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REGIONAL GOVERNMENTAL ARRANGEMENTS
IN METROPOLITAN AREAS:
NINE CASE STUDIES

ABSTRACT

A review of the experience with major forms of regional government in metro-
politan areas. Within four broad categories, case studies were done of nine
different types of regional governmental arrangements: Regional Councils: The
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments (Detroit) and the Twin Cities Metro-
politan Council (Minneapolis=St. Paul); Multi-Purpose Special Districts: Bi-
State Development District (St. Louis) and Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle;
(3) Unified Urban Government: Annexation (San Antonio); Urban County:
Montgomery County, Maryland (Washington, D.C.); Urban County with Some
Second Tier Cities: Metropolitan Dade County (Miami); City-County Consolida-
tion: Metropolitan Davidson County (Nashville); Federation (two-tier): Munici-
pality of Metropolitan Toronto.

Findings were that the core of what is called metropolitan government in the
United States is the county, usually reorganized and given urban powers. There
are no multi-county general purpose metropolitan governments in the United
States. Another frequently suggested model, the multi-county, multi-purpose
metropolitan special district also apparently does not exist in the United States.

Pattemns of regional governmental arrangements based on the urban county were
judged more effective in dealing with emerging environmental management prob-
lems than patterns based on special districts and regional councils of government;
the two-tier federation was judged about equal to the best of the urban county
arrangements.

In virtually every case, further state action was needed to make the regional ar-

rangements more effective. Metropolitan regional reorganization has occurred
in over 20% of the states, and therefore should be possible in most urban states.
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SECTION I
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Regional governmental structures in the United States in 1973 are governmental
structures still in the process of evolving, even though all of our examples are
over ten years old. Thus it would be unwise to take the present structure as de-
finitive, and plans to establish or encourage a particular kind of regional struc-
ture should consider the need for continued modification.

The core of what are called regional governmental structures in the United States
is the county, usually with a modernized structure and urban powers. There are

no multi-county regional governments. The durability of county boundaries and

the adaptability of the county to urban government appear to be the most practi-
cable basis for metropolitan governmental reform in c:'ﬁe immediate future,

Although it has been offered as one model for metropolitan reform for many years,
the multi-purpose nu Iti-county special district does not exist in the Unifed States
for all practical purposes, and we found no example of such a district that was
successfully operating major programs in a multi-county area.

One of the more interesting and innovative developments in government in metro-
politan areas is the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council, which is a state agency
with authority over some multi-county special purpose agencies, but no authority
over local governments in the area. This agency holds promise as a coordinating
and issue-raising mechanism representing state and metropolitan-wide interests.

All of the regional governmental arrangements that we studied have the problem

of not being able to make their boundary coincide with the boundaries of regional
problems. The boundaries are u better tit than they are in those other metropolitan
areas characterized by a multiplicity of municipalities, but the boundary problem
is by no means solved.

Federal agencies interested in adequate regional organization at the local level
should focus on obtaining a significant local commitment to regionalism. This
requires logal governments adequate to perform the functions needed at the local
level. Politically, it appears most practical to build on the base of the urban
county and the larger cities, both of which are structural elements in regional
govemmental amrangements accepted by the voters in the past twenty years. The
can be the building blocks for a locally based regional council, strengthened by
state legislation. Membership in the regional council would be compulsory; re-
porting of planned local agtivities to the council would be required, but partici-
pation in regional programs would be voluntary. Taxing powers sufficient to sus-
tain the council would be granted, so that it would exist independently of local
contributions, and independently of federal funds. Within this fromework, a
local commitment to regional activities might become possible. But the final
decision on local regional programs must remain with the local governments con-
cerned if the region is to be meaningful to them. The region must be free to re-
ject federal programs that offer support for local activities. The state might use
the regional councils as agents for state enforcement, just as they now use counties



and cities to enforce state regulations. But in anK true local-based region, en-
forcement of federal regulations must work through the state or be done separately
by federal officials.
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SECTION II
INTRODUCTION

Problems of environmental protection are invariably associated with metropolitan
areas because people are the primary polluters and the metropolitan areas are
where people are concentrated. Thus, these areas are a major focus of efforts to
manage the environment to reduce or prevent pollution.

And since governmental action is required fo coordinate environmental manage-
ment, the kindsof governmental organizations available in metropolitan areas for
this effort are a matter of concern to environmentalists.

The study reported on in subsequent chapters is an effort to identify and describe
the present status of regional governmental arrangements that exist in metropolitan
areas, which are-often grouped rather loosely under the term “metropolitan govern-
menfs.” We prefer the term regional govemmental arrangements because it de-
scribes more accurately the present state of affairs in the governance of metro-
politan a-eas. In our opinion, true regional government does not exist in metro-
politan areas in the United States. Indeed, we are not convinced that it would
necessarily bz desirable given the present sttuation in o3t metropolitan areas,
where there is a lack of a sense of community and little agreement on common
goals for the area.

Nevertheless, a review of the present status of regional governmental arrange-
ments in metropolitan areas is desirable because in the foreseeable future manage-
ment of the environment will have to work through those regional govemmental
agencies that exist or might possibly be brought into existence by local citizens
over the next iew years.

In a sense, the present study rollows up on a study of govermmental arrangements

in metropolitan areas done by Roscoe Martin for the U S Housing and Home Finance
Agency something over ten years ago, published in 1963, entitled: Metropolis in
Transition: Local Government Adaptation to Changing Urban Needs. In thaf re-
port, Mie-tin identitied 16 ditterent adaptations of local government to urban
problems, ranging from informal cooperation to metropolitan government. In 1963
many of these governmental arrangsments were relatively new, and Ma-tin con-
cluded that they were promising mechanisms but that there had not yet been enough
experience with them to judge their effectiveness (Martin, 1963, p. 144). In our
case studies, we report on some of the same cases that were studied by Martin; for
each of those, there is now ten or more years of experience since they were studied
by Martin and his colleagues.

More recently, the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has been
engaged in a study of substate regionalism and the federal system which has a
much broader focus than our study (U S Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, May, 1973). And Melvin Mogulof of the Urban Institute recently
followed up his extensive study of regional councils of qovernment with an



examination of five examples of metropolitan governments that seemed to him
to be stronger than councils of governments (Mogulof, 1971, 1972), Both of
these recent studies reported on some case studies of regional governmental
arrangements, but both of them tended to focus on the newer efforts at metro-
politan reform such as Jacksonville/Duval County and Indianapolis/Marion
County, which were not included in our study.

The format of our study was a review of the literature on metropolitan govern-
ment, a classification of the existing regional governmental arrangements, and
the selection of nine cases for more extensive study. For each case study, we
read all the studies and reports that we could obtain by both local and outside
authors and study groups, and examined local government documents such as
annual reports and budgets, as well as special studies of qovernmental functions.
We also 2xamined relevant documents and reports on environmental protection
programs of the federal and state governments. We monitored at least one local
nawspaper in each of the areas being studied for a period of nine months, and
we interviewed wom 8 to 10 local leaders in each of the case study areas. In
each case we interviewed elected officials such as mayors or members of the
council, chief administrators and major department heads, and knowledgeable
local citizens such as representatives of the news media, the League of Women
Voters, and university faculties.

The case studies in the next nine chapters are descriptions of the historical de-
velopment and present status of one kind of regional governmental arrangement.
In subsequent chapters we attempt to give our judgement of the present and
emerging patterns of regional governmental arrangements and some of their ad-
vantages and disadvantages as links in the chain of governmental agencies en-
gaged in environmental management.

Given the present state of knowledge and methodology in comparative studies,
our efforts at comparison were necessarily relatively crude. In partficular, it
seems to us that the state of the aits in the study of metropolitan political systems
and metropolitan finance is in such disarray that we can make no comment on the
relationship of government structure to costs or to political change in each area.

In addition, the state of the art does not permit the examination of a very key
question: would things have been done differently if the regional governmental
aTangement did not exist? We can only speculate on what might have been,
and in some of the final chapters of the report we do engage in some speculation.

Because our study is focused on govemmental structure, we feel it is necessary to
call attention to an underlying assumption for which evidence is scanty. The
assumption is that structure makes a difference in the performance of governmental
agencies. As Mogulof pointed out, at one level it is clear that "restructuring
makes a great deal of difference with regard to first tier govemnments. Metro
Toronto and Dade County have irrevocably altered the circumstances of the
dominant cities in their areas. Consolidated Jacksonville has taken over and
obliterated Duval County” (Mogulof, 1972, p. 135). But of the level of the
effectiveness of their performance of governmental activities, it is much more



difficult to provide evidence that changas in structure have an effect on per~
formance. One is left with the claim that so many people put so much etfort
into changing governmental structure in metropolitan areas, and their efforts
generate so much opposition, that obviously many people believe that structure
does make a difference. But this is a value judgement, and the assumption re-
mains an assumption.

In our classification of types of regional governmental arrangements, we started
with Maitin's list of sixteen different types of adaptation of local government to
urban needs (Ma-tin, 1963), p. 3). In reviewing that list about five years ago,
Thomas P. Murphy classed six of them as structural changes: incorporation,
a'nexation, city-county separation, geographical consolidation, the special
district, and :netropolitan government (Murphy, 1970, p. 20). Mogulof listed
five forms of government that appear to bz stronger than councils of government:
the urban county, transfer of functions to state government, metropolitan special
districts, federation, and city~county consolidation,

Our classification and the list of our case studies is shown in Figure 1. There are
four different structural arrangements: regional councils, multi-purpose special
districts, unified urban governments, and the metropolitan federation (two-tier).
Excluded from our classification and from our study is the Los Angeles County
model, with ifs combination of an urban county providing services directly to
unincorporated areas, full-service nunicipalities, and municipalities receiving
some or all of their services from the county by contract. This model was excluded
because it is gznerally classified as a procedural arrangement, not a structural
arangement,

Eight of our case studies are clearly structural arrangements. The exception is
the regular council of government, of which our example is the Southeast Michi~-
gain COG. In 1963, Martin could classify the council of government as a pro-
cedural arrangement, which he called the conference approach, and in 1970
Murphy was still classifying the council of government as a procedural arrange-
ment not a structural arrangement (Martin, 1963, p. 6; Murphy, 1970, p. 20).

But since Martin collected his data for his 1963 report, councils of government
have acquired some of the attributes of structural arrangements. Some of them
have been given planning powers, so that one might consider them to be areawide
special districts for the function of plaaning. But more importantly, many councils
of government have been given a review function by the federal government,
notably the A-95 review function, which makes them something more than merely
the conference approach of 1963, if still something less than a real structural
change on the regional scene.

This change of the council of government in the direction of structural charac-
teristics, and the fact that Mogulof used the COG as his base point for mefro-
politan governments, defined as arrangements stronger than COG'’s, led us to the
decision to include a case study of a council of government even though strictly
speaking it might not be a structural arrangement.



REGIONAL COUNCILS
Regular COG . . . . . . . . Southeast Michigan COG (Detroit)

State-Mandated Council . . . Twin Cities Metropolitan Council
(Minneapolis-St. Paul)

MULTI-PURPOSE SPECIALDISTRICT
Single County . . . . . . . Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle

Multi-County . . . . . . . Bi-State Development District (St. Louis)

UNIFIED URBAN GOVERNMENT
Annexafion . . . . . . . . San Antonio, Texas

Urban County . . . . . . . Montgomery County, Maryland
(Washington, D.C.)

Urban County with Some Meftropolitan Dade County, Florida
First Tier Cities . « « o« . . . (Miami)

City-County Consolidation . . Nashville~-Davidson County, Tennessee

FEDERATION

»

Two-tier. . . . . . . . . . Metropolitan Toronto

Fig. 1. List of Case Studies

In choosing our case studies, a primary consideration was to have an example that
had been in existence for at least ten years. With one exception, all of the re—
gional governmental arrangsments in our case studies have existed for ten years,
and a number of them have existed for fifteen or twenty years. The Twin Cities
Metropolitan Council has existed only since 1968, but it is the only example of
its kind. And it has a considerably longer "prehistory” as a regional planning
council, in which form it was included in Martin's 1963 study.

The order of presentation of the case studies will be first the two regional councils,
followed by the two multi-purpose special districts, the four unified urban govern-
ments, and the federation.



SECTION III
SOUTHEAST MICHIGAN COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS

Introduction and History

The applied concept of region in governmental structure at the metropolitan

level lacks precision and definitiveness. Councils of govemment are perhaps

the most obvious examples of what we think constitutes a metropolitan region.
Typically, a COG will encompass the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area as
established by the Bureau of the Census. The SMSA represents the most explicit
set of guidelines for defining the "metropolis" (Executive Office of the President,
Office of Management and Budget, Nov 1971).

The theoretical difficulties of accurately delineating the metropolifan region
remain unresolved; the practical necessity of governmental service areas has re-
sulted in a variety of ways of defining the region. A recent report by a federal
task force studying SMSA's noted the areal differentials for the purposes of ad~
ministering federal multi-jurisdictional programs: "Agencies typically use a wide
range of geographic areas for program purposes, some larger, some smaller than
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas" (U S Office of Management and Budget,
1973, p. 159).

Depending on what we expect the COG to accomplish, the federal inconsistency
in regional boundary-setting substantively affects the COG's position as a "clear-
inghouse" for federal grant programs. Melvin Mogulof, in a study of council of
governments, describes the difficulties of realization of regionalism within the
context of the logic of federal grant programs:

. « « the relative independence of various federal actions from each other
(and at times the relative independence of actions within a federal agency)
confront the COG with a regional terrain which can seem almost impossible
to put in order. These various federal planning grants go to a variety of
forces in local and state government, as well as to independent and quasi-
governmental agencies. Important client/constituency lines develop be-
tween federal agencies and local grantees which impase serious constraints
on the COG as, and if, it attempts to become the super comprehensive
planner for the metropolitan area (Mogulof, 1971, p. 28).

Mogulof concludes that there is little support for the idea that grant applications
are subject o the requirements of a comprehensive regional plan through the A-95
review process. The present activities of the COG are "loose enough" so that
what the region is and can be are subject to a variety of interpretations. The
Task Force report on SMSA's indicates the existing non-threatening kind of re-
gional concept represented by COG and the designation of SMSA's:

The concept has provided a neutral means of specifying interjurisdic-
tional responsibilities for solving areawide metropolitan problems. The



SMSA concept has thereby given impetus to the organization of areawide
planning organizations and councils of government (U S Office of Managa-
ment and Budget, 1973, p. 160).

So long as voluntery participation in a COG facilitates receiving federal funds,
and so long as it is to the advantage of counties to be included within a SMSA
to receive some kinds of additional funds, the definition of region will remain
more a oroblem of theory than practice., But if we start taking seriously the need
for a regional agehcy with significant powers to insure conformity to a regional
plan, the present looseness of regional definition may prove inadequate.

The Southeast Michigan Region

The Southeast Michigan Council of Governments provides an interesting grouping
of the different things implied by the term "metropolitan region.” Typically,
when the reference is to the kind of metropolitan problems generated by central
city/suburban disparities, the area of reference in Southeast Michigan is the
Cetroit SMSA, This urbanized core of the Southeast Michigan Region is com=~
posed of three Michigan counties — Wayne (Detroit), Mazomb and Oadkland.

As presently constituted, the Southeast Michigan Council of Governments in-
cludes a seven county area. In addition to Wayne, Oakland and Macomb,
SEMCO G includes Washtenaw, St. Clair, Livingston and Monroe counties.
Washtenaw County constitutes the Ann Arbor SMSA, and Monroe County is in-
cluded in the Toledo, Ohio=Michigan SMSA. Livingston and St. Clair counties
are not a part of a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area. The county govern-
ment of Macomb is currently not a member of SEMCOG.

Of the seven counties in the SEMCOG area, six exceeded the national growth
average of 13.3% between 1960 and 1970.
Table 1
Population, 1960 and 1970, in SEMCOG Area

Population Population % Change % of Total
County , 1960 1970 1960-1970 1970
Wayne 2,666,297 2,670,368 0.1 556.4
Oadkland 690, 259 907,871 31.5 19.2
Maczomb 405,804 625,309 54,1 13.2
Washtenaw 172,440 234,103 35.8 4.9
St. Clair 107,201 120,175 12,1 2.6
Montoe 101,120 118,479 17.2 - 2.5
Livingstone- . 38,233 38,967 54.1 _ 1.2
Total 4,181,354 4,735,272 Avg. 13.3 100.




The proportion of Wayne County fo the total area popu lation declined from 65%
to 56% during the decade.

The City of Detroit's population declined by 10% between 1960 and 1970. The
net loss of 159,00 residents during this decade was the result of a loss of 344,000
in the white population and a smaller increase of 185,000 in the population of
Negroes and otﬁer races.

According to the 1972 Census of Governments there were a total of 392 'local

governments in the SEMCOG area: 7 counties, 115 municipalities, 124 school
districts, 120 townships, and 26 special districts.

Interlocal Agreements

A major response to the need for area government of the Southeast Michigan area
has been the use of interlocal agreements. In a study sponsored th The Metro-
Fund in 1965, it was reported that there were a total of 1,087 such agreements
to provide services among 221 units of local government in a six-county area.
Of these over 80% were accounted for by six units of government (Wayne 340,
Ocakland 206, Detroit 171, Macomb 96, Washtenaw 39, and Pontiac 20). There
were 36 different municipal functions involved in these agreements, the major
ones being fire protection, streets, water supply - and sewage treatment (Mefro=
politan Fund, 1965, p. 47).

In terms of service impact, the City of Detroit's water system must be accorded
a significant regional role via its service agreements with other jurisdictions.
Since 1873, the Water Board has been authorized to extend services beyond
Detroit city limits. The water system's 1924 development plan indicated its
ability to build a metropolitan areawide water system. In 1966, the City signed
a contract with the State of Michigan to perform pollution control activities for
southeastern Michigan. Pollution control activities have grown from projects
totaling $13,000,000 prior to 1969 to projects totaling $69,000,000 in 1971.
The Water Department developed the capacity to administer a pollution control
program involving more than 250 units of autonomous govemments. In 1972

the Department was providing water and processing sewage for 4,000,000
people in Detroit and 88 nearby communities and for all industry in the area
(Remus, 1972). It is not the major supplier in Washtenaw, Monroe, and St.
Clair counties (Metropolitan Fund, 1973).

The Spzcial District

The special district represents another response to the perceived deficiencies of
general purpose local government. The major ones in the Detroit area are the
Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority, the Southeast Michigan Transportation
Authority (SEMTA), and the Wayne County Road Commission. (See Figure 2.)
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1970 Population (SEMCOG Area) — 4,735,272
Land Area — 3,792 sq mi .

Total Units — 392

Southeast Michigan
Council of Governments

Huron-Clinton
Metropolitan Authority

Detroit Metropolitan
Water Department

Southeast Michigan
Transportation Authority

Livingstone Co.

Livingstone Co.

Water to 60 units in

Macomb, Monroe,

Monroe Co. Macomb Co. six counties. Sew- Odkland, St. Clair,
Reai Odkland Co. Odkland Co. age treatment in Washtenaw & Wayne
(Me ;,?_’_‘g' ) St. Clair Co. Washtenaw Co. Wayne & Oadkland Counties
Mutti-County wﬂsmergw Co. Wayne Co. Counties. Provided
ayne Co. by contract Board: 3 members
Board: 7-member Bd. .
Board: 100-member 2 appointed by Gov.. Department of City gpéaomfedtl.oy Gov.,
Federation of Elected & 1 by each county of Detroit Y counties
Offictgl: Functiors: Metropoli- F:ncf:c:n: public
— Functions: Regional tan parks & parkways o]
Planning & A-95 Review
General Purpose County Wayne Co. Road
Governments comprising Commission
', -
County %2‘?}2 ': di' &Wﬁzggawb; Board prg .l - 3-mem-
Monroe, (with Wood Co., Bd. directly elected
Ohio); and Washtenaw; Functions: Roads,
plus 2 (Livingstone & sewage disposal,
St. Clair) outside SMSA's Detroit Metro Wayne
Co. Airport, parks &
porkways
OTHER 114 Municipalities 124 School Districts 120 Townships 22 Other Special

Fig. 2. Governmental Characteristics — Detroit Metropolitan Area




The Huron—-Clinton Authority, created in 1940 following the passage of state
énabling legislation in 1939, operates and maintains parks and recreational
facilities throughout the five county area. Under the enabling statute, it can
acquire and operate facilities outside of the five-county region. It has the
power to levy a tax not fo exceed 1/4 mill on each dollar of assessed valuation.
The Authority is viewed by Defroit interests as having primarily a suburban orien-
tation in its park acquisition and development program. From the point of view
of the Detroit interests, which currently are not represented on the Authority
Board, it is this orientation which accounts tor the lack of Huron=Clinton parks
in the City and only marginal parks in Wayne County. This issue came to a head
recently when the Authority proposed to establish Mill Creek Park in Washtenaw
County which SEMCOG had approved in routine A=95 review procedures.
SEMCOG was placed in the unenviable position of having second thoughts on its
approval particularly when analysis of accessibilil‘K revealed that only 10% of
the population in HCMA's 5-county area lived within an hout's drive of the pro-
posed park. As SEMCOG pointed out: . . . "this factor was overshadowed af
the time by the apparently widespread support for the project among Washtenaw
County officials, whose own sizeable constituency would provide by far the
heaviest client group for the proposed facility" (Southeast Michigan Council of
Governments, Spring 1973, p. 5). This admission goes to the heart of a basic
problem faced by COG's in aftempting to act as a regional force — most local
projects will be approved if the local constituent units support them.

Further, the Authority has not accepted the City of Detroit's offer for the
Authority to take over Belle Isle Park, an island in the Detroit River at its con-
fluence with Lake St. Clair. From the standpoint of the Authority, its interests
lie in preventing urban sprawl and in developing large parks of about 3,000
acres with water available. With regard to Belle Isle Park, it would take about
$2,000,000 to upgrade. Further, failure to acquire the park immediately does
not represent a lost opportunity; the Park will always be there. It is speculated
also that waiting may bring about a situation where Huron-Clinton could go to
the voters for an increase in its mill levy which it could do with some prospect
for success if it was supported by the Detroit and Wayne County electorate.

SEMCOG finds itsel f drawn into this disagreement because of its planning func-
tion and the Detroit and Wayne County representation on its Board and Executive
Committee. This kind of an issue is typical of the problems between special
districts and the COG's which underlie the proposals for the COG's acting as an
umbrella agency over the special districts and authorities.

SEMTA was created by the State of Michigan in 1967 to operate in a six-county
area. The Board was composed of nine members — three appointed directly by

the Governor and six by the Governor from lists of nominees submitted by the
boards of commissioners of the six counties. In 1971 the power. to appoint the

six members was given to SEMCOG. Such appointment is made by majority vote

of the SEMCOG representatives from the six counties served by SEMTA. SEMCOG
also was given the power to review and comment on the Authority's budgets, audits
and capital improve ment plans and it has exercised this power. In addition,
SEMCOG's planning division has assisted SEMTA with data to assist it in corridor
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route selection (Metropolitan Fund, 1973, p. IV-9).

The Authority was created to plan, acquire and operate, but it has been con-
fined to the first function for all practical purposes, because of a lack of fund-
ing. lis only funds have been an annual $200,000 from Wayne and Oakland
cownties. Although a 1/2 cent gas tax was allocated to SEMTA in 1973 and the
City under a new state law can provide a subsidy to meet operating deficits,
SEMTA is reluctant to acquire the major public transit system, the Detroit Street
Railway, because of a pension fund liability. This type of liability is not within
the power of the City to subsidize. The current Governor has entered the picture
by recommending an appropriation of $3,000,000 from the state's general fund to
help SEMTA buy the DSR (Detroit Free Press, Jan 13, 1974, p. 2C).

The Wayne County Road Commission, governed by a 3-member elected board,
operates in Wayne County outside the City of Cefroif, partly as an agent of the
Wayne County Board of Commissioners and partly independently. Acting as Wayne
County's Department of Public Works it is developing a secondary sewage treat-
ment plant on the Detroit River which will be operational by mid-summer of 1974
at a total cost of about $27,000,000, of which $7 million comes from a local
bond issue and $20 million from Federal and State grants. WCRC operated the
County Metropolitan Water Supply System as an agent of the county until 1960
when it was ordered by the County to sell it to the City of Detroit, The Com-
mission refained title to the water system under a lease~purchase arrangement in
order that it could assist municipalities to construct improvements by acting as a
sponsor of bond issues.

Since Road Commissioners act as County Park Trustees under Michigan law, the
Commission operates the Parks and Parkways system in Wayne County. A master
plan was developed in 1966 and is implemented as funds become available. |t

is currently operating a nature center, a forest and wild life preserve and 36-hole
golf course totaling approximately 4,279 acres.

The road system operated by the Commission consists of 711 miles of primary
roads, 554 miles of local roads, and 437 miles of state trunklines and freeways
under contract with the State, The Commission is also a coordinating agency

for the Federally funded TOPICS (Traffic Operation Program to Increase Capacity
and Safety) which is administered by the Michigan Department of State Highways.

The Commission also operates the Detroit Metropolitan Wayne County Airport.
It is responsible for the $250 million development program, which is currently in
its first phase and is intended to permit the airport to handle estimated 1990
traffic (Wayne County Road Commission, n.d.).

Other State and Local Responses

The Detroit region has seen the usual kind of reform efforts directed at local
government structure. A 1962 vote rejected a proposal to create a charter
commission for Wayne County. (This issue will be on the ballot again in 1974).
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In 1972, a similar effort directed at the City of Detroit also failed.

Partly from the impetus of some studies commissioned in 1965 by SICC and the
Metropolitan Fund, state legislation has been passed which is directed more
toward making it. possible to work toward solutions within present structures.

Michigan's Urban Cooperation Act of 1967 permits any local unit of government,
including school districts, to exercise powers jointly or carry out service func-
tions in cooperation with other local units. The Act also authorized the voluntary
formation of councils of governments, inter-local contractual agreements with
state agencies and with local governments in other states and Canada.

The Transfer of Functions Act of 1967 ailows local units to transfer functions by
inter~local contractual agreement. Many of the counties in Southeast Michigan
have assumed some urban functions, particularly in water and sewer system mainte-
nance, water billing and collection, and preparation of tax rolls and tax bills.
That is not to suggest that there are not some serious impediments to local govern-
ments transferring to, or merging functions with the county. A recent news story
from Detroit indicated that the merger of health services for Wayne County and
Detroit was something "every man" on the negotiating committee thought was
desirable (Detroit News, March 2, 1973). However, the cost to the county,
and the city's concem that the existing quality of Detroit's programs be main-
tained, created a stalemate, despite the essential merits of the merger (as de~
i'ermin)ed by a $168,000 two-year study project financed by private and state
grants) .

In 1970 the Michigan state legislature created the State Boundary Commission

fo review petfitions for incorporation of new cities and villages, and for consolida-
tion of two or more cities, villages or townships as a new city. In 1971 the
annexation law was changed from the freeholder petition-dual election system

to a system which executes annexation to home rule cities by order of the State
Boundary Commission.

s
State law in Michigan has broadened the potential for intergovernmental coopera-

tion, but negotiation and execution remain a local prerogative, subject to the
give and take of local inferests. .

Q_r_i_gins of SEMCOG

The rapid growth of the area was causing severe problems in such areas as'water
supply, sanitation and drainage, and in the movement of traffic. Initiated in the
early 1950's by Edward Conner, the Chairman.of the Wayne County Board of
Supervisors, conferences were held by the chairmen of several counties and a
committee was formed to discuss inter—county affairs. The counties involved ini~
tially were Wayne, Macomb, Odkland, Washtenaw, and Monroe; a year later
Monroe County joined as the sixth and final member.

The committee was named the Supervisors Inter-County Committee, It had no legal
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status until legislafion passed in 1957 recognized such agencies and permitted
them to receive funds from counties and other public bodies and from private
sources,

Although only counties were represented on the Committee, county boards of
supervisors under Michigan law were composed partly of representatives of in-
corporated municipalities and the cities were, thus, indirectly represented to
some extent on the Committee.

The Committee operated with a limited budget and small staff. Technical.assist-
ance was provided by local unitfs of government and by such agencies as the
Detroit Metropolitan Regional Planning Commission, with which it maintained

a close working relationship.

During its existence, SICC focussed on problems of water supply, sewage treat=
ment, drainage, roads, and air transportation. lts accomplishments include:

1. A study of water supply which was a factor in the decision to con-
tinue using the Detroit Water Department as the basic supplier of
water and a broadening of its 4~-member board to include 3 members
from outside the City of Detroit. (The Mayor of Detroit continued
to be the appointing authority.)

2. Creation of an inter-county Sanitation Council of Southeastern
Michigan which carried out studies to develop a sewage grid for the
region.

3. Formation of the Southeastern Michigan Inter-County Highway Com~
mission for highway planning.

4. Compilation of the first inventory of public works needs for a metro-
politan area. |

5. Participation in the formation of a research agency, originally the
Southeastern Michigan Metropolitan Community Research Corporation,
and later The Metropolitan Fund.

6. Helped secure legislation helpful to county govemments: it was not
successful however, in getting legislation for region-wide programs,
except that permitting its own formation. ‘

After a decade of formal operation, SICC and the other major regional body —
the Detroit Metropolitan Area Regional Planning Commission — appeared to have
major limitations in their ability to "get on top of":the metropolitan problems.
The SICC represented only one unit of government, the county; the Mayor of
Detroit, for example, had no formal voice in SICC, The planning agency,
DMARPC, was entirely separate from SICC, the program development agency.
Finally, there was no authority by these bodies to coordinate the programs of
the special purpose authorities.
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1972 General Assembly

Cities - 50; School Districts - 9; and Townships - 25

107 members: 7 at-large public members and 100 elected officials
representing 90 units of government in four categories: Counties - 6;

1972 Executive Committee Advisory
Committees
37 Members of General Assembly, as follows:
Area County Cities School Dist Townships Total Council on
unty y P Regional
Livingstone 2 - ] 1 4 Development
Macomb - 2 - 1 3 _ 1 Council on
Monroe 1 1 1 - 3 Environmental
Odkland 3 2 - ] 6 Strategy
St. Clair 3 1 - - 4 Council on
Washtenaw 2 1 - - 3 Criminal Justice
Wayne 3 3 - 1 9 _
Totals 16 ¢ 2 4 32
Executive Director
Adm. Support Services
T 1 T l
rFub.lic'ngety' Heglth Housing Minority Program Environmental Protection| | Transportation & Land Use
) -1 I -1
Water, Sewer, Solid A-95| | Land Use| | Transportation
& Storm Waste
Drainage

Fig. 3. Organization and Functions — Southeast Michigan Council of Governments




The Metropolitan Fund initiated in 1964 a three-year study discussion process
which resulted ultimately in SEMCOG. The Citizens Research Council of
Michigan, a private research organization, was asked to develop a number of
background papers on governmental organization for the area. A policy com-
mittee after study of these materials posed two alternatives: 1) a multi-county
government, which was discarded as unfeasible, and 2) a continuation of the
present system of lozal governments and interlocal agreements supplemented by
a council of governments representative of all units of government. The latter
alternative was accepted. The proposed council would be a forum for discussion,
evaluation, and prepa‘ing proposed solutions. It would have neither taxing nor
bonding powers. SICC and DMARPC would be merged into the council.

An implementing body, the Committee of 100 consisting of elected and appointed
officials, was appointed in late 1965, By early 1967, a number of governing
bodies had passed the appropriate resolutions of intent and the prospective mem=-
bers of the proposed council convened in May, 1967, to begin formal organiza-
tion. SEMCOG was formally created on January 1, 1968, SICC was disbanded,
and the Detroit Metropolitan Area Regional Planning Commission became the
planning division of SEMCOG.

Structure and Function

There are two policy bodies: the General Assembly and the Executive Committee.
(See Figure 3 .) The General Assembly consists of:

1. One voting membear selected by each of the member governments in
the seven—county area. Such member must be an elected official.
(Presently about 100 of the 400 eligible units of government are
members of SEMCOG.)

2. Altemates to the voting membar who do not have to be elected offi-
cials.

3. As an exception to the above, the City of Detroit and Macomb and Oak-
land counties each have one additional voting representative and Wayne
County is allowed three additional representatives.

4. Seven "regional statesmen, " citizens recognized for their "civic or
public interests and accomplishments" who serve as at-large non-voting
representatives. In 1972, the individuals holding these positions were:

a county director of public works, the Secretary of State, a professor
of political science, a utility board chairman, president of a chamber
of commerce, a realtor, and a labor official (Southeast Michigan Council

of Governments, Jan 1973, & SEMCOG, By Laws, n.d.).

In the 1972 General Assembly the total number of members other than the at=large
was 201, representing each county, as follows:
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Wayne 65

Qakland 53
Macomb 26
Washtenaw 21
St. Clair 13
Livingstone 12
Monroe _10

201

The number of governmental units represented in the 1972 General Assembly
totaled 90, as follows:

Type of Government

County County City Township School District Total
Wayne 1 17 7 4 29
Oakland 1 16 7 1 25
Mazomb - 6 b 1 13
Washtenaw ] 4 4 1 10
Ste Clair 1 3 1 - 5
Livingstone 1 1 - ] 3
Monroe ___]_ __.'}_ - a ____5_
Total 6 590 25 9 20

The total number of members and the total number of govemmental units in Wayne
County amount to approximately 30% of the total. This contrasts with the 56%
that Wayne County population constitutes of the total, Thus SEMCOG has not
achieved complete one~man-one-vote, but it is doubtful that any other COG has
either, That this may be an issue in Detroit is indicated in the fact that the pro-
posed charter requires a one~man-one-vote on any board on which the City is
represented.

The Executive Committee is made up of members of the General Assembly. Total
membership is allocated among the various counties according to the following
formula:

From Cities From Co. From School From

Area & Villages  Gouvt Districts Townships Total
Livingstone 1 "1 1 1 4
Macomb 2 2 1 1 6
Monroe 1 1 1 ] 4
Odkland 2 2 1 1 6
St. Clair 1 1 1 1 4
Washtenaw 1 1 } 1 4
_ Outcounty 2
Wayne Detroit 2 _f 1 _1 _]_1
Total 12 12 8 7 39



Membership is granted on the Executive Committee when 1/3 of the local units
in a bloc within a county are members of SEMCOG. The 1972 Executive Com~
mittee had a total of 32 members, Ex-officio, non-voting membership on the
Executive Committee is given to representatives of the State and Federal govern—
ment, SEMTA, Detroit Water Board, the Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Park Au-
thority, and to various other functional planning groups.

The responsibilities of the Executive Committee are to propose an annual budget
and membership fee schedule to the General Assembly; appoint, fix salary of,

and remove the Executive Director; accept funds; serve as financial control body
for all budgeted items; appoint special committees; and handle all routine matters.

The principal responsibilities of the General Assembly are to adopt the Council
budget and membership fee schedules; adopt or amend the bylaws; resolve any
membership question; and review any action of the Executive Committee. For
certain types of actions the General Assembly has a special voting procedure
whereby each of the four basic forms of constituent governments — cities and
villages, counties, school district and townships — vote as a bloc with a con-
current majority in three of the four blocs required for determination of an issue.
This procedure is required:

to override any action of the Executive Committee

to amend the by laws

to propose amendments to the intergovernmental membership agreement

on any other matter when 10% of the membership of any one of the
four blocs requests the procedure

On all other matters, voting requires a simple majority of those present. The
organizational structure is intended to insure the optimum application of techni-
cal skills in behalf of the body politic. Data gathering and its interpretation are
carried out by professional staff technicians. The data ond recommendations are
then submitted to a screening group of elected officials, other technical staff, and
citizen group representatives.

The recommendations of the screening groups are then transmitted fo one of three
councils created in 1972 — the Council of Regional Development, the Council
on Environmental Strategy, and the Council on Criminal Justice.

These councils are a "mix" of elected officials, appointed officials, and citizens.
Various committees and task forces (sub-program elements) relate to these three
major components of SEMCOG's programs.

The Council of Regional Development encompasses the Transportation Task Force,

the Housing Committee, and the Recreation and Open Space element. Related to
the Council on Environmental Strategy are the Sewer-Water-Storm Drainage Com-
mittee, the Solid Waste Disposal Committee and the Task Force on Air Pollution.

During 1972 a special ad hoc committee on Polluted Dredgings functioned in this

latter area. |
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In 1971 the internal organization was revamped and the fee structure modified to
bolster an inadequate financing base. Major administrative divisions were
abolished and a program oriented structure created in their place.

Under the revised fee structure, the six participating county governments would
guarantee SEMCOG funds equal to .0016% of each county’s assessed valuation,
which would raise the level of funding from the current $200,000 to approximately
$367,000 annually. The obligation of each county would be reduced by the
amounts paid in by cities, school districts, and townships, within that county

thus providing a direct incentive to the counties to solicit memberships from other
unifs of government.

Affecting SEMCOG's financial viability was a decision by the General Assembly
in 1973 that it would not apply for revenue sharing funds.

Accomplishments and Problems

The major accomplishments of SEMCOG during its four years of operation are
summarized below (SEMCOG, "Tomorrow Today," 1973).

Acted as a clearinghouse for federal granfs in performing sign—offs on
application for federal funds in terms of the conformity of the proposed
project or facility with the regional plan.

Carried out responsibilities for comprehensive criminal justice planning
as the state~designated LEAA regional agency. The criminal justice
region was coterminous with the SEMCOG s seven=county region.

Helped create Southeast Michigan's Comprehensive Health Pianning
Council.

In the field of education, beginning in 1970 provided on-the-job ex-
perience for university=level minority group students in urban planning.
In 1971 a program was added whereby University of Michigan graduate
level minority students could obtain training in municipal management
as an entry into City Hall positions in administration. In 1972, de-
veloped a proposal for university=level training in transportation for
minority group students at the University of Michigan's Transportation =
Institute. '

Developed and currently implementing the Governor's Comprehensive
Manpower Plan and Ancillary Manpower Planning Boards in Planning
District 1 — the seven counties of Southeast Michigan. Under considera-
tion is the creation of a Regional Manpower Planning Council fo analyze
more definitively manpower delivery services and to develop plans.

Opsrated the Census Service Center, designated by the Bureau of the
Census as the 1970 Census Tape Processing Centers for the State of
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Michigan for the sale and dissemination of census data.,

Completed over ninety study and planning reports and technical manuals.
Major examples are (Southeast Michigan Council of Governments, June

1973):

Completion of TALUS (Transportation and Land Use Study) begun
under the sponsorship of the Metropolitan Defroit Regional Planning
Commission and inherited by SEMCOG when the Commission was
assumed.,

Housing Needs of Southeast Michigan, 1970-1980.

A report on the problems, goals, programs, and projects in the field
of criminal justice planning.

Studies on solid waste, water, sewerage, storm drainage.
An inventory of programs to combat drug abuse in 1970.

A report on community antenna television in Southeast Michigan.

SEMCOG and Environmental Programs

SEMCOG's involvement in EPA programs is indirect and advisory. The regional
point of view exists because the Council is there, but the operation of environ-
mental programs are conducted by the Federal, State and local governments in-

dependently of SEMCOG.

Air pollution control is basically the responsibility of the county, although
Wayne County is the only county acﬁvei); involved. SEMCOG is interested in
establishing standard indexes (aggregate measures of all pollution) throughout
the seven counties, but has been unable to obtain funding.

\
The major water pollution control activities are by the City of Detroit. Problems
have arisen recently in SEMCOG's denial of A-95 clearance for separate treat-
ment plants proposed by the City of Warren in Macomb County (which is not a
member of SEMCOG) and the City of Ann Arbor in Washtenaw (which is a mem-
ber). The proposed treatment plants would have discharged effluent info the
Clinton and Huron Rivers which do not have the capacity of the Detroit River.
Supported by the Federal government in the case of the Warren proposal, SEMCOG
took the position that these systems should hook into the City of Detroit system.
The outcome of the Warren issue was that that City was able to obtain voter ap-
proval of an $8,000,000 bond issue which eliminated the need for Federal assist-
ance. The Ann Arbor issue is as yet undecided. Aside from this kind of involve-
ment, SEMCOG is interested in obtaining measures of quality at predetermined
points in the waters of the area, but again have not been able to obtain funding.
There is also an issue with the State Department of Natural Resources which has
the power to apply for munds for sewer lines and treatment plant in the out county
areas. SEMCOG claims that there is not only the problem of straightening out
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procedures for clearinghouse review involving themselves, the State, and the
Chicago regional office of EPA, but that the State is applying for treatment
plants in excess of the population forecasts by SEMCOG.

Flood plain zoning is the responsibility of the minor civil divisions including
the townships, and there are zoning ordinances, but no region-wide flood
plain regulations.

Solid waste disposal is currently handled by various sub-regional authorities
through 39 sanitary landfill operations and 3 incinerators (the latter accounting
for only 2,500 tons of the estimated 34,000 of refuse produced daily). The daily
production is estimated fo increase 43,000 tons in 1980 and 54,000 tons in 1990.
The Solid Waste Management Committee of SEMCOG is developing a plan of
action for dealing with the solid waste problem on a regional basis.

The "Umbrella" Proposal

®
"Our dilemma is to retain local home rule while combining our total resources

for regional challenges beyond our individual capabilities.” That dilemma ar-
ticulated by the Committee of One Hundred in 1965 remains the major obstacle
to the development of a regional governing capacity for metropolitan areas.
Despite the emphasis on an "umbrella” or "split~level " concept that preserves
local government and establishes regional powers, there will continue to be pain-
ful conflicts over the division of authority aad powers.

In May of 1972 at a government-business conference in Defroit, former Michigan
Governor and Secretary of HUD, George Romney, made a plea that leaders in
Southeast Michigan coordinate their ideas on what needed to be done. Romney
labelled this search for a better way "The Option Process. "

Growing out of this conference in Detroit, Governor Milliken appointed a Task
Force to "examine the problems of the Detroit Metropolitan area and to recom-
mend effective approaches to solving them" (State of Michigan, 1973, p. 1).

The essence of the recommendations are that "a regional body, such as SEMCOG,
must be continued and must be substantially strengthened and extended in function
to meet the compelling need for improved coordination of regionally significant
governmental services, functions and resources in the seven counties of Southeast
Michigan" (State of Michigan, 1973, p. 8).

The authority of the regional agency would rest on a much more substantial base
than the existing A-95 review process, positing the special district as an opera-
tional arm of the regional agency. The recommendations of the Task Force were
that:

(1) The Agency exercise A-95 review process for all state and federal
programs within the region.
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(2) The Agency appoints the governing bodies for all regional single-
or multi-purpose authorities (unless specifically exempted).

(3) State legislation fo enable the Agency to approve the budgets of
these regional authorities.

(4) Federal, state and local governments comply with regionally
adopted plans and program priorities, with state legislation re-
quiring that local comprehensive land use plans be consistent with
the regional plan, with the provision for an appeal procedure.

Those authorities recommended to be contained in the "umbrella" powers of the
regional agency would unquestionably give the regional agency a significant
governing capacity. Included in the Task Force recommendations were three
new authorities: an Economic Expansion and Employment Authority; Regional
Multi-Service Centers and Coordinating Office (for poverty areas); and, a
Criminal Justice and Manpower Institute.

The existing authorities to be brought under the "umbrella" include: The South-
east Michigan Transportation Authority, Detroit Metropolitan Water Board, the
Huron-Clinton Metropolitan Authority, the Comprehensive Health Planning
Council, and the Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Planning Council.

It would be difficult to characterize the recommended regional agency as volun-
tary, since the proposal suggests that local government financial participation
should be required by State legislation.

The Task Force recommendations waffle somewhat on membership of the Agency,
settling for a somewhat ambiguous — "af least 50% elected officials from general
purpose local governments" — should constitute its members (State of Michigan,
1973, p. 9). Given the substantial policy-making capacity of the proposed
Agency, representation is one of the thornier issues. Most of the section on
"Comments by Task Force Members" in the report focuses on concern about the
method of selecting the regional representatives of such a body. In fact, the
number of dissenting opinions on this issue in minority reports would call into
question the extence of a majority opinion on the subject.

Predictably, the Task Force representative from the Clinton-Huron Metropolitan
Aythority took issue with the 'umbrella” concept (State of Michigan, 1973, p. 31):

The Agency as stated above is going beyond the limits of comprehensive
‘planning us its major function. It is bordering on a form of regional govern—
ment in the form of veto power much the same as a city council would have

over the various city departments.

The change from the present operations of SEMCOG to the Agency recommended
by the TOP Task Force has not been accepted thus far by the state legislature.
There appears to be very little support, if any, by the legislative representatives
from the area. The only concrefe outcome to date from the Task Force studies has
been the creation of 14 state planning regions and the designation of 11 agencies
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out of 14 possible as the regional planning commission, and the appropriation
of $750,000 by the State legislature to help start the commission. (SEMCOG
received $100,000 from this appropriation.)

Conclusion

The basic dilemma of SEMCOG, as with any council of governments, is that it
does not have the resources to enable it to have any significant regional impact,
although that is the purpose of its existence. Being advisory, it cannot impose
ifs recommendations on the operating agencies. The construction of facilities
that breed development, for example — water and sewer lines and freeways —
are under the control of separate agencies with no formal linkage to SEMCOG
(SEMTA excepted). These agencies tend fo be expansionist, and each operates
independently of the others, unemcumbered by accountability for their combined
impact upon the region’s environment. The "umbrella" proposal was intended to
strengthen the COG in this regard, but it runs so counter to our political tradi-
tions that it cannot be regarded seriously at the present time.

The effectiveness of the clearinghouse function as a mechanism for enforcing a
regional plan is well summarized by Melvin Mogulof in his recent study of councils
of government (Mogulof, 1971, p. 28).

The essential structural problem for the COG is that it is pulled in two
directions: (1) to protect and serve its member governments, and (2) to
make judgments and take actions which may be perceived as harmful by

the COG's member governments. As a result the COG finds it extremely
difficult fo do things such as make critical comments about applications

of member governments for federal funds, establish priorities which affect
member governments, or influence iocal govemmental actions in an attempt
to make them consistent with regional planning.

The voluntary nature of COG membership adds to its problems. In Southeast
Michigan, one of the more populous counties and its principal city — Macomb
County and the City of Warren — have opted not to join SEMCOG. When the
returns are finally in on the decision of Warren to use local financing for its
sewage freatment when SEMCOG refused to approve its application for federal
funds, we will be better able to judge the strength of the clear inghouse mechanism
to encourage membership in the regional agency. With only 25% of the eligible
units now members of SEMCOG, it would appear that an A-95 review has little
potential in this regard. :

Funding of the COG is primarily Federal and State derived; less than 25% of
SEMCOG's budget comes from membership fees. This kind of financial structure
must be viewed as possessing neither: (1) a significant local commitment to re-
gionalism; nor (2) a future stability in view of the tenuous nature of federal grant

programs.
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Another problem hindering the effectiveness of COG's is the fragmenting effect
that Federal categorical grant programs have upon the kind of overall regional
coordination that the COG is supposed to achieve. These separate programs bear
varying degrees of relatedness to the COG depending upon the particular one in-
volved, but they do not have the organic relafionship that would make them sub-
ject to the decisions of the COG.

The combination of: (1) the separation of planning from operations; (2) policy
confrol by a federation of local government officials protecting their own
interests; (3) the voluntary character of membership; (4) an inadequate financial
structure; and (5) the divisive effect of federal grant programs contributes to the
COG’s assuming a role which must be preoccupied with survival and a great
reluctance, therefore, to become engaged with sensitive issues — such as low
income housing dispersal — which might produce local disagreements and possible
disengagements., The COG must, therefore, be viewed as ineffective as a re-
gional force or as an embryonic stage in true regional government. Its transition
to a stronger position would appear to depend upon State government.
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SECTION 1V

THE TWIN CITIES METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
(MINNEAPOLIS-ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA)

Introduction.and History

The Metropolitan Council is a state administrative agency whose jurisdiction
covers the seven counties of the Minneapolis=St. Paul metropolitan area. The
members of the Council are appointed by the Governor, with the consent of the
Senate, from districts of equal population within the seven county area. Council
members must be residents of the district they represent, but are not elected offi-
cials of local governments within the area. From 1967 through 1973, appoint=
ment as members has tended to go to community leaders and influentials who hold
no local elective office. In the earlier part of the period, appointments were -
made from the business community, and more receni'f; priorservice fo the
Democratic-Farmer=Labor party is a common characteristic of Council members.

Thus, the Council represents a new and different kind of regional agency, one
that reflects the strong interest of the state legislature in the development of the
metropolitan area, and at the same time represents the interests of local citizens
and community leaders. o "

Like the other agencies described is this report, the Twin.Cities Metropolitan
Council is still in the process of development, and the final form it will take is
not yet clear (Kolderei, May 1973, p. 136). However, it appears that it will
retain its primary characteristic of an'agency responsible to the state legislature.

The seven counties designated by the legislature as the metropolitan area are
Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott, and Washington. Until 1973,
only 5 of these counties were -included in the Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area designated by the federal government. . In 1973, the SMSA was expanded
to include ten counties, including one in Wisconsin. The Metropdlitan Council
made several efforts to get the federal designation of the SMSA to coincide with
the state designated seven county region, but the federal government obviously
does not give much weight to state preferences, The lack of comparability of
boundary ‘lines appears to be a minor inconvenience for the Council. However,
as state designated planning areas come into greater prominence, the federal
policy of ignoring state designations should be reexamined.

Characteristics of the Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Area

. - X J
The Minneapolis-St. Paul metropolitan region, as designated by the state legis~
lature, consists of seven counties including and adjacent to the central cities of
Minneapolis and St. Paul. The total population of the seven counties in 1970
was about 1.8 million; the population. of Minneapolis was 434,400, and that of
St. Paul was 302,900. Thus, about 40%.of the metropolitan residents resided in
the two central cities. Ih common with most central cities elsewhere, the
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population of these two cities decreased by 6% from 1960 to 1970, while the
population of the remainder of the seven counties increased by 55%.

Because of decisions made decades ago by the central cities not to annex adja-
cent areas, the two central cities are completely surrounded by incorporated
municipalities, which in turn are usually surrounded by one or more outer tiers
of incorporated municipalities. Beyond the outermost tier lies open country, in
which are located a few smaller municipalities.

Of the two central cities, Minneapolis is the larger, perhaps a bit wealthier, and
is more inclined fo be aggressive in attempting to assert leadership of the area.
But St. Paul is large enough and economically strong enough to provide an effec-
tive alternative. Over the years, this has resulted in the two cities often acting
as rivals, and occasionally acting together in matters of joint interest.

Because of the rivalry, the other municipalities in the metropolitan area have a
more complicated problem of relationships with the central city than in those
mefropolitan areas with only one major central city. Because either central city
can start activities aimed at its own advantage, smaller cities can be adversely
affected by action of either of two central cities, and can also be adversely
affected by actions taken in concert by the two central cities. This is counter-
balanced by the fact that since Minneapolis and St. Paul often do not see eye to
eye, the smaller cities can sometimes get support from one of the central cities in
opposition fo some course of action proposed by the other central city. But con-
versely, the smaller cities also have the problem of needing to get support from
both central cities for courses of area-wide action proposed by the smaller cities.
On balance, it is difficult to say whether it is easier for smaller suburban cities
to deal with one central city than with two, but at a minimum there is one more
major actor to keep track of in metropolitan areas with two central cifies.’

While the suburban areas have a majority of the population of the area, they have
been able to achieve little unity because of widely varying interests. The chief
differentiating factor seems to be their degree of development. Many of the
inner ring suburbs are almost completely built up, have an adequate tax base, and
are not primarily concerned with how to promote development. The next group

is partly built up and partly open for development, while the outer group of
municipalities are primarily open land in the early stages of development. The
stage of development of each municipality can affect its perception of the proper
role for the Metropolitan Council, which has as a major responsibility the prepa-
ration of a development guide for the entire region.

Historical Development of the Metropolitan Council

The Metropolitan Council did not grow out of a major crisis or breakdown in
local government services in the area. But it did develop during a period in
which the Minneapolis-St. Paul area was experiencing problems of urban de-
velopment and local government services similar to those experienced elsewhere.
Metropolitan planning, sewage collection and disposal, airport locations, free-
way locations, open space acquisition, and the zoo were all subjects of concern
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and controversy in the mefropolitan area during the period preceding the estab-
lishment of the Council in 1967.

During the preceding ten years, the state legislature, local officials, and citizen
groups had been increasingly dissafisfied with the ways in which existing agencies
in the metropolitan area were dealing with these controversial problems. The
immediate predecessor agency of the Council, the Twin Cities Metropolitan
Planning Commission, was viewed as unable fo do what was needed to effectively
control regional developmenf In part, it did not have the necessary powers, and
in part it was viewed as being unresponsive and foo unwieldy to develop policies
for metropolitan-wide application.

Despite its lack of powers, however, the Metropolitan Planning Commission was
active in the process of alerting and informing area citizens of the need for co-
ordination of the process of development in the metropolitan area. In cooperation
with the State Htghway Department and the local governments of the region, the
MPC undertook a major transportation—land use study, which the MPC developed
into a series of reports on alternative patterns of development. The MPC also
played a leading role in the discussion of alternative governmental structures for
dealmg with metropolitan development, and prior fo the 1967 legislative session
the MPC developed a position paper that called for its own replacement by a
mefropplll‘on body with stronger powers (Baldinger, 1971).

A major cause of increased interest in lan effective metropolitan policy and plan-
ning dgency was the inability to resolve a growing controversy over sewage dis~
posal problems in'the metropolitan area. An earlier problem had been dealt with
in part in 1933 by the creation of the Minneapolis-St. Paul Sanitary District,
which constructed and operated interceptor sewers and a single treatment plon’r
which by 1965 serviced the two major cities and also serviced a substantial num=
ber of suburban municipalities on a contract basis.

Over the years, however, theré had been continuing controversy on the part of
some of the suburban municipalities over the costs of these contfractual services,
and many municipalities had sought what they viewed as less costly alternatives.
One type of solution was to build their own treatment plants which discharged
info either the Minnesota or the Mississippi river, usually upstream from Minne-
apolis or St. Paul, which led fo further controversy. The other common type of
solution was for deveIOpers to build houses with individual water and sewage dis~
posal facilities, which was possible because of the soil conditions and water
table. Because there was no effective means of control over this development,
by 1959 a State Board of Health study showed that nitrates and detergents from
the sewage systems were to be found in the water supplies of many suburban
households. This resulted in increased efforts on the part of suburban municipali-
ties to find ways fo collectively dispose of sewage, bringing on renewed inter-
municipal conflicts and increased understanding of the need for metropolitan-
wide solutions to the sewage problem.

Out of the dissatisfactions and controversies over planning, sewage disposal,

airports, freeways, open space, the zoo, and other regional problems, there
were developed a number of proposals for more effective regional policies for
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urban development. In addition to the Metropolitan Planning Commission, other
groups studying and making recommendations were the Minnesota League of
Municipalities, various local associations of local officials and some individual
officials, the Citizens League of Hennepin County, the various local Leagues

of Women Voters, the local Chambers of Commerce, and the Upper Midwest
Research and Development Council.

Many of the leading figures of the Minneapolis and St. Paul business communities
participated actively in the development of the proposals, and a number of them
subsequently accepted appointment as members of the Metropolitan Council.

A common characteristic of these various proposals was the need for an area-
wide agency whose members were directly elected by the people of the seven
county area, and which had powers to plan and operate a variety of service
activities. |

The local opposition to this developing consensus was limited, and late in appedr-
ing. It consisted of two groups of local officials and the local suburban press.
County officials were concerned that the development of a regional agency would
leave the counties with no role in regional development. Municipal officials of
Bloomington (the third largest city in the area) and of many of the outlying sub-
urban municipalities were concerned about domination of the regional agency by
the central cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul. Suburban newspapers expressed
general concern for local control and general opposition to big, metropolitan
government.

A second major viewpoint on the kind of metropolitan agency needed had been
developing over the years among the members of the state legislature. Like the
local groups, they were concerned with the effective solution to area-wide
problems. But legislative leaders were also concerned about the place of the
state government, and particularly the legislature, in the development of poli-
cies for the growth of the Minneapolis=St. Paul metropolitan area, which was
the growth center and economic center of the entire stafe. Policies for the
metropolitan area, they reasoned, would affect the entire state, and thus
should not be left entirely to locally elected officials.

The major difference in how the new Metropolitan Council would be chosen was
resolved by a very close vote: they would be appointed by the Governor, with"
the advice of the Senate, from districts composed of two adjacent state senatorial
districts. With this problem settled, the legislature enacted the statute establish—
ing the Metropolitan Council, to become effective in July, 1967.

The Metropolitan Council Experience: 1967-1973

Organization and Powers of the Council

The Metropolitan Council consists of fifteen members, of whom one is the Chair-
man, who serves at the pleasure of the Governor. The other fourteen members
are appointed for six year overlapping terms by the Governor, with the consent
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of the Senate. Each represents a geographic district of the seven-county areaq,
a district composed of two adjacent state senatorial districts, thus representing
approximately equal numbers of residents of the seven counties.

The Council has established three committees: (1) the Physical Development
Committee, (2) the Human Resources Committee,, and (3) the Personnel and
Work Program Committee.

The Council has the general powers of a typical state agency. It may hire an
Executive Director and staff who are part of the unclassified civil service of the
state. |t may enter into contracts, and accept gifts and appropriations; it also
may levy a tax of 7/10ths of a mill on all property in the seven counties, an un-
usual power for either a regional council or a state agency. It may issue rules
and regulations in accordance with the state administrative procedures act. The
Council is charged with the duty of preparing a development guide for the seven
county area, which serves as a guide to all future development in the seven
counties.

The Council reviews all municipal and county comprehensive plans, and local
government proposals that have significant impact on metropolitan development
(significant impact is a determination made by the Council). The comprehensive
plans cannot be implemented for 60 days after they are filed with the Council.
During this period the Council informs all adjacent local governments of the pro=
posal, and such other units and agencies as may be affected by the proposal.

The Council makes suggestions, holds hearings, and mediates disputes.

The Council also reviews all applications for federal and state funds by local
governments and other agencies within the seven county area, and may recom-
mend approval or disapproval of the request. In practice, the Council often
returns a request to the originating unit with suggestions for changes needed to
obtain Council approval.

The Council is the regional criminal justice planning agency and the regional
comprehensive health planning agency. For these purposes, it has established
a 33 member Criminal Justice Advisory Committee and a 19 member Metropoli-
tan Health Board, which review programs and proposals and advise the Council.

The Council has three other advisory committees: the Metropolitan Open Space:
Advisory Board, the Housing Advisory Committee, and the Cable Television
Advisory Committee.

The Council prepares the sewerage plan for the metropolitan area, and has ap-
proval powers over the budget of the Metropolitan Sewer Board. The Board con-
sists of 7 members appointed by the Council, and the Board is the goveming body
of what is essentially a seven-county special district that owns and operates the
sewage collection and disposal facilities. Some of the relationships between the
Council and the Board are still in the process of being worked out.

The Council reviews long term plans of independent single purpose agencies such
as the Metropolitan Airports Commission and the Metropolitan Transit Commission,
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and reviews the MTC capital budget and improvement program. It has the power
to indefinitely suspend (veto) any part of these plans or programs. The affected
agency may request a hearing by the full Council. If agreement is not reached,
the Council prepares a record of the disagreement which is then submitted to

the next session of the state legislature.

The Council also works with the State Highway Department .and the local govern-
ments in the area, as well as with the Metropolitan Transit Commission, in trans-
portation planning for the region. There is a Transportation Planning Program
Management Committee of five members, representing the Council, the highway
department, the MTC, and the cities and counties respectively of the seven
county area.

Experience with the Council, 196/7-73

In general, the activities of the Metropolitan Council during the first six years of
its existence have met with approval in the metropolitan area, and in the state as
a whole. Governments and agencies in the seven—county area now receive timely
information about plans and projects of other units and agencies that may affect
the other units. Consultation occurs, and at least some potential problems are
avoided. The Council provides a voice for area-wide interests that previously
were not very often considered by local units.

A major problem is the continuing feeling of city and county officials in the area
that their views should have more direct representation in the council. In a sense,
the local units feel that they should have control of the area-wide decision mak-
ing process, and they resist efforts to add to the powers of the Council. For
example, an effort by the Council in 1971 to have the legislature establish an
area-wide board under its jurisdiction to operate an area-wide park and open
space program (comparable to the existing Sewer Board) was trimmed back by

the legislature as the result of pressures from local officials who wanted operat-
ing responsibilities to remain in the hands of local governments.

A second problem area is the relationship of the Council to the state government,
and especially to the legislature, The legislature has thus far been willing to go
only part way foward establishing the Council as a state agency with adequate
powers to coordinate regional governmental activities in the metropolitan area.
At the same time, it has been less willing to go part way toward establishing the
Council as a regional unit of government with powers to engage in municipal
activities on a region-wide basis. While the Council has more powers than the
Metropolitan Planning Commission that was its predecessor, the legislature pre-
fers a Council with limited powers that refers most controversies to the legislature
for final decision. The legislature's preference is reinforced by the demands of
the: local governments for limitations on the powers and activities of the Council.
Thus, like its predecessor, the Council must rely heavily on its ability to educate
and persuade citizens and local and state officials.

A third problem has been the relationship between the Council and the various
metropolitan special disfricts and boards and commissions. This has two aspects,
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one internal and the other external. The internal aspect is exemplified by the
relationship between the Council and its subordinate agency, the Metropolitan
Sewer Board. Although appointed by the Council, and subject to its approval

for operating budget and capital expenditures, the Board was explicitly given
ownership of the sewer and disposal system, and tends to view itself as a quasi-
independent operating special district. The Council has the duty of preparing
the sewerage plan, which suggests that the Board must follow the plan in develop~
ing the metropolitan sewer system. There has been a continuing disagreement be-
tween the Council and the Board over who makes the major decisions about the
specific location of new collector mains and disposal plants, which culminated

in late 1972 in a reported statement by a Council member to representatives of
the Board that " ., . . you'll build where and when we tell you to, and nothing
more" (Vanderpoel, 1972, p. 21). Presumably this is one of those disputes that
will be referred to the legislature for final decision, but the necessity for this
referral clouds the authority of the Council to plan and supervise the operation

of the metropolitan sewer system. Because the location of collector mains and
disposal plants has a direct influence on the direction and pace of urban develop-
menf in the area, any diminution of the power of the Council will make it a less
effective agency for controlling metropolitan development.

The external aspect is exemplified by the relationship of the Council and the
Metropolitan Airports Commission in the consideration of alternative sites for
the proposed second major airport for the area, and the prior decision of whether
two major airports are needed. The Metropolitan Airports Commission is a
special district established by the legislature to operate airports within a 35

mile radius of the Minneapolis and St. Paul city halls. The Commission has 3
members from Minneapolis and 3 members from St. Paul, plus a tie-breaking
member appointed by the Governor from outside the area. Suburban citizens
feel they sEouId have more representation on the Commission.

After considerable travail, the Commission in 19692 announced it had chosen a
site North of the Twin Cities for a new major airport, and submitted its plan to
the Council for approval as required by law. Major opposition to the site had
existed during hearings held by the Commission prior to its decision, and did

not subside while the Council was considering the proposal. After a few months,
the Council decided fo suspend (veto) the proposal, on the grounds that there
were enough doubts about the chosen site fo warrant a re-examination by the
Commission. The Council also expressed doubts about the need for two major
international airports in the metropolitan area.

The Commission voted fo resubmit its proposal to the Council and request a
hearing, evidently with a view to passing on the site dispute for settlement to
state officials. After some consultations among the interested parties, the Com-
mission decided fo withdraw its request for a hearing and requested the Council
fo choose the site for the new airport. A few weeks later it was announced that
the Council, the Commission, and the major air carriers using the airport would
engage in a joint study to select the site for the new international airport.

Meanwhile, the legislature in 1969 had enacted legislation bearing on the
responsibilities of the Council with respect to the new airport. The legislation



authorized the Council to control zoning around the new airport by establishing
criteria for land use and development within three miles of the airport (or up to
five miles if an important natural resource was affected). Municipalities in the
affected area were required fo revise their land-use plans, and zoning and build-
ing code ordinances to reflect these criteria, and submit the plans and ordinances
to the Council for approval. Any local controls not in conformity with the cri-
teria could be amended by the Council, and must then be put into effect by the
municipality. The Council was also to develop criteria for noise zones, which
must be put into effect through municipal land use and development controls.
Both of these are a substantial limitation on the previous freedom of municipali-
ties to determine their own zoning and land use regulations, but evidently the
legislature felt that area-wide controls were necessary to satisfy some of the
interests that were objecting to the new airport.

The legislation also requires the Metropolitan Airports Commission to purchase
property near the airport when a court has determined that application of the
criteria of the Council constitutes a taking of property, if the Council determines
that the acquisition of the property is necessary fo proper development of the
area. The Commission must then prepare a plan for the use of the area in
accordance with the criteria of the Council, and may then dispose of the land

to private owners in much the same way as do municipal agencies engaged in
urban renewal.

This legislation enlarges the responsibility of both the Council and the Commis-
sion in the development and regulation of the new airport and the surrounding
property. It tends to bring an independent special district, the. Commission, into
much the same relationship with the Council as the Council's subordinate agency
the Metropolitan Sewer Board, but only for certain activities of the Commission.
Whether conflicts between the Council and the Commission can and will develop
under this legislation remains to be seen, but meanwhile some necessary conftrols
for the establishment of a new airport have been established.

The outcome of the search for a site for the new airport is still in the future. It
appears that when a second major airport is needed, the site will be in the por-
tion of the metropolitan area originally favored by the Airport Commission. But
Council review of the site problem brought out the fact that the specific location
favored by the Commission was over the recharge area of the major aquifer of the
region, and an alternative site without that undesirable characteristic will be
used.

There appear to have been some additional political repercussions from the
Council intervention in the search for an airport site, in that a major opponent
of legislation requested by the Council from the 1973 session of the legislature
was the mayor of St. Paul, who was also a St. Paul member of the Airport Com-
mission. Given the other kinds of legislative opposition to the 1973 council
legislation, it is not clear that the mayor's opposition was decisive, but it is

il lustrative of the kind of political problem that can arise from the relationship
of the Metropolitan Council to the other regional agencies.
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The two examples of the relationships with the Sewer Board and the Airport Com-
mission illustrate problems that exist also in the relationship of the Council with
the Metropolitan Transit Commission. There is surface agreement among regional
agencies that the Metropolitan Council does overall planning while the special
purpose agencies do functional planning; some people use the terms system plan-
ning versus development planning. Despite the surface agreement, fKe imple-
mentation of the roles is a matter on which there is little agreement at present.
When disagreements exist on specific actions, the problem may be referred to the
state legislature, which thus far tends to settle differences on an ad hoc basis,
leaving the basic relationship between the agencies not clearly defined. To
those who prefer clear lines of relationship, this is an unsatisfactory situation.
But it seems likely that the nature of the kind of basic decision to be made by
each agency will continue to be a matter of dispute. What the Council views

as a planning decision may be viewed by the regional special purpose agency

as an operating decision, and therefore as an invasion of the prerogative of the
special purpose agency. It appears that the legisiature will continue to prefer
this kind of arrangement, since it then can intervene to settle major disputes if it
wishes to do so.

Another facet of this problem is the tendency of regional planning and coordi-
nating agencies, such as the Metropolitan Council, or the Regional Council of
Governments in other metropolitan areas, to want to assume operating responsi=
bilities. Planning and coordination are unsatisfactory roles, apparently, and

the role of decision-maker is more attractive. But decision-making without
implementation powers apparently also seems to be an empty role for many
regional councils. There is considerable pressure from the staff members, also,
for the regional agency to take on responsibilities for implementation, because
staff members are frustrated by the lack of implementation of their plans.

Finally, this tendency toward implementation is encouraged by agencies of the
federal government, which offer grants for demonstration projects for such things
as solid waste disposal or regional emergency medical care to the regional plan-
ning or coordinating agency. Thus there are many pressures on the coordinating
council to move into substantive programs. But any change of role in this direc-
tion brings the coordinating council into conflict with operating agencies, whether
regional special purpose districts, or cities and counties. The Twin Cities Metro~
politan Council is caught up in this problem, and no clear decision about its role
has yet been made.

One perceptive observer of the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council has advanced
the view that what now exists in the metropolitan area is a number of special
purpose -refional governments for sewers, transit, and airports (Kolderei, Apr
1973, p. 4 ). He suggests placing all thé regional operating agencies in the
same relationship to the Regional Council that the Sewer Board now has. This
would give the Council more control over these agencies, and will probably be
strongly resisted by the agencies unless the role of the Council can be more
clearly defined. And since this would be a move in the direction of regional
government, it is not clear that either the legislature or the cities and counties
are yet ready to accept this alternative. But the proposal has the merit of re-
moving much of the present ambiguity in the relationship.
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One other problem that has received widespread attention must be mentioned.
This is the question of direct election of the members of the Council by the voters
of the districts which they represent. It is often alleged that the appointment of
the members of the Council by the Governor with the consent of the Senate (and
after consultation with local interests) is not a proper way to achieve representa-
tion of metropolitan residents. But it is a difficult task to demonstrate that direct
election from districts would achieve the kind of metropolitan representation de-
sired.

Nor does the selection process for members of the governing body of voluntary
councils of government in metropolitan areas necessarily achieve adequate repre-
sentation for citizens of the metropolitan region. Decisions are made by majorities
that do not contain anyone for whom many of the citizens of the region had the
chance to vote.

Thus, the lack of direct election of the members of the Council does not seem to
be a fatal defect. Because the Council engages by necessity in a process of
interaction with local elected officials, members of governing bodies of area-
wide special districts, and state legislators from the metropolitan area and from
outside the metropolitan area, the total process includes the representation of
many different views of citizens of the metropolitan area.

Finally, one accomplishment of the Metropolitan Council that has received
widespread attention must be mentioned. In 1971 the Council proposed, and

the legislature enacted, a statute to reduce the inequity of the property tax

base of the local governments within the metropolitan area. The statute provides
that 40% of the assessed value from new commercial and industrial property com-
ing onto the tax rolls after 1972 goes into a special pool which is then divided

up among the local governments in the region on a per capita basis (Gilje, 1971,
pp. 49-50).

This innovation has been widely and justly heralded as a major step in the direc-
tion of reducing the inequities of the property tax base between local governments
of a metropolitan region.

In general, the local governments in the Twin Cities region have viewed it as a
desirable development. But in 1973 some latent dissatisfaction surfaced. The
City of Minneapolis asked for special legislation to exempt new commercial
development in its downtown area from the redistribution requirement. And the
suburban city of Bloomington, the fourth largest city in the state, also requested
special legislation to exempt commercial development in its downtown area
from the redistribution requirement. Bloomington leaders are disturbed by the
fact that so large a city does not have a real downtown, and hope to develop
one, apparently containing high rise office buildings and other downtown type
structures. And they do not want to share the revenues from this development
either with the central cities or with their suburban neighbors. Neither of the
attempts in 1973 was successful, but the fact that local governments representing
nearly half the population of the metropolitan area would suggest this change
indicates some erosion of support for the redistribution measure.
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Council Activities with Respect to Pollution Confrol

The Council has adopted or was in the process of adopting in late 1973 a num-
ber of development guides that were concemed with environmental pollution.

In these development guides, the Metropolitan Council is primarily concerned
with attempting to influence future development to reduce pollution, rather than
with the problem of how to regulate existing polluters.

In Minnesota, there is a State Pollution Control Agency that has primary re-
sponsibility for controlling existing pollution and developing plans and programs
for regulating pollution. The Metropolitan Council and its staff work closely
with the Pollution Control Agency in the planning process, and present pro=
posals and testify af PCA hearings on proposed regulations and plans.

Local observers point out that the Metropolitan Council and its staff bring a
more environmentalist point of view to most of the planning done in the metro-
politan area than is brought by most other agencies, including most state and
local officials.

Air Pollution Control Activities

The Metropolitan Council does not engage directly in air pollution control activi-
ties in the way that some of the other regional agencies do. The Council in 1973
was in the process of preparing an air quality development guide for the metro-
politan region. Since no final action had been taken, copies were not available
for this study. If other guides already in existence may be taken as typical, the
proposed guide would use the standards established by the state Pollution Control
Agency as the basis for the guidelines tc be established.

Water Pollution Control Activities

The Council also had a water supply development guide in the process of prepara-
tion which was not available to us. However, much of the activity of the Council
and the Sewer Board is related to pollution control, and can be examined in that
context. In addition, the Council has taken other actions related to control of
water pollution, for example ifs role in relocating the site of the proposed major
airport away from the recharge area of the major aquifer. The Council open space
development guide also indicates a concern for preservation of wetlands through-
out the area, which is related to one aspect of control of water pollution.

The Council has been directly involved in water pollution control in its early
efforts to deal with the sewage problem, and in its continuing relationship with
the Sewer Board as the plans for an area-wide sewage disposal system were imple-
mented.

Throughout this process, the Council has attempted first to plan development of

the sewer system to serve built up areas in need of this service, and secondly to
use extensions of the sewer system to guide development into those areas that the
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Council felt should logically be the next ones opened to development.

In doing this, the Council has on occasion found itself forced to take action to
achieve one of these goals that was in conflict with the possibility of achieving
the other goal. And in some instances, it has encountered activity on the part
of other organizations and agencies that has made the task more difficult.

A case in point was an early Council decision involving the sewage plant at
Forest Lake, which was discharging sewage with only primary treatment into a
chain of lakes that were part of the St. Paul water supply system. The Council
opted for a new tertiary treatment plant that would discharge into a small creek
that ran into another watershed, into the St. Croix river. The environmentalists
opposed this on the grounds that the creek was also one of the state's best trout
streams. The State Pollution Control Agency then required the Sewer Board to
run an interceptor line several miles through undeveloped land from Forest Lake
to connect with an existing major sewer system in St. Paul. The existence of the
interceptor encouraged developers to try and get sewer permits in this undeveloped
area which the Metropolitan Council felt should not yet be developed.

In an effort to control development in this and similar areas, the Council and
the Sewer Board have developed a system of charges which attempts to assess the
cost of future use as a part of the cost of the original sewer connection by the
developer. In this way they hope fo limit the number of connections and there-
by the Council hopes to limit development of the area which it believes should
not currently be developed. A number of developers have brought lawsuits
agdinst this kind of charge, and it seems possible that the ruling will go against
the Council, thus opening these areas for development.

Here we have the anomalous situation of the efforts of the Council to prevent
premature development of one portion of the metropolitan area coming into con-
flict with other values of the Council which are concerned also with protecting
the environment.

Solid Waste Pollution Control Activities

One of the development guides issued by the Council is the Solid Waste De-
velopment Guide, issued in 1970. The guide assumes that solid waste disposal
operations will be handled on a county=by=county basis because state law says
the county is to be the implementing agency in the solid waste program.,

The guide also assumes that counties in the area will develop solid waste disposal
programs within the regulations established by the State Pollution Control Agency.

The guide then goes on to establish basic policies for solid waste disposal in the
metropolitan area. For example, it specifies that sanitary landfills shall be the
disposal method used. It then goes on to amplify some of the state regulations.
For example, the state requirement that disposal may not take place on “shore-
land" is, for the metropolitan area, specified to mean the prohibition of sanitary
landfills within 1,000 feet of the normal high water mark of a lake, pond,
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reservoir, or impoundment, or within 300 feetof a river or a stream or the land-
ward side of a floodplain designated by ordinance for such river or stream
(Metropolitan Council of the Twin Cities, 1970, p. 7).

The Council required the counties to present solid waste disposal plans for the
approval of the Council. After approval, the plans were submitted to the State
Pollution Control Agency. Thus, the development guide coordinated the plan-
ning of the seven counties for solid waste disposal within the regulatory frame-
work of the State Pollution Control Agency. ‘

Nuclear Pollution Control Activities

There is no major nuclear plant within the metropolitan area, and the Council
has thus far undertaken no activity in nuclear pollution control.

Noise Pollution Control Activities

The Council had not felt the need for a development guide for the prevention of
noise pollution. But it did consider noise impact as one factor in the highway
and transportation development guide, and they cooperated with the State High-
way Commission and the Metropolitan Transit Commission fo establish standards
of noise impact for highways in the region.

In addition, as already mentioned, the Metropolitan Council was given specific
power to require local governments to prohibit development in areas affected by
the noise from airport runways at the proposed new major airport. The power,
exercised through the Airports Commission and the local governments, is suffi-
ciently strong to prevent development in areas of heavy noise pollution from the
airport. However, until an airport site is officially designated and plans are
begun, the power remains unused. There is every reason to expect that the
Council will make vigorous use of the power when specific planning for the air-
port is begun.

_S_umma[z

The Metropolitan Council is, as its advocates claim, a considerable advance over
voluntary councils of govemment in the sense that it has some powers of coordina-
tion and control given to if as a state agency. Its existence demonsirates that a
state government in the United States can impose some controls over a metropoli-
tan region if it wants to. But the council is not yet a new kind of metropolitan
unit of government, as is sometimes claimed for it. The legislature has obviously
not yet decided that it wants to have the Council displace the local units of
government in the seven—county areq; nor has it decided that the Council will

be the upper tier of a two tier system of regional government such as Metropoli-
tan Toronto.
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The term umbrella agency has sometimes been applied to the Council in its rela-
tionship with other regional agencies, and its relationship with the Metropolitan
Sewer Board is viewed as the proper way to provide coordination of special pur-
pose regional agencies. The Council appoints the Sewer Board, and must
approve both the operating and capital budget. The exact line between the
powers of the two agencies is unclear, and will probably change from time to
time. The Council's relafionship to other regional special purpose agencies is
less close, with the Council having only powers of approval of their capital
budgets. Major disagreements between the Council and other regional agencies
are reported to the state legislature. The umbrella analogy is a fuzzy one at
best, and in the case of the Metropolitan Council, it is clearly an umbrella
whose handle is held by the state government.

As the experience with the Metropolitan Council continues, the evolution of its
relationships with municipalities and counties and area-wide special districts
should be watched closely by those interested in alternative ways to organize
government in metropolitan regions. The Council may develop as a kind of "half-
way house" that is a viable alternative to complete local control or comprehensive
metropolitan government. It may be a way in which the interests of the local
governments, of the region, and of the state can engage in dialogues and trials
of strength from which a mixed form of effective government of the metropolitan
region can emerge.
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SECTION V
THE MUNICIPALITY OF METROPOLITAN SEATTLE

Introduction

"Meftropolitanization" was not apparent in the Seattle region until the post-
World War Il period. Prior to this era, the urbanized area was fairly well con-
tained within the city and its immediate vicinity, because of the confining
effects of Puget Sound on the west and Lake Washington'on the east. However,
in 1941 a landmark flodting bridge was constructed across Lake Washington
and tl'l:e Lake's east side quickly aftracted a substantial portion of suburban
growth. ‘

The central city has declined in population relative fo the rest of the metropolitan
area. Seattle contained 73% of the total population of King County in 1940,
64% in 1950, and 60% in 1960. (In 1962 the Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area was redefined to include Snohemish County to the north of King County and .
labeled the Seattle~Everett SMSA.) In the 1960 census over hglf of the populg-
tion of the Seattle~Everett SMSA lived in Seattle; by 1970 this proportion ﬁad
dropped to only 37%.

Table 2

Population, Seattle~Everett SM5A

1970 % |ncrea§e % of Total
Counties ___Population 1960 to 1970 _ Population
King 1,156,633 23.7 81.3
| (Seattle) (530,813) (-4.7) (37.3)
Snohomish 265,236 - .54,0 18.7
(Everett) -~ __(53,622) (33.0) (3.8)

Total 1,421,869 28.4 100,0

Source: 1970 Census of Population.

The large increase in Everett's popul‘qtiion occyrred as the result of annexation of
an area containing 13,029 residents. ‘

There was a 64.3% increase in the 1960~1970 period in population living outside
of the area's two central cities. Both King and Snohomish counties are outpacing
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the national average growth rate of 13.3% for counties.
Social class indicators shown below indicate little differentiation between the

two counties and their principal cities, except in the percentage of minority
group residence,

Table 3

Social Class Indicators, Seattle-Everett SMSA

WW

Counties and Family Median % Minority Average
Major City Income Races Education
King $11,886 7.0 12.5
(Seattle) (11,037) (12.6) (12.5)
Snohomish | 11,897 1.7 12.3
(Everett) (10,176) (2.2) (12.2)
Total SMSA $11,676 6.0 12,5

The minority areas are divided almost equally between Negroes and all other
races,predominantly Japanese and Indian.’ The population of the minority races
increased from 102,000 in 1960 to 158,000 in 1970, or by 56%.

The acceleration of urbanization during the post-war period resulted in numerous

incorporations and an increase in the number of special districts. In King County

the number of mumc:palmes increased from 8 in 1940 to 24 in 1957, most of

which incorporated in the decade from 1947 to 1957. Thereafter, the pace of

incorporation slowed, with the 1972 Census of Governments tecording 28 munici-
palities in King County As shown in Table 4, the major changes occurring in

t e number of local units of government during ‘the past 15 years have been an

increase in the number of special districts and a decrease in the number of

sch06| districts. :

Table 4
Local Units of Government, 1957 to 1972 — Seattle~Everett SMSA
Type of King Co.  Snohomoish Co.  Total
Unit = 1957 1972 1957 1972
Cities 24 28 15 18 39 46

School dists. 25 21 23 14 48 35
Special dists. 116 129 47 57 163 186

: Total 165 178 85 89 251 267

" Source: 1972 C"ensusbf"Goilemr‘hents.

43



Figure 6 shows the principal county and multi-county agencies operating in the
Seattle~Everett SMSA.

The growth in the Seattle area concentrated around Lake Washington. As a
consequence, it became increasingly polluted from the effluents of the sewage
disposal plants of the urbanized areas. Measurements began in 1949 traced the
chronology of a "dying" lake as the algae grew and multiplied. Yet no local
government responded to this problem and it was not deemed subject to the dis-
cretionary powers of either the State or Federal governments. Ultimately, this
problem provided an outlet for the efforts of those groups in Seattle pressing for
the regionalization of urban services, which resulted in the formation in 1958
of the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle.

The Response of Metropolitanism in the Seattle Region’

1

Seattle civic leadership (concentrated within the Municipal League of Seattle
and King County) was not unaware of the effects of dynamic urban growth on
static governmental structures. In 1948 a constitutional amendment authorized
the consolidation of King County and Seattle. The 1948 amendment was not
self-executing. In 1971 the legislature adopted a self-executing amendment
providing for consolidation. A report of the King County Metropoalitan Study
Commission sees the need for some functional consolidations within the county,
and recommends "the reduction in the number of actual units of government
within King County" (Metropolitan Study Commission, Nov, 1972, p. 15)

In 1952 a home rule amendment for King County was defeated. A young attorney
active in the municipal league and the campaign for the home rule amendment is
credited with initiating metropolitan reform in the Seattle area. (King County did
become a home rule charter county in 1968.)

Roscoe Martin begins the chronology of events that led to the creation of Seattle
Metro with a 1953 speech by James Ellis, "A Plan for Seattle's Future." Ellis's
acfivism and tenacify in civic leadership for the Seattle metropolitan area is a
recurrent element in the developmental history of Seattle Metro.

By 1954 Ellis's somewhat visionary approach to Seattle's future helped in moving

the municipal league to appoint ‘a metropolitan problems committee. Originally

the league had hoped to involve representatives from the city and county and
develop legislative proposals for the 1955 Washington state legislative session.
Thwarted in that ambition, the league instead focused its efforts on an examina-
tion of the utility of differentiating metropolitan and local governmental functions.
In 1955 the league issued the findings of the committee in the repori: "Metropolitan
Seattle: The Shape We're In." :

By 1956, the municipal league made its recommendations more explicit and de-
cided to push for state legislation to implement its proposals. The second "Shape"
report of 1956 recommended a metropolitan level of government to perform
specified metropolitan functions: comprehensive planning; sewage disposal and
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storm drainage; water supply; major roads and mass transportation; parks and
parkways; health and garbage disposal. Other functions had been considered,
but had been dropped for various reasons. Air pollution control might inhibit
industrial growth. Airports and ports were being satisfactorily operated by an
existing separate authority. The bridges were under the control of the State.
Although arterial streets were recommended in the Shape report, they were
omitted in the subsequent draft legislation.

The County had been seriously considered as the metropolitan level of govern-
ment, but this idea was ﬁna(ly discarded. The County did not precisely em-
brace the land area envisioned as functionally desirable; it did not include a
part of Snohomish County and did include some area seen as more functionally
related to Tacoma and Pierce County. The more important reason for not con-
sidering the County was that its administrative organization was not seen as
productive of efficient operations, and reform of this organizafion seemed im-
probable in view of the heavy defeat of the 1952 home rule charter. Had the
proposal passed, conceivably the transit and sewage treatment functions might
now be operating out of the courthouse and the Metro Enabling Act would never
have been passed.

On the basis of this second report the municipal league moved the city and
county governments to appoint a Metropolitan Problems Advisory Committee
(MPAC). The MPAC chairman was James Ellis and more than half of its mem=
bers had served on the committee that prepared the "Shape" report.

On the state level in 1956, Governor Langley established an advisory committee
on metropolitan problems. A Seattle civic leader was chairman, and James Ellis
was a member. This committee first looked ot sewage problems in the Seattle area,
and on recommendation of this committee a major engineering study of the sewage
needs of the Seattle area was commissioned. Financed largely by the City of
Seattle, but with confribution by the state and county governments the results of
this study were to form the basis for the technological operations of Seattle

Metro.

In 1957 the state environment .was particularly favorable for Seattle leaders to
press for state enabling legislation drafted by MPAC and the municipal league.

Newly elected Governor Rosellini was a veteran State senator from Seattle, both
his administrative assistant and legislative aide had been members of MPAC, .and
the Democratic Governor came into office with his party in the majority in both
the Senate and the House. His inaugural address included a passage urging enact-
ment of a metropolitan Municipal Corporation Bill into Washington state law.

The draft legislation introduced in the 1957 legislative session differed from the
second "Shape" report recommendation only in dropping some functions from those
performed at the metropolitan level, and requiring concurrent majorities within
the city and without for creation of Metro (rather than the original proposal for

a sample majority of voters). The bill sailed through the Senate, but faced stiff
opposition in the House. The chairman of the House Committee considering the
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bill was from Snohomish County, and the delegation from Snohomish County was
extremely hostile to the idea of the creation of a municipal corporation that

could cross the King=Snohomish boundary to manage sewage problems on a regional
basis. With much effort, the bill was pried out of committee, but only to be
amended in an unacceptable form by the delegation representing Snohomish
County and southern King County. But the Governor of Washington possesses

item veto powers and, af the urging of Seattle leaders, Governor Rosellini vetoed
the defensive amendments and the 1957 Metropolitan Municipal Corporation Law
was essentially that proposed by local leaders in the Seattle area.

The Metropolitan Municipal Corporation Act of 1957

When Roscoe Martin studied the Seattle area in the early 60's it was more what
he termed the "openendedness" of this state enabling legislation, rather than the
limited application of the statute in the creation of Seattle Metro that seemed
worthy of serious consideration as being a significant contribution to metropolitan
governing systems. This legislation makes possible the creation of a multi-county,
multi-purpose special district, operating as a "third tier" above county and city
governments. This "third tier" characteristic did not apply, however, in the case
of Metro Seaftle. Its boundaries were originally less than county-wide and even-
tually were coterminous with King County; thus, it operated in parallel position
to the county.

The "Metro Act" represents the judgment of local and state leaders, tempered by
political pragmatism, as to the functions which should be available to a metro-
politan level of government for metropolitan areas. In the language of the act:

It is the purpose of this chapter to enable cities and counties to act
jointly to meet these common problems in order that the proper growth
and development of the metropolitan areas of the state may be assured
and the health and welfare of the people residing therein may be se-
cured (Washington Revised Code, 1969, Ch. 35.58.010).

Any area in the State of Washington with two or more cities, one or more of
which must be a first class city under state law, may establish a municipal cor
poration (metro). The term "municipal corporation" has a long history in the
state of Washington to describe local subdivisions with a broader spectrum
than the term "special districts.” It includes, therefore, multi-purpose special
districts as well as municipalities of general jurisdiction.

The boundaries of the corporation may include in part or whole, more than one
county. However, cities must be included or excluded as a whole.

One or more of the following functions may be performed by the corporation:

sewage disposal, water supply, public transportation, garbage disposal, parks
and parkways, and comprehensive planning.
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Comprehensive planning would be advisory only, parks and parkways would be
administered by a board, rather than directly by the metropolitan council, and
until a 1967 amendment that allowed voters to choose between transit systems
being operated by a commission or the council, transit was also to be operated
by a commission rather than directly by the metropolitan council.

An election to establish a metro is held upon resolufions being adopted by either
the city or county governing bodies, or the governing bodies of two component
cities other than the central city, or if four percent of the qualified voters
petition for the election.

The resolution or petition must specify the functions to be performed by the cor-
poration and its boundaries. The proposed boundaries are subject to review by
the central county before being submitied to the voters.

At the time of this initial vote, authorization may also be sought for metro to
levy a property tax of one mill for the first year of its operations (requiring a 3/5
majority vote). For creation of the mefro, concurrent maiorities (those voters
residing within and outside of the central cities) are required for passage.

The "opénendedness" of the Metro Act is in its provisions for the assumption of
new functions (within the six specified in the legislation), and that the area of
Metro can be expanded.

The procedures for holding an election to vote on the addition of a function are
similar to those governing the initial election. A simple majority of those voting
defermines the outcome. However, if the ballot includes a provision for Metro
to levy a general tax for the first year of operation of the new function, or if
general obligation bonds are fo be issued, a 3/5 majority is required under
Washington law.

A naw function can be added without an election by resolution of the Metro
Council with concurring resolutions by each component county, first class city,
and at least 2/3 of other component cities.

A 1967 amendment allowed the council, by resolution, to prepare a comprehen-
sive plan for the performance of an additional function, prior to voter approval
of the, assumption of that function.

Boundary expansion can occur in two ways. If any of the component cities annex
territory, that territory is automatically included in Metro. Contiguous territory
may become part of Metro by a majority vote of the residents of that area,
RepresenLaﬁon is a variation of the "federated” model, based upon a rather. com-
plex system, with no fixed number of council members. The following categories
of representation are provided for:

1. One ex officio (county executive) member from the central county.
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2. One additional member selected by the board of commissioners of
each component county for each commission district with ten thousand
or more residents in the unincorporated portion of the district (either
the commissioner representing the district or a resident).

3. One member (mayor) from each of the six largest component cities.

4, One member representing all component cities other than the six
largest, selected by vote of the mayors of these cities.

5. Ons member (who must be on the city council) allotted to each com=
ponent city with a population of 10,000 or more for every 60,000 resi-
dents above the initial 10,000.

6. The chairman of the council, selected by vote of the council, may not
be an employee or official of any member city or county (see Figure 7)

Since much of the focus on metropolitan problems that preceded the drafting of
this legislation was one of concern for adequate sewage treatment, it is not sur-
prising that the provisions for the sewage disposal function provided the metro—
politan corporation with comprehensive powers: of adopting a plan for sewage
disposal, acquiring, constructing, managing, settfing minimum standards, fixing
rates and charges, and contracting; to establish and maintain a regional system.

The financial capacity of the municipal corporation is varied. It may issue
revenue bonds by resolution of the council and general obligation bonds with 60%
voter approval. With 60% voter approval it may obtain a one-year mill levy
during its first year, or the first year of operating a new function. To balance

its budget, it may secure supplemental operating funds from each component local
government based on the proportional share of its total assessed valuation to the
total assessed valuation within the metro area. Finally, it may levy special
assessment for specified areas under specified conditions.

Local Implementation of the State Enabling Legislation

Snohomish County leaders, frustrated in their attempts to amend the Metro Act to
their advantage, and knowing that the logic of the Lake Washington watershed
meant that Seattle and King County had designs on them, immediately executed
a tactical maneuver to avoid becoming part of Seattle Metro.

In January of 1958, a South Snohomish County Mefropolitan Municipal Corpora-
tion was established under the provisions of the Metro Act with the single function
of planning, effectively precluding any intrusion of regional power from the Seattle
Trea. Perhaps the only example of "defensive incorporation” at the metropolitan
evel.

In Seattle, the MPAC issued a report in August of 1957, calling for the Seattle
area to establish a metropolitan corporation with three functions: sewage disposal,
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transportation, and comprehensive planning, believing a strong case could be
made for a metropolitan execution of these functions. The MPAC boundary
recommendations iricluded almost all of western King County from the Snohomish
County line to the north to the Pierce County line on the south. MPAC also
recommended that voters be asked to ‘approve the one~year mill levy for the new
corporation.

Almost immediately the machinery to establish Mefro was activated on the basis,
of the MPAC report. Two outlying city councils passed resolutions calling for a
métrd election and a campaign group, the Metropolitan Action Committee was
formed to work for the adoption of metro,

The King County commission, in exercising the provisions of the act calling for
a boundary review of the proposed metro prior fo submission fo the voters, bowed
to the vigorous opposition of three southern King County cities and excluded a
significant amount of the area fo the south. The area finally submitted to the
voters included sixteen cities and 471 sq mi.

The pro—metro rhetoric of this first campaign tended to emphasize the theoretical
benefits of mefro along with the years of careful study that had gone into estab-
lishing the need for and utility of a metro.

Opponents of metro were also partially caught up in the theory of metropolitan
reform, voicing fear of the establishment of a "supergovernment." But some of
the opposition was solidly based on issues of substance; some of the outlying
communities had invested large sums, and gone into debt fo provide sewage dis-
posal systems, it was unclear just what the éstablishment of metro would do for
these communities; the engineering study was not yet complefe and some oppo-
nents argued that it was unfair to ask voters to approve a function without benefit
of a specific proposal for implementation of that function.

In the March, 1958 election proponents of metro failed to achieve the concurrent
majorities necessary for approval. The measure did achieve a simple majority,
and passed handily in the City of Seattle. But out of the city, 10 of the 15 other
municipalities voted against metro, and the unincorporated areas recorded a heavy
negative vote. The provision allowing metro to levy a general tax was defeated
throughout the area. -

After this first defeat, James Ellis gathered the community forces favoring metro
to place the issue on the ballot again in the September, 1958, elections.

Just as in the two cslections to consolidate the Nashville-Davidson County govern—
ments, metropolitan reformers would like to siolate those factors that make for
success or failure. . But it is impossible to generalize from the Seattle experience
in‘a "how fo do™ way for other metropolitan areas seeking reform. Suffice to say
the syccess of the second election was in some combination of the tenacity of area
leaders, some wise and effective political accommodations, and an Act of God.
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Probably it is the Seattle experience more than any other that has fueled the
"crisis" theory of metropolitan reform. In Seattle there had been consistent and
well-documented evidence of an environmental crisis in the waters of the Sound
and Lake Washington. The Seattle area was profoundly water-oriented, emo-
tionally as well as geographically. But apparently it was not until the extremely
dry summer of 1958 that area residents were shocked into recognition of an envi-
ronmental crisis. When Lake Washington's water level dropped to the point that
its putrid condition was evident even to the casual observer, and beaches on Puget
Sound had to be closed, the fall election could truly be said to be overlaid with
a "crisis" facing metropolitan residents — one not sold by metropolitan reformers,
but experienced by metropslitan voters.

But even in that climate, it is not possible to conclude that reform ‘in Seattle was
a function of the environmental crisis. Between the first and second elections
there were some significant political accommodations and concessions on the part
of those seeking reform.

The proposal submitted in the second election was for a single function metro in
sewage treatment. Ifs boundaries were further trimmed by about one-third to
exclude those areas which had voted heavily against Metro in the first election.
(See Figure 8 ). Furthermore, proponents agreed to support an amendment to the
state law which would require a 2/3 vote of the Council to issue revenue bonds,
rather than a simple majority; voter approval is not required. Fortuitously, the
engineering study had been completed by the time of the second election, and
the campaign was blessed with both a highly visible problem and well-
documented solution. The second campaign was characterized less by the
standard rhetoric of reform, focussing on the overriding issue of clean water.

The second proposal also specified that Metro would take over the operation of
the existing sewage treatment plants and compansate the communities that had
invested in them.,

The second campaign resulted in an affirmative vote in all but one of the ten

municipalities still included in the district, although failing the three-fifths
majority necessary fo authorize a general tax levy.

Boundary Expansion

Between the first and second elections in 1958, the land area of Seattle Metro
was cut back fo the area around Lake Washington. The Metro area approved by
the voters in the second election did not include even the area draining into
Lake Washington. From the standpoint of sewage treatment itself, Seattle Metro
was not an adequate regional instrumentality .

By 1967, despite a dramatic success in cleaning up Lake Washington, only one
additional municipality had voted to become a part of Metro, and the total land
area under Metro was 231 sq mi. In 1971, however, the State legislature amended
the Metro Enabling Act to provide that "any metropolitan municipal corporation
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now existing or hereafter created, within a class A county contiguous fo a class

AA county or class AA county, shall upon the effective date of this 1971 amenda-
tory act as to metfropolitan corporations formed after the effective date of this

1971 amendatory act, have the same boundaries as those of the respective central
county of such metropolitan corporations . . . " (Washington Law, Extraordinary
Session, 1971, Ch 303, p. 1166). The amendment also provided that such boundar-
ies could be further enlarged by the annexation procedures set forth in the original
act. Further, contiguous metropolitan municipal corporations could be consolidated
into a single corporation upon resolutions of the respective councils. In such event,
the largest city I2Din terms of population) would be the central city and the largest
county would be the central county of the consolidated corporation,

This amendment, which increased by almost tenfold the land area under Seattle
Metro's jurisdiction, was a part of the 1971 legislation which made state funds
available to local transit systems, including the local power to levy a .3 of a
cenf sales tax. Numerous problems in the administration of the sales tax were
to be avoided by imposing it throughout the cowunty, rather than tieing it fo the
boundaries of Metro. The county, then, seemed to be the natural and appro-
priate regional unit for Seattle Metro, an example, perhaps, of the emerging
role of the county as a vehicle for regionalization.

Expansion of Metro to the boundaries of King County inevitably has produced
speculation about the necessity of having two county-wide govemments operaf-
ing independently of each other: Seattle Metro and King County. Sedttle Metro's
Task Force on Intergovernmental Relations has at least marginal interest in this
issue. At least one of the major reasons for not using the county government
originally rather than Seattle Metro has disappeared; the passage of the home rule
charter for King County in 1968 has resulted in what is regarded as a competent
administrative structure in the courthouse. Although merger will continue to be

an issue, particularly as Metro Seattle moves into additional functions, there

is little reason to believe that it will occur in the near future. Seattle Metro is
very competently managed, it is financially viable, and it has a widespread and
active citizen participation program; there is small likelihood that it will be
criticized for inefficiency or insensitivity, nor that there will be a financial
"crunch.” In addition, it is widely respected for the job it has done in cleaning
up Lake Washington. On the other hand, King County government is locally
respected. The “crisis” factor present in many consolidations and mergers does

not appear to exist with respect to Seattle Metro and King County.

Yet, the rationality of merger cannot be disposed of this easily, Thereisa
local theory of community process in Seattle which says that the combination of
Scandinavian common sense, an immigration of civically active expatriates,
and a greater concern with cabins and lakes than with local government by the
bulk of the residents, has made efforts by rational reformists somewhat more
successful in Seattle. Conceivably, then as Seattle Metro attempts to move into
the solid waste disposal and water supply functions, merger could be effected with-
out the stimulus of a "crisis."
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Functional Expansion

In 1962, Roscoe Martin could only conclude that Seaftle Metro was "off to a
good start.” Having been trimmed back to the area immediately surrounding
Lake Washington and incongruous with its watershed, Seattle Metro could not be
viewed as regional in scope. It was just another single~function special district.
Yet, it had potential, and a civic leader in the person of James Ellis who was
determined that that potential would become reality.

Almost immediately after the election of 1958, Ellis and area leaders began the
work of expanding Metro, and in 1961 the Mayor of Seattle and the King County
Commissioners appoinfed a metropolitan transportafion committee. Ellis had
always been interested in the public transit function; through control of transit
one could have a significant impact on the environment and could, also, con-
tribute fo the life of the central business district.

In 1962, the committee report recommended that Metro assume the fransit func-
tion via the route of concurrent resolution of its component govemments, rather
than by popular vote. The fledgling Metro Council (perhaps wisely) declined to
take that action,

Four of the smaller metro municipalities passed resolutions for Metro to submit
the proposed transit function to the voters. In September, 1962, metro voters
defeated the proposal by a margin of almost two to one, and Seattle Metro re~
mained a single~purpose special district.

After the state legislature in 1967 enabled Metro to prepare a plan prior to sub-
mitting a new function for voter approval, Metro and the Puget Sound Govemn-
mental Conference engaged a consulting firm fo prepare a transit plan for the
Seattle area.

The proposal for adding the transit function and issuing general obligation bonds
to acquire and expand the system was submitted to Metro voters in February of
1968, The measure achieved a simple majority but failed to gain the three-fifths
majority approval necessary for Metro to issue general obligation bonds.

Again, James Ellis had a central role to plan in the evolutionary history of
Seattle Metro. What is generally acknowledged to be one of the most publicized
and effective civic organizations in the country — Forward Thrust, Inc. — was
formed in Seattle in 1966 with Ellis as its president. Forward Thrust activism is
involved in all of the pieces that made possible the eventual success of Seattle
Metro in assuming the fransit function, as well as numerous other efforts on behalf
of the Seattle area (Ellis, Feb 1969, pp. 56-60).

In 1969 the Washington state legislature acted to make state funds available to
public transportation, beginning July 1, 1971. The legislature earmarked half
of the 2% state excise tax on automobile ownership to be used for public trans-
portation.
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The transit plan approved by nearly 60% of the King County (Seattle Metro) voters
on September 19 of 1972 was, in many respects, a product of a decade of experi-
ence and adjustment by metropolitan leaders. The success of the Seattle experi-
ence is very much an example of the American system of federalism — dependent
on a change in both state and national willingness to support urban transit systems
and local initiative to seek and use that support.

The Seattle transit system is not dependent on general obligation bonds for funding
(freeing the election from the 3/5 majority requirement). The System is projected

to meet all operating and capital improvements costs from the farebox receipts, a 3/10
of a cent King County sdles tax, state automobile excise and gas taxes, and federal
grants' and gas taxes (Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle, May, 1972, p. 4.)

Seattle Metro acquired the city-owned Seattle bus system, and the privately
ownzad county-suburban system and began operations on January 1, 1973. The
transit system will be operated directly by the Council rather R:an by a fransit
commission. City finances will be eased somewhat by Metro assuming the transit
function, and Seattle residents were probably influenced by the promise that the
county-wide sales tax fo support the system would be balanced by ending the City
of Seattle's household tax. -

Seattle Metro, after studying five other metropolitan transit systems, lays claim
to a pioneering effort in several areas:

1. The most extensive community involvement program in development
and implementation of the system plan.

2. The most liberal elderly fare policy of any of the systems visited.

3. Metro transit is pledged to develop a fleet of low=polluting vehicles.
(Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle, Dec 1972, p. 10).

In assuming the transit function and expanding its boundaries couﬁfy-wide, the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle is not quite the misnomer it was when
Seattle Metro was "just another special district, "

River Basin Coordinating Committee (RIBCO)

RIBCO was formed in 1971 at the initiative of Metro and King County to meet the
requirements of the 1969 federal legislation for the development of plans for the
control of water pollution in the Lake Wdshington-Cedar and Green River basin
(see Figure 9 ). When it became apparept that the program should be under the-
control of elected representatives because of the need for legislation and funding,
the committee requested the Metro Council fo assume legal and financial re-
sponsibility for the Committee, which it did. This decision was significant in
terms of possible further éxpansion of Metro into the functions of solid waste and
water distribution.
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The committee is composed of representatives of King and Snohomish counties,
the City of Seattle, the Puget Sound Govemmental Conference, the Puget Sound
Air Pollution Control Agency, all sewer districts and cities in the basin, all
water districts in King County, Seattle Metro through its Task Force for Citizen
Participation, and one noh-voting member each from the Environmental Prote¢—
tion Agency, the Army Corps of Engineers, and the State Department of Ecology.
In late 1972, Metro's Council formed a Basin Environment Committee fo serve as
a policy advisory group on the river basin planning effort (Municipality of Metro-
politan Seattle, Dec 1972). lIts function is to review all recommendations of
RIBCO and transmit its reactions on to the Metro Council.

The work of the Commission has been to conduct various studies preliminary to
the development of plans and recommendations. The Puget Sound Govemmental
Conference has produced the basic study on land use and allocation. Four other
studies due to be completed in July, 1974, are on the subjects of water pollution
control and abatement, water resources management, urban runoff and basin
drainage, and solid waste management. In addition, the Puget Sound Air Pollu-
tion Agency is developing an air quality plan which it would like fo expand and
integrate with the other water and waste management studies when unding be-
comes available. Metro's Task Force for Citizen Participation is responsible for
communication to and input from citizen groups. through dissemination of interim
study findings and discussions at community meetings.

The two studies that have implications for functional expansion of Metro are those
dealing with solid waste and water resources. Solid waste is now disposed of .
through City, County, and privafe facilities. The recommended plan is expected
to call for a combination of various methods: composting; regional sanitary land~
fills; landfills with shredded waste; landfills with baled waste; recycle ¢enters;
ocean disposal, and transporting shredded waste in the sewerage system. Such
plans will be integrated with those of water resources and pollution control. It
could be expected, therefore, that the study would recommend that responsibility
for county-wide solid waste disposal be vested in Metro. One possible problem
is that the enabling legislation for Metro specifically authorizes garbage 'disposal
and an amendment may be necessary to include the disposal of trash. ‘

The City of Seatfle is the major purveyor of water through direct service in the

City and through confracts in the County (at a higher rate). There is, reputedly,
some suburban dissatisfaction with this arrangement, because of the higher fates

and the lack of direct representation on the Seattle City Council. Too, the con-
struction and operation of water distribution and sewage freatment should be ¢losely
coordinated, if not integrated. Conceivably, therefore, the study could recom-
mend the metropolitan administration of water supply, vested in Metro, and possible

under the enabling legislation.
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.Metro and the Puget Sound Governmental Conference

Roscoe Martin's concluding comments on Seattle noted the existence of another
regional entity, the Puget Sound Governmental Conference, that was truly
regional in scope. Formed prior to Metro in 1957, it ongmally included only
four counties in its membership. In 1961, the four central cities joined the
Conference, and in 1966 it assumed the A-95 review function.

The relationship between Metro and PSGC has been largely a collaborative one,
notably in the public trgnsportation field and in RIBCO. There is disagreement
currently, however, on the division of labor with respect fo planning for sewage
disposal. Metro takes the position that it is in a better position fo plan for
sewage disposal and treatment facilities because of its experience and experfise
in this field. The Conference believes that planning for land use involves a
series of "trade-offs" between compsting mission—oriented operating agsncies
and the responSIblhfy for negotiating these trade~offs into a plan for deVelop
ment is better vested in an agency independent of the operating agencies.

If Metro lays a sewer line down a valley which lies in tax-frozen agricultural
status, it defeats the State policy of retaining lands in agricultural use by re-
lieving the urban fringe farmer of taxes based upon high speculative values. If
EPA requires that future shopping centers be built on smaller scales to avoid the
heavy concentrations of automobile exhaust, it is encouraging urban spraw! and
its aftendant higher utility costs, The planners believe that a balance must be
negotiated among these various interests and this negotiation should bz conducted
by the Conference which views itself in a third=-party position.

This type of dlsagreement is occurring with regularity throughout the country and
is by no means peculiar to Seattle, It is focussing not only on the issue of plan-
ning for land use dovelop'nem‘ It is concerned also with the problem of multiple
special purpose agencies spawned by the categorical grant programs of the Federal
Government, This latter problem has been the impetus for "umbrella" agency pro-
posals and the "Big 7" proposals to the Office of Management and Budget for link-
ages at both the federal and regional levels, referred to in other sections of this
report (Council of State Governments and others, Dec 29, 1972).

The issues of land planning versus functional planning and the introduction of
House Bill 721 inta the state legislature has moved Metro to form a Task Force on
Intergovernmental Relations. Its first task was to review HB 791, the State Land
Plannmg Act, for its possible impact on Metro. This act, introduced in 1973

in anhCIpcmon of federal legislation sponsored by Senator Jackson encouraging
states to develop land use planning policies would, among other things, attempt

to differentiate betwean land planning and functional planning and would desig-
nate a regional agency (probably the Conference) to have certain planning powers,
including the power to comment on the compatibility of both functional and sub-
reglqnal land use plans with the regional plan,

The Chairwoman of the Task Force is also a member of the Conference. Other
members include the Mayor of Renton, the Mayor of Mercer Island, the Mayor
of Kent, the County Executive, and a County Councilman. The Association of



Washington Cities is also a concerned party for reasons of blocking state involve-
ment with local government. With the apparent reluctance of the Conference
directors to expand its functions and the resistance of the various local interests
to the State Land Planning Act, one would have to predict the failure of the
State Act and the continuation of the current disagreements over planning as
well as the ongoing collaborative arrangements.

Metro and EPA Programs

It should be noted that Metro is currently involved in a dispute with federal
water pollution control regulations and the EPA that could have an adverse effect
on Metro if its point if view is ignored.

Essentially, the dispute arises partly from the fact that Metro has "saved” Loke
Washington by diverting treated effluents into Puget Sound. :

Of its five plants discharging info the Sound only one (Renton) provides secondary
ireatment. The 1972 Federal Water Quality Law requires municipally owned
waste~treatment systems to provide secondary treatment by 1977. Metro contends
that the Sound is an unusual body of water possessing a rich concentration of dis-
solved oxygen which when combined with its depth and "washing action" makes
it environmentally acceptable. Metro is preparing a plan calling for the "best
practicable treatment" by 1983 which if accepted as an alternative to the 1977
requirement would save {55,009,030. Essentially this alternative would call for
the removal from effluent of toxic materials, oil, other contaminants, and,
possibly, other oxygen-demanding materials (Seattle Times, June 29, 1973).

If Metro is not successful with its alternative plan, there will be difficult times
ahead for Metro as it is forced to raise its rates by 95¢ to $2.00 per month to
finance ccnstruction of additional treatment facilities which may be viewed as
not nscessary .

Conclusion

Seattle Metro can be viewed as having limited success as a form of regional govern-
ment. Its land area is not exactly coincidental with the direction of urbanization,
but it contains the bulk of the urbanized area and much more. Nor does it cover
the drainage area of Lake Washington which extends into Snohomish County, but

it is contracting with the sewer districts in that areq, so that functionally it is
providing regional disposal and treatment ‘services.

With Snohomish activating its metropolitan municipality in anticipation of taking
over the public transit function, Seattle Metro is foreclosed from expanding in
that area. Undoubtedly the other counties will follow this pattern, as it appears
necessary. Seattle Metro can be seen, therefore, in the long run as a sub-
regional unit, regionalizing the Seattle core, but not beyond the boundaries of

King County.
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Within this sub-region, Metro Seattle had moved with a success unusual for
local governmental reform movements. It has acquired a second major function
and is moving foward additional ones. It apparently has a high leval of credi-
bility in the community, if only bacause of its success in cleaning up Lake
Washington. Unlike most special districts in the utility field, it has been very
responsive to the need for a high level of citizen participation and its federated
Board of Directors gives it the ties it needs to local political systems.

Since it is in the last analysis, a parallel form of county government, it faces
the prospect of eventual merger with the govemment of King County. Had the
proposed county charter passed in 1952, there may nevar have been a Seattle
Metro. All of which seems to support the notion that the county, a traditional
unit of government generally containing a major portion of the urbanized areaq,
once reformed and made more acceptable, will become increasingly looked to
as a vehicle for regionalization of local government.
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SECTION VI

BI-STATE DEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF ST. LOUIS

Introduction

The Bi-State Development Agency, like all local government structures, is a
product of broad social and economic trends and local circumstances. These
forces shape the politics of the area, which in tum influence the form of

government structure.

The usual difficulties faced by proponents of regional government is achieving
consensus among competing interests are complicated further in St. Louis, be-
cause it straddles a state line. Thus, an additional network of political and
economic inferests must be reckoned with. The two and one~half million in-

habitants reside in five counties in Missouri (counting St. Louls City as a county)

and three in lllinois. (The official SMSA includes only 2 counties in lllinois,
excluding Monroe County. Monroe County is, however, included in the juris-
diction of Bi-State and Franklin County is not.)

Table 5

Population Data for Counties in the St. Louis Area

% Increase

% of Total Area

Counties 1970 Populatior‘{ 1960 to 1970  Population
Missouri
Franklin 55,127 23.7 2.3
Jefferson 105, 647 58.6 4.4
St. Charles 92,954 75.5 3.9
St. Louis City 622,236 -17.0 26.1
St. Louis County 951,671 35.2 39.9
Total Missouri 1,827,635 12.6 76.7
llinois
Madison 250,934 11.7 10.5
Monroe 18,831 21.4 ;0.1
St. Clair 285,199 8.6 12.0
(E. St. Louis) (69,996) (-14.3)
Total Illinois 554,964 23.3
TOTAL 2,382,599 100.0

Source: 1970 Census ofl Population, Report PC(1) A=27 Missouri and lilinois,
Tables 10 and 13. o
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With three-fourths of the population living in Missouri and four-fifths of the
Missouri residents living in St. Louis City and St. Louis County, these two
jurisdictions play a dominant role in the affairs of local and regional govern-
ment. This role is a divided one, on occasion, between the interests profiting
from the westward migration from St. Louis City out into the newly developing
areas of the County and the interests of St. Louis City. The support of the
former mayor of St. Louis City for the location in lllinois of the major airport
for the St. Louis area to replace Lambert Field in Missouri was an attempt to
counteract this westward flow of poopulation by opening up for development
the close=in areas on the east side of the Mississippi.

The two old cities of St. Louis and East St. Louis have undergone the change in
social class typical of central cities that have not expanded their boundaries for
future growth.

Table 6

1970 Minority Races, Median Income, and Education, Counties in
St. Louis Metropolitan Area

Family Median % Minority Average

Counties Income Races Education@
Missouri

Franklin $ 8,760 1.3 9.5

Jefferson 9,742 1.0 11.1

St. Louis City 8,182 41,3 9.6

St. Louis County 12,392 5.2 12.3
Ilinois

Madison $10,249 5.5 11.5

Monroe 9,352 0.1 10.4

St. Clair 9,547 22,6 11.0

69.3 9.4

E. St. Louis 6,654

Source: 1970 Census of Population, Report PC (1) C-27 Missouri and 1Hinois,
Tables 88, 89, 120 & 124. .

aMedian school years completed for all persons 25 years old and over.

These data have significance in illustrafing the differences in social class and the
concentration of minority races in'the two major cities. One result has been a
specialization of politics and problems. Minority race politics has acquired
strength of its own in its acquisition of governmental resources in the old cities;
from these bases the minorities are able to press for solutions to the problems
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important to them: inequality of opportunity, deteriorating facilities and serv-
ices (including public transit) and jobs. Foremost of these problems is that of the
fiscal disparity between the central cities and the suburbs brought on by the rela-
tive decline in the central cities' property fax base. (See Table 7.) St. Louis
City has tried to solve this problem with a 1% eamings tax levied on those who
reside and work in the City. Other governmental units continue to depend on
the property tax as their main source of local tax revenue.

As could be expected, there are many units of local government. In addition fo
the two states and seven counties, there are 169 municipalities, 46 townships,
145 special districts (105 with property taxing powers) and 108 school districts.

The principal regional bodies as depicted in Figure 11, are the East-West Gate-
way Coordinating Council (established in 1965 and coterminous with the SMSA)
and the Bi-State Development Agency embracing St. Louis County, St. Louis
City, St. Charles County, and Jefferson County in Missouri and Madison, Mon-~
roe, and St. Clair Counties in llinois. There is no single sewer district, this
responsibility being divided principally between the Metropolitan Sewer District
covering St. Louis City and St. Louis County and the East Side Levee Sanitary
District operating within Madison County on the Illinois side.

Metropolitan Reform in St. Louis

St. Louis, Missouri, is a particularly striking example of the dilemma of Ameri-
can metropolitan areas. As a case study, St. Louis history is rich in the "how
not to do it" literature of metropolitan reform (Schmandt, Steinbicker & Wendel,
1959). The unraveling of the unsuccessful metropolitan efforts in St. Louis has
also become a fertile field of publication for both the analysts and the advocates
of metropolitan reform.

Much of Scott Greer's (1963) pioneering work in attempting to understand the
subjective meaning of mefropolitan fragmentation, and citizen apathy or antago-
nizism to a reformed structure of government, is based on field work conducted
in St, Louis, Missouri.

Depending on one's approach to metropolitan problems, St. Louis is either a fore~
boding example of the consequences of lost opportunity or a monument to the re-
markable durability of the "jerry-built" system of local governments in metropoli-
tan areas.

The Early St. Louis Adaptive Pattern

After incorporation in the eighteenth century, St. Louis was able to annex both
incorporated and unincorporated territory through the 1860's by means of state
enabling acts enlarging its boundaries. By the 1870's the city became disgusted .
with the county govemment, feeling exploited by the non-city residents of the

county (Bollens, 1961, pp. 61-65).
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Table 7

Percent of Growth in Assessed Valuations, Counties in the St. Louis Metropolitan Area, 1968-1972

— — — _—— _—__ —

—

Assessed Val % of . Assessed Val % of % Change
1968 Total 1972 Total 1968-1972
Missouri
Franklin $ 100,098,888 2.2 $ 142,326,233 2.6 +42,2
Jefferson 164,363,133 3.5 209,061,015 3.9 +27.2
St. Clair 169,254,113 3.7 236,955,241 4.4 +40,0
St. Louis Caunty 2, 405 235, '425 51.9 3,058,992,332 56.6 +27.2
St. Louis City - 1 797 469 835 38.7 1,754,375,184 32.5 - 2.4
Total Missouri: "~_$4,636¢,421,394 100.0 $5,40|,7l‘0,.005 100.0 +16.5
Assessed Val % Change
1971 1968-1971
I Hinois® |
Madison $ 950,217,064 53.6 $ 996,465,495 53.7 + 4.9
Monroe 65,770,806 3.7 83,339,413 4.5 +26.7
St. Clair 756,794,138 42.7 774,868,918 41.8 + 2.4
E. St. kouis (168,802,087) (2.5) (161, 640,029) (8.7) (- 4.2)
Total flfinois $1,772,782,008  100.0 $1,854,673,826  100.0 + 4.6

.o .

Source: ‘State Tax Commission of Missouri and Illinois State Department of Local Government Affairs. 1972
Illinois assessed valuations not available.
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In 1875 the city was successful in adding a pro-St. Louis City section to the new
state constitution that provided St. Louis the ability to unilaterally determine its
boundaries and separate itself irom the county. A combined vote in the city and
county (not requiring concurrent majorities) allowed the city to more than triple
its area and achieve independence from the county in 1876.

Rapid urbanization during the next half a century resulted in the City of St. Louis
becoming disenchanted with outmoded boundaries. Attempts to get the state legis-
lature to enlarge the city's boundaries begun some thirty years after city—county
separation were not successful. During the early 1920's state voters rejected pro-
posed constitutional amendments to allow St. Louis to expand.

However, in 1924 a state constitutional amendment provided for the establishment
of a joint board of freeholders (nine from the county, nine from the city) to place
before the voters of the city and county their recommendation from three options
for restructuring included in the amendment: (1) city-county consolidation under
the city government; (2) the city's reentry into the county; (3) annexation of part
of the county by the city. However, the procedure called for conclurrent majori-
ties of city and county voters. When the proposal placed before the voters in
1926 was to consolidate the county area under the city government, it received

a favorable vote in the city but was defeated decisively by out-of-city county
voters.

In 1930 the voters of Missouri turned down a constitutional amendment that
would have allowed the incorporated areas of St. Louis to retain their inde-
pendence in a county-wide federation. While integrative proposals were being
rejected, incorporations were occurring with frequency within the county —

23 new municipalities were added to the previous total of 15 in the county dur-
ing the decade of the 1930's. By 1952 there were 94 incorporated cities, and
St. Louis County enjoyed the duﬁious distinction of being second only to Cook
County, lllinois, in number of incorporated municipalities.

Obviously, the developmental history of St. Louis indicates a concern by the
area’s leaders about the relationship of the central city to suburban growth areas.
They had enjoyed some success with the state government. Again in 1945, the
new Missouri constifution added another option specifically available to the city
and county of St. Louis. This option permitted the establishment by petition of

a joint city=county commission to draw up a charter for one or more metropolitan
districts fo meet the area's service needs. But despite St. Louis’ favorable stand-
ing for metropolitan reform spelled out in the state constitution (Sec. 30(a)(b)),

the state was willing fo intervene only to the extent of permitting the establishment
of a variety of integrative mechanisms, any of which would have to receive voter

approval.

What is evident in the history of St. Louis is the city's painful realization that its
dominant (and somewhat arrogant) relationship fo the non-city county was steadily
eroded as people rather consistently chose to live outside the city. That kind of
choice as a cause of the unsymetrical spread city is affributed to a variety of
reasons — from the morality play of the failure of Americans to love their cities
to the more prosaic use of the automobile. Typically, such analysis emphasizes
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the helplessness of cities in relationship to negative (anti-city) forces at work
in the process of metropolitanization. That attitude seems apparent at the
leadership level in the City of St. Louis as they struggled with metropolitanism.

The complex web of reasons for urban spread are subject to a variety of inter—
pretations, But few would disagree that the flight from central cities has been
accelerated by Americans seeking to live in desirable (and available) residential
housing. The derogated bedroom community, however, also was either con-
currently or subsequently draining central cities of their traditional concentra-
tion of commerce and industry. Activity followed people to the suburbs. (And
"where the action is" became the rallying cry of the beleaguered city-defenders).
Some of the malaise lumped into the bundle of metropolitan problems is attribut-
able to the perceived loss of status of the central city relative to the rest of the
metropolitan area — not a particularly compelling argument for metropolitan re-
form, but one that appears recurrently in St. Louis history.

The very concept of what a central city is or.should be has been stood on its
head by metropolitanism. The "decline," "death," "plight,” or "crisis" of
central cities is endemic in metropolitan literature. It is only recently that
concern has focused on making cities livable, rather than lamenting the anti-
city growth of quasi=livable suburbs.

But with a remarkably contemporary emphasis on livability of cities, the
nationally-known St. Louis city planning consultant, Harland Bartholomew,
drew up his Urban Land Policy for the St. Louis City Plan Commission in 1936
(Johnston, 1973, p. 123).

The issues Bartholomew raised remain a source of conflict in many cities today.
He pointed out the costs of cities' overzoning for commercial, industrial and
multi~family development — with the dual result of nondevelopment in the city
in many instances and single-family development becoming almost exclusively
suburban. The Bartholomew plan tended to emphasize the essential importance
to the city of residential neighborhoods, an idea rather unique for America's
Empire cities in the 1930's.

While there is some validity in assuming that introspection on the part of the
City of St. Louis might have been more productive than anti-suburban bitterness,
the complexity of the St. Louis metropolitan area does not lend itself to analyz-
ing missed cues in decision-making. Almost without exception the metropolitan
reform proposals involve only St. Louis County and the City of St. Louis, which
of themselves probably qualify for the phrase — "a maze of local governments" —
but are not coterminous with the metropolitan area as defined by the Bureau of
the Census in Standard Metropolitan Areas.

Recent St. Louis Adaptations

In 1936 Harlan Bartholomew could reasonably center his attention on the city,
although his efforts focused on urban trends that clearly warned the city of
loses relative to suburban growth, and suggested some remedial action in land-use
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zoning, etc. By 1951, Bartholomew was warning:

The bi-state area is the city of the future.

An over-all plan to guide and direct the population pattem of the
enfire bi-state area is badly needed. Such a plan has been prepared
for only two parts of the area — St. Louis and St. Louis County —
and these two plans have necessarily been made without the benefit
of an overall metropolitan plan (Duffy, 1964, p. 15).

In the intervening years we may have become less sanguine about the ability of
planning fo "guide and direct population patterns," but Bartholomew's perception
of the "city of the future” raises disturbing questions conceming the structure of
govemment for what he described in essentially unitary terms.

It is apparent from the literature surrounding various St. Louis reform proposals
that much of the impetus for such reform was grounded in concem over the rela-
tive decline of the St. Louis region as a dominant commercial and industrial
center in the United States. Civic leaders believed the irrationality of govern-
mental units was discouraging new businesses from locating within the region.
That cause and effect relationship, while not obvious, is accepted as the gospel
by the St. Louis reform group. Thomas Duffy concludes of the constituent units
of the area:

Statistically, they form the ninth most populous and the tenth largest
economic area in the nation. The area should rank substantially higher
in both categories. Beneath its failure lies a continuing story of frustra-
tion and non-realization of one of the greatest potentials in the county,
and a present-day struggle to shed the reason for failure (Duffy, 1964,
p. 13).

And statistically, another article, again underscores a low growth rate as a
major metropolitan problem for the St. Louis area:

From 1900 to 1950 all other metropolitan areas averaged a population
growth one and one-half times that of metropolitan St. Louis. Between
1950 and 1960 its growth was 19.8 per cent as compared with an average
of 26.4 per cent for all 212 metropolitan areas. The relative population
decline continued through 1967, and in the period since 1950 the area
slipped from 8th fo 10th rank in the country (Ross & Grossman, 1968,

p. 32).

The organizational effort that resulted in the formation of the Bi-State Develop-
ment Agency grew out of that kind of concem for growth and vigor for the region.

With two-thirds of the population of the entire metropolitan area residing in

St. Louis City and St. Louis County, results of these two units were the focus

of the various metropolitan reform movements. In the summer of 1956 the Metro-
politan St. Louis Survey was initiated to conduct a broad-scale examination of
the area's governmental needs. Growing out of the metropolitan reform movement
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of the 50's, the Survey was a joint project of the political science departments
of St. Louis University and Washington University, funded by the Ford Founda-
tion and the McDonnell Aircraft Corporation Charitable Trust.

Prior to the initiation of the Survey, an ambitious young St. Louis alderman,
A. J. Cervantes, was leading a movement to obtain signatures on petitions fo
establish a board of freeholders to draw up a metropolitan charter, under Mis-
souri law.

The then incumbent mayor of St. Louis, Mayor Tucker, was not pleased with
Cervantes leadership ambitions, and enthusiastically backed the idea of a study
of metropolitan reform as an altemative to the action proposed by the Cervantes
group.

The Survey itself was to become an issue in the subsequent (1959) metropolitan
reform campaign. Critics would argue that the recommendations of the Survey
were influenced too greatly by the "art of the possible"” rather than "real needs"
for metropolitan reform. Extensive public opinion sampling in the City and
County did make obvious the public's hostility to major reform.

Of the four possibilities contained in Missouri law — merger, reentry, annexa-
tion and the special district approach — the latter appeared least traumatic and
most likely to win voter approval in the County and City. The prestige of the
Survey's findings was fo become decisive in the deliberations of the board of
freeholders appointed to draft a metropolitan charter.

The proposal voted upon by St. Louis County and City residents in 1959 would
have created another level of government in the form of a multi-function special
district. The proposal aftracted the opposition of both those who favored the
status quo, suspicious of any form of metropolitan government, and those who
opposed the special district as inadequate to solve problems which required a
merger of city and county governing systems. This cleavage between the uni-
tary and federated groups within the reform movement in St. Louis is credited
with being a significant aspect of the failure of reform. The 1959 multi-
function special district proposal was defeated by a two to one margin by city
voters, and by a three to one margin by voters in the county.

In common with other analytical treatments of metropolitan reform campaigns,
there are no really satisfactory reasons that explain defeat or success for St.
Louis. In terms of the influence of what might loosely be labeled the power
structure in St. Louis — political, business, civic and labor leaders — most
were in the column of supporters of metropolitan reform. But in terms of stakes,
the diagnosis of failure concludes that their support was marginal rather than
committed,

In 1962 the consolidationist wing of the St. Louis reform movement chose another
tack, ignoring the specified routes for reform of St. Louis County and City in the
Missouri Constitution. The self-styled "borough-plan" of 1962 which would have
consolidated city and county government, was placed by initiative petition on the
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state~wide ballot as a constitutional amendment. The issues identified during

this campaign (which was ignored by most of the state) were more specific than
the generalized rhetoric about "taxes, supergovernments, economy and efficiency"
present in the 1959 campaign. '

Henry Schmandt (1963, p. 101) listed five basic issues developed in 1962: the
strategy of a state-wide vote to "impose" change, economic development, the
City's growing black population, the workability of the plan, and the need for
drastic change.

Statewide the amendment failed with 630,073 opposed and 217,252 favoring the
amendment. In St. Louis City the average vote ratio was opposed by six fo five,
in the black wards the losing margin was two to one. The margin of defeat by
county voters was four to one. The borough-plan failed to achieve the support
of the areas' politicians and the general impression of the 1962 campaign was
"fh?i' l;usiness backed the plan and the politicians opposed it" (Schmandt, 1963,
p. 102). !

John Bollens has used St. Louis as an example of "resort to a special district"
approach after the failure of more sweeping reform proposals. However, the
course of events in St. Louis is really not that logical. Metropolitan reform
proposals were presented to the voters "before and after" the creation of two
metropolitan units — Bi-State and the Metropolitan Sewer District, with no
particularly rational sequential pattern. For example, the more drastic borough
plan was presented to voters after the rather decisive defeat of the more moderate
multi-function special district. The potential of adding to the existing functions
of the sewer district and Bi-State has not been realized to any significant degree.
There is the suggestion that neither of these metropolitan agencies' performance
has earned voter approval.

The need for adequate sewers often poses a metropolitan problem of substance

that generates structural change. In St, Louis this problem was characterized

as "crifical" for the city and close~in suburbs. 1n 1954 a study of the problem

by the Bi-State Development Agency and a joint city=county committee recom-
mended the creation of the Mefropq(ii‘an Sewer District for the City and contiguous
one-third of St. Louis County in greatest need. Bi-State was limited fo "making
plans and policy recommendations" for sewage and drainage facilities, although,
under the 1959 amendments fo the compact, it may now operate sewage disposal
plants. Bi-State lists the establishment of the sewer district as an accomplishment,
although there is no apparent reason to conclude that the sewer district would not
have been formed if Bi-State had not existed.

Created under one of the four options available tfo St. Louis County and City
under Missouri law, the charter of the Metropolitan Sewer District was approved
by voters in the City and the densely populated adjacent one-third of the county
in 1954 by three to one margins in both areas. The Charter provided for the
establishment of a special district that could acquire, operate, build, and main-
tain all sewer facilities within the district. The Charter also provided that addi-
tional services could be provided by amending the charter by a popular vote.
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The area of the district can be expanded through petition of a majority of the
owners of land of more than one-half of the land to be annexed, implemented
by board ordinance, or by petition of at least one hundred owners of land to be
annexed and approved by a majority of voters in the area.

The district's governing body is composed of three trustees appointed by the
mayor of St. Louis with the approval of a majority of the judges of the circuit
court in the city, and three selected by the county supervisor with approval of
the local district court. The district can levy taxes up to 10 cents for each
$100 of assessed valuation, collect special assessments, issue bonds after voter
approval, and make service charges.

In 1955 a proposal to enlarge the function of the district to operate public transit
was defeated by voters in the county and city. The opinion data collected dur-
ing the St. Louis Metropolitan Survey in 1956 indicated that voters were more dis-
satisfied with the performance of the Sewer District than local government in
general. The proposed 1959 reorganization for a county-wide multi-purpose
special distirct would have absorbed the sewer district had it been successful.

Regionalism in St. Louis is obviously beset with any number of difficulties, per-
haps the most basic being the difficulties experienced in the relations of the
City and County of St. Louis. In the broader Bi-State area, these difficulties
are compounded, as numerous perspectives are brought to bear on the area's
"problems. "

The Origins of Bi-State

As indicated previously, there were concerns about the decline in the St. Louis
area relative to other metropolitan areas. |t was felt that the economic revitali-
zation of the area depended upon a recognition of the interdependence of both
sides of the river and the consequent need for burying past differences and the
creation of a mechanism for bringing together leaders from Missouri and Illinois.
The New York Port Authority and the Delaware River Port Authority, upon which
Bi-State was modeled, had their Chambers of Commerce of the State of New
York and of Greater Philadelphia, which were able to span state lines. How-
ever, there was no such regional association in St. Louis and consequently,
leaders.in business and industry formed the Metropolitan Plan Association in 1944
for this purpose (Barton, 1965, p. 81).

The Association moved quickly to develop a regionwide plan and in the process

to unify the business community on both sides of the river behind the movement.
Fourteen Functional Committees were created to study the following problem
areas: aqirports, economic survey, flood control, highways and bridges, housing
and redevelopment, tand use and zoning, mass transportation, population study,
railroads, recreation and conservation, rivers development, sewerage and drain-
age, trucking facilities, water supply. Simultaneously, six Area Planning Groups
were formed representing St. Louis City and the counties of St. Louis, Jefferson
and St. Charles in Missouri, and of St, Clair and Monroe in Illinois. Cross
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representation between the area and functional committees was effected (Bi-
State Commission, 1949).

These groups recommended legislation creating an interim Bi-State Commission
and produced a preliminary "Guide Plan for the Development of the Missouri-
IHlinois Metropolitan Area."™ The necessary legislation was passed by the two
legislatures in 1948 and the interim body created. Five members from each
state were dppointed by the respective governors: three newspapermen, three
industry representatives, a banker, an attorney, a realtor, and a retailer.
Using the Guidé Plan and an opinion survey of metropolitan leaders, the Com-
mission marrowed the 14 problem areas to "seven major projects as illustrating
the urgent meiropolitan needs requiring a permanent agency far their advance-
ment, namely: airports, union freight terminals, highways and bridges, mass
transportation, seweragé and drainage facilities, railroads, and parks and con-
servation areas" (Bi-State Commission, 1949, p. 5). For reasons not discussed
in the publicity and literature, seven problem areas were rated as not having
urgency: population study, economic survey (probably. a part-of the, Guide Plan),
trucking facilities (cléarly included in the union freight terminals category),
land use and zoning, water supply, housing and redevelopment (possibly seen
as dlready being handled by the public sector), and, ironically, flood control.

At an areéawide, conference held December 17, 1948, and attended .by repre-
sentatives of the public and private sectors the Commission submitted a resolu=
tion proposing a Bi-State Development Agency and it was unanimously adopted.

Thereupon, the necessary LEGISLATIVE ACTS for establishing the pro-
posed Bi~State Development Agency were perfected by the Bi=State
Commission with the aid of an- Advisory Legislative Committee, the
Legislative Reference Departments of Missouri and lllinois, the Com-
mission on Intergovernmental Cooperation and the Council of State
Governments. The Bi~State Commissian prepared a REPORT TO THE
GOVERNORS AND LEGISLATURES of the two states entitled “A Bi-
State Development Agency for The Missouri |llinois Metropolitan Area"
which ingludes the compact with a plan of organization and administra-
tion, and supplementing legislation and also other material supporting
the propased. legislation (Bi-State Commission, 1949, p. 6).

On June 30, 1949, the necessary enabling acts were passed by the Missouri and

Ilinois legislatures and the compact signed on September 20, 1949 (Missouri
Laws, 1949, p. 558).

Organization and Powers of Bi~State

Modeled after the Port Authority of New York, Bi-State operates from a geo-
graphical base of 3,000 sq mi spread over three counties in Illinois and three in
Missouri. The governing body for the agency is composed of ten directors, with
the governors of Illinois and-Missouri appointing five each for overlapping five-
year terms. The voting system specifies that decisions can be made only with
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concurrent majorities within each state group; i.e., a six-four vote in which
only one Illinois commissioner voted for the proposal would be invalid.

Bi~Stafe has no taxing powers, nor can it issue general obligation bonds. It can
charge fees and issue revenue bonds without referenda.

Its powers fall into two broad categories: operational and planning. First, it
can own and operate bridges, tunnels, airports, wharves, docks and harbors,
warehouses, commodity and other storage facilities, grain elevators, sewage
disposal plants, passenger transportation facilities, air, water, rail, motor
vehicle and other terminal facilities (Missouri Laws, 1949, p. 558; 1958,
2nd extra session, p. 150; and 1959, S.B. 25). o

Secondly, it can "make plans for submission to the communities involved for co-
ordination of streets, highways, parkways, parking areas, water'supply and
sewage and disposal works, recreqi'ionalland conservation facilities and projects,
land use patterns and other matters in which joint or coordinated action of the
communities within the areas will be general»ly'beneﬁcial ." Such planning
powers are, therefore, only advisory, but "when such plans are duly approved
by the legislatures of the two states, they shall be binding upon both states with
the same force and effect as if incorporated in this compact.” Bi-State may
also make recommendations to Congress for the improvement of transportation,
terminal, and other facilities in the district (Missouri Laws, 1949, p. 558; 1958,
2nd extra session, p. 150; and 1959, S.B. 25).

As an indication of the importance of its planning function, the Agency ques-
tioned the decision of East West Gateway Coordinating Council in 1971 to ini-
tiate planning for rapid transit and pointed out that Bi=State "was the only
legally established transportation agency for the metropolitan area" (Bi~State
Development Agency, Annual Report, 1971-72),

The staff is small (currently an Executive Director and three other employees),
who operate their facilities through agreements with private or public organiza-
tions. The cost of staff is borne by administrative fees charged to the operating
programs. At the fime of writing, the contract of the Transit Services Corporation
for operation of the Bi-State Transit System was due to expire and the Agency
was considering bringing the System's employees directly under its supervision,
due partially ot least to a belief that the "middleman" betweén a customer's
complaint and its resolution should be eliminated.

The Bi-State Enterprises

Granite City Wharf

In 1956, Bi-State constructed the: Granite City Wharf and Public Terminal in
Madison County, lllinois, made possible by a temporary consiruction loan from
the Granite City Steel Company because financial provisions of the compact
made it difficult to market Bi-State revehue bonds immediately (Bi-State Develop-
ment Agency, 1971-72, p.46). It has received considerable recognition for:
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1) being the only major public terminal on the entire Mississippi River; 2) not
utilizing public borrowing and taxes; and 3) for linking together three modes of
communication at a vital point on the river (Bi-State Development Agancy,
1971-72, p. 48). For 1973, expenditures were estimated at $39,995, revenues
at $162,600, resulting in an estimated surplus of $122,605 (Illinois Intergovern-
mental Corporation Commission, 1973).

A competing dock was built adjacent to the Bi-State Wharf by the Tri-City
Regional Port District. The District was created under lllinois legislation passed
in 1959. lis jurisdiction embraces four townships and two islands in Madison
County. The legislation enables the Tri-City District to operate ports, sewerage
systems, public incinerators, and airports, to float general obligations bonds, and
to levy taxes to defray the cost of debt service (lllinois Laws, 1959, p. 71).

At the present time the Tri-City District is in the port function only, although it
is reviewing with various local governments in Madison County the feasibility of
building and operating a public incinerator.

The method of selecting members of the governing body, who serve 3-year
staggered terms, establishes ties to local politics. In addition to four members
appointed by the Governor, three additional members are appointees of the
mayors of the cities of Granite, Venice and Madison.

Thus, two separate special districts, both created by the Illinois legislature and
completely independent of each, operate wharfs adjacent to each other. How-
ever, it is not so much an example of inconsistency of state policy and politics as
it is an indication of the disaffection by local leaders for Bi-State. It is said by
IHlinois interests that Bi-State was oriented to St. Louis and indifferent to local
Ilinois interests. (The public area of the Bi-State Wharf is under long-term

lease to a St. Louