini­
strative proposals so as to anticipate the likely 
effects of such proposals on the economy, the 
environment, natural resources, population 
movements, and other aspects of growth. 
analyzing specific policy issues that arise from 
time to time among Federal agencies and 
recommending means for their solution. 
analyzing and recommending broad policies for 
the consistent management of grant-in-aid, sub­
sidy, and loan programs, with respect to their 
impact on urban and rural development and 
economic growth. 
preparing the biennial Reports on National 
Growth, pursuant to Section 703 of the 1970 
Housing Act, drawing upon findings of other 
major periodic assessments such as for energy, 
the economy, transportation, housing, the 
environment, natural resources and social well­
being. 

Determinations requmng interdepartmental 
and agency coordination also should take account 
of the views of State and local government and 
various segments of the private sector that do not 
traditionally communicate with the initiating or 
"lead" department or agency. But what are the 
best mechanisms to assure such communication 
and advice? Should there be standing advisory 
groups that include representation of all sectors? 
Or do differences among the kinds of issues call 
for greater flexibility? How useful would national 
or regional Executive Branch hearings be? On 
what kinds of issues? These are vital areas also 
requiring assessment and decision. 

Of course, a substantial part of any coordina­
tion effort by the Executive Branch, present and 
future, focuses on Federal legislation both old 
and new and both Administration-initiated and 
Congressionally initiated. There appears to be 
growing awareness both in Congress and else­
where that just as there is a need for better 
coordination of legislation by the Executive 
Branch, Congress should continue its efforts 
toward developing mechanisms affording a more 
coordinated approach to consideration of legis­
lation which involves assessing relative priorities 
of policies and the interrelationships of programs, 
especially in view of their potential impact on 
patterns of growth. 

Most national growth issues-land use, the 
environment, energy needs, population change, 
economic development-involve interests and 
expertise beyond the province of single com­
mittees in the House and Senate. Growth issues 
tend to cut across a number of committees as 
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they cut across numerous departments and agen­
cies in the Executive Branch. 

Of course, the committee structure is abso­
lutely necessary. Just as a Department of Do­
mestic Affairs would be unmanageable in the 
Executive Branch, an authorizing Committee on 
Domestic Affairs would be equally unmanageable. 
Floor debate and amendment bring about a mea­
sure of coordination, but the floor does not 
permit the necessary, fully measured considera­
tion of the priority of various policies or the 
interrelation of programs and their expected 
impacts. Various procedures for consideration of 
authorizing legislation by more than one com­
mittee are also helpful, but rarely is such legis­
lation referred to a committee that does not have 
jurisdiction over some explicit feature of the bill 
at hand, and whose consideration would be useful 
from the standpoint of program coordination and 
determining impacts on various elements of 
growth. 

Recent budget reform legislation will allow 
Congress to view the overall budgetary effects of 
individual appropriation actions. Congress also has 
the opportunity to develop a counterpart ability, 
by whatever suitable means it judges, for assessing 
the collective impacts on growth of separate 
legislative acts. 

Improved Delivety of Federal Planning Assis­
tance. The current system of Federal planning 
assistance programs and requirements is frag­
mented and inefficiently serves local and State 
elected officials. It is recommended that the 
Executive Branch and the Congress both work 
toward administrative and legislative revision of 
these programs to accomplish the following 
objectives: 

simplify and harmonize the basic requirements 
among as many programs as possible; 
provide flexible and adequate planning assis­
tance to State and local governments to allow 
them greater discretion in planning to meet 
locally determined needs and objectives; 
modify or terminate programs whose original 
purposes have been satisfied; 
achieve better coordination in the delivery and 
use of Federal planning assistance. 

There are 3 7 major planning assistance au­
thorities funded in the aggregate at an annual 
level of about $450 million. These programs are 
intended to help State and local governments and 
other recipients to plan the best use of billions of 
Federal dollars to develop highways, construct 
community facilities, conserve natural resources, 
educate children, clean the air, purify water and 

carry out a number of other categorical 
objectives. 

But by creating vertical ties between Federal 
bureaucracies and State or local functional agen­
cies, these planning programs often result in too 
little coordination with overall State or local 
development policies. They also shift influence to 
technical specialists and away from elected State 
and local officials who should have the final 
responsibility in deciding how these planning 
funds are spent. The multiplicity of Federal plan­
ning programs and the inconsistency of substan­
tive and procedure requirements causes delay and 
confusion among State and local governments and 
hinders the formulation of unified growth 
policies. 

The search should be for logical consolida­
tions and for a system that assures coordination 
of functional plans with overall growth develop­
ment policies. In short, planning must itself be 
planned. 

Management Assistance. In addition to re­
forming Federal planning assistance, comple­
mentary measures are needed to help public 
officials manage development programs after the 
planning is done. Too often, planning has been an 
activity undertaken for its own sake, rather than 
as a first step toward action. Too often volumi­
nous plans have remained only "on the shelf." 
But never before has the challenge of action-of 
management-been greater. Managing a modern 
American city is at least as complex as running a 
huge corporation. Revenue sharing and block 
grant programs are giving State and local officials 
more flexibility to decide how to use their re­
sources. And accountability to their own consti­
tuents increases as citizens continue to expect 
more involvement in local policy-making and pro­
gram implementation activities impacting their 
community or neighborhood. 

Thus, it is time for Federal assistance pro­
grams to give increased attention to supporting 
the basic capacity of local officials to develop 
community programs and implement and evaluate 
them. An important Federal policy must be to 
improve and expand public sector skills in bud­
geting and finance, personal management, in­
formation systems and public administration, at 
the operating level of State and local 
governments. 

Effective guidance of community growth and 
development also requires a skilled public admini­
stration cadre and the ability to measure the 
economic growth potential of each community. 
At the educational centers where future public 
officials are trained, there is need for improved 
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graduate a~d undergraduate curricula in public 
administration. 

There is also a need to expand the capacity 
of State and local governments to create invest­
ment strategies that will take into account private 
sector development and the potential for local 
economic growth. Local governments can utilize 
analytic techniques that lead to a better under­
standing of a community's economic base, its 
growth or loss potential, and opportunities for 
future private investment. Such techniques can 
help communities make sound public investment 
decisions consistent with private sector growth or 
conceivable contraction. 

FOR THE MUL TISTATE LEVEL 
Strengthen the Federal Regional Councils for 

Program Coordination. The regional councils are 
an established means of contact and information 
sharing between States and their communities and 
the various Federal agencies which operate 
domestic programs. 

From time to time, proposals are made for 
the creation of multistate planning and coordina­
tion agencies. Typically, such proposals call for 
these multistate agencies to articulate regional 
needs and issues, formulate interstate growth 
strategies, oversee their implementation, and coor­
dinate broad policies governing private and public 
investments within the region. 

Several kinds of multistate agencies already 
exist. As noted in this report, most are public, 
like the Title V Regional Action Commissions. A 
few are voluntary, such as the Southern Growth 
Policy Board. 

In order to avoid the uncoordinated prolifera­
tion of such multistate organizations, serious con­
sideration should be given to the alternative of 
expanding the role of the FRC's and establishing 
mechanisms to work with the States within each 
Federal region. The Executive Branch will take 
action to assess the potential further roles that 
Federal Regional Councils can play in support of 
State initiatives for multistate planning and coor­
dination. For example, the FRC's can assist, and 
already are to a limited extent assisting, the 
States in their conduct of the following activities: 

establishing interstate goals and policies related 
to interstate aspects of land use, resource 
development, regional transportation, and simi­
lar growth topics. 
developing broad interstate strategies for 
growth and economic development, which can 
serve as general guides for private investments 
as well as the distribution of Federal aid within 
each region. 



formulating regional positions on interstate 
aspects of such growth issues as power plant 
siting, mining, and coastal management. 
proposing recommendations for the types and 
levels of future Federal assistance that should 
be available to the region. 
Also, the FRC assessment can consider alter­

native ways for FRC's to utilize discretionary 
funding from a variety of Federal block grant and 
revenue sharing programs, for the delivery of 
multiple Federal resources to meet the unique 
development needs of each region as defined by 
the States. These needs vary from region to 
region. In one, revitalization of declining down­
towns may be the top priority need; in another 
region, support for "instant" communities result­
ing from development of energy resources may be 
the paramount concern. 

FOR THE STATE AND LOCAL LEVELS 
Modernization. State legislatures and execu­

tive branches are encouraged to complete the 
drive toward modernization and reform. This can 
be accomplished in many ways depending on 
each State's unique combination of political 
history, constitutional authorities and social­
economic setting. Examples of governmental 
modernization include: restructuring legislative 
committees in line with contemporary policy 
issues; adequate professional staffing for com­
mittees; executive branch reorganization to 
streamline functions and programs; and increasing 
chief executive capacity to coordinate large num­
bers of programs. 

Goal Setting. State legislatures and executive 
branches can expand their efforts to establish 
goals for the future. Such goals, based on assess­
ments of each State's prospects for economic 
growth and population change and the relative 
priorities accorded to various growth related poli­
cies, provide consistency of purpose across the 
board for legislative and administrative actions. 

Development Strategies. States and localities 
can continue to define strategies and growth 
policies regarding the location and timing of 
future development in their jurisdictions. Such 
strategies may take into account realistic assess­
ments of demand for private and public uses of 
land, probable changes in the economic base of 
the jurisdiction, and consequent effects on popu­
lation and the labor force. 

Implementation. States and local governments 
can work toward implementation of growth strat­
egies, through specific actions tailored to their 
own needs, powers, and strengths. Such strategies 
can be partially implemented, for example, by 
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orchestrating the investment of Federal funds 
available for air and water quality improvement, 
economic adjustment, rural and urban community 
development, transportation and other purposes. 
Coordination techniques which can be used in­
clude Chief Executive Review and Comment, 
integrated grant administration, and A-95 proce­
dures. Taxation (including land assessment poli­
cies), business development incentives, land use 
and development regulations are other illustrative 
means for achievement of State or locally deter­
mined growth goals. Most importantly, however, 
each of these governments must also develop 
better mechanisms for coordinated consideration 
of their relevant, often competing policies, both 
in the executive and legislative branches, much as 
is proposed above for the Federal government. 

State-Local Relations. States can continue to 
strengthen local general purpose governments to 
guide growth and development by such actions as 
deemed appropriate to each State. These could 
include, for example: provision of planning assis­
tance and services to communities; State revenue 
sharing or block grant programs; delineation of 
substate growth goals; enabling of community 
planning and development powers appropriate to 
the size of the community and the geographic 
scale of growth problems; and modernization of 
zoning, subdivision controls, and other regulatory 
powers. 

FOR THE SUBSTATE LEVEL 
States and localities are encouraged to work 

toward strengthening multijurisdictional "um­
brella" agencies, giving them the ability to bring 
under control a proliferation of specialized plan­
ning and services districts. 

Special emphasis should be placed on the 
need to tie implementation more closely to plan­
ning. To do this, substate districting for various 
purposes should itself be coordinated. Conse­
quently special purpose substate districts­
whether for transportation, health services, re­
source ~onservation, law enforcement or other 
functions-should be consistent with general pur­
pose "umbrella" districts. Consistency may be 
achieved through several means, such as: making 
all districts conform· to one set of coterminous 
boundaries; requiring district functional plans and 
investment programs to support general purpose 
district goals and policies; use of common data 
bases; and uses of a single umbrella policy board 
for many special purpose districts. 

Also, particular legislative, administrative, or 
financing actions can be taken, as appropriate, by 
those State governments whose boundaries con-

tain one or more of the 35 interstate metro­
politan agencies so as to assure the utility of their 
interstate planning role. 

TOWARD GUIDELINES FOR FEDERAL 
DECISION-MAKING 

Whatever the mechanisms for bringing people 
together to achieve coordination in policy and 
program development and implementation, the 
likelihood that sound policies and programs will 
result would be considerably enhanced if each 
participant were to approach the issue, or bundle 
of issues, with at least similar perceptions about 
how such issue or issues should be analyzed -and 
about the technique of determining what consti­
tutes the "public interest." 

But the government decision-maker rarely 
pays systematic attention to the effects of his 
actions except as they relate to his own mission. 
This myopic tendency is not easily cured. 

Existing laws and regulations do not require 
and may not permit the consideration of Federal 
actions on the attainment of goals outside of 
individual mission areas. Further, the effects of 
Federal actions are often . difficult to ascertain; 
and they are doubly difficult to predict in ad­
vance. The data necessary to measure impacts are 
often unavailable. The methodologies for analysis 
of that data often do not exist. The effects may 
be remote or may occur sometime in the future~ 

Yet it is increasingly necessary to take into 
account multiple impacts of a single Federal 
action on national goals. Consider the large num­
ber and variety of national goals. Most are well 
defined and long established; some have been 
more recently emphasized and raised in priority. 
All relate to "national growth policy." To name 
only a few: 

maintenance of national security and defense 
of the country, 
preservation and enhancement of a private­
enterprise (investment, risk, profit) society, 
economic freedom and efficiency through com­
petition, 
. full employment without harmful inflation, 
equal opportunity, 
for regulated industries, quality services at 
reasonable rates, 
safe and liveable communities, in both urban 
and rural areas, 
preservation of important natural resources, 
and clean air and water, 
secure and reasonably priced energy sources, 
decent, safe and sanitary housing, preferably 
owner-occupied, and 
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health, education, and public safety services 
adequate for individual self-fulfillment. 

Thus the policy-makers' task is to understand, 
as well as possible, how and whether present and 
proposed actions affect these goals. This requires: 

Systematic review in the course of decision­
making of the possible effects, not just on the 
mission goal of each decision-maker, but on 
other national goals as well. 
Improved evaluation of existing activities with 
emphasis on both attainment of the mission 
goal and effects on other goals. 

Much easier said than done. A very useful 
step in this direction would be efforts toward 
developing, refining and using an agreed upon set 
of guidelines for the Federal decision-making 
process. Such guidelines might well be in the 
form of sets of questions that should be an­
swered, insofar as feasible, in assessing, on a one 
time or periodic basis, existing policies and pro­
grams and in considering new proposals. Such an 
effort toward a "decision-maker's checklist" will 
require extensive participation and indeed debate 
among many parties. For purposes of illustration, 
the following list is offered: 
. (1) What is the public problem being ad­

dressed? 
(a) Is the problem real or apparent, or 

merely a symptom of a larger prob­
lem? 

(b) Can the problem be quantified? How 
large is it? 

(c) Are other forces at work that are 
either solving the problem or making it 
worse? 

(d) Does the public perceive a problem? 
(e) Are those who perceive the problem 

among the intended bene(iciaries? 
. (2) Are the means proposed to solve the prob­

lem well suited to attain the desired ends? 
(a) Are other means available that are less 

expensive either to taxpayers, to con­
sumers, or to the economy generally? 

(b) Are there other means that would be 
more efficient? 

. (3) Does the problem, the approach selected 
to solve it, or the effect intersect with 
other public programs or goals? 
(a) Should other agencies be consulted? 

. ( 4) What methods of evaluation can be de­
signed at the outset to determine at a later 
time the direct consequences and the effec­
tiveness of the proposed action? 

. (5) What are possible inadvertent and second 
order effects of the proposed solution? Do 



the potential adverse effects outweigh the 
desirability of taking action on the imme­
diate problem? 

. ( 6) What institution is best equipped to resolve 
the problem? 
(a) Can the private sector resolve the 

problem effectively? 
(b) If not, what public sector response is 

suitable and feasible? 
(c) Is a Federal response appropriate, and 

if so, should it be uniformly applicable 
or flexible? 

Such guidelines reflect the creed of modern 
management, that good policy-making results 
from the discipline of well-thought out ap­
proaches to each major policy decision. Proce­
durally, such discipline, self-imposed, most surely 
leads to increased demand for better methods of 
collecting and anal~g data and stronger interest 
in obtaining the viewpoints of others with dif­
ferent mission goals. Substantively, such discipline 
also helps to ensure that public policy-making­
whether by executives or legislators-will lead to 
programs that are consistent with long term 
national goals and the values we hold important 
in our democracy, including goals and values 
relating to national growth. 
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY 

WASHINGTON 

January 2, 1975 

Dear Phil: 

Attached is a copy of my letter 
to Senator Humphrey in response 
to his remarks concerning the 
need to include telecommunications 
in the draft National Growth 
Report. Unfortunately, I under­
stand we were too late in amending 
the Domestic Council's final effort. 

Attachment 



OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504 

December 30., 1974 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

Honorable Hubert H. Humphrey 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Senator Humphrey: 

I read with interest your recent comments in the 
Congressional Record concerning the contribution 
that telecommunications has made .:t.o our society and 
its importance to a national growth.and development 
policy for the United States. 

Few technological changes have had so profound an 
affect on the human condition as the development of 
telecommunications, and it is certain that its 
influence on the quality of our national life ~ill 
be even more important in the future. Accordingly, 
I share your concern that "it is not too soon to 
make telecommunications policy a major component of 
national growth policy." 

As you know, in 1970 our Office was created within 
the Executive Office of the President to serve as 
the President's principal advisor on telecommunications 
policy and to formulate policies and coordinate the 
Federal Government's own vast communications systems. 
In this capacity, the Office formulates policies 
affecting a wide range of domestic and international 
communications issues including development of plans 
and programs ~o assure that cable and other broadband 
communications are available to residents of rural 
areas and to the poor. 

OTP is now drafting legislation l·lhich would implement 
certain recommendations contained in the Cabinet 
Comrni ttee Report to the. President on Gable Gommun·i··. -., ...... , 
cations to which you referred. As you may know, a~·F 0'D 
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the heart of the Committee's recommendations is the 
proposed policy that would separate control of the 
cable medium from control of the messages on it with 
the "goal of assuring the development of cable as a 
communications medium open to all." It is hoped that 
this legislation will be submitted to the 94th 
Congress early in 1975. 

We are also presently evaluating several studies to 
determine the feasibility of bringing expanded tele­
vision service to the over one million households in 
the United States who now receive no television ser­
vice at all and the nearly six million households re­
ceiving only one or two channels. These studies 
address the possible use of an alternative mix of 
technologies, e.g., microwave, cable, and translators, 
that might be economically employed, and examine the 
institutional and regulatory constraints to the 
development of television service in rural areas. 

Additionally, we are encouraging the formation of a 
satellite consortium of public service users whose 
purpose would be to design and fund a satellite 
system available to all potential users on a d~pend­
able, economical and nationwide basis. It is 
believed that such an arrangement will facilitate 
access to telecommunications services as a delivery 
mechanism for health, educational and other social 
services. 

I shall be happy to provide you any additional 
information on these or any other of our activities. 
I appreciate your interest in telecommunic:ations and 
look forward to working with you, your staff and the 
other members of Congress as we endeavor t6 formulate 
and implemen.t communications policy for the benefit 
of all Americans. 

Sincerely, 
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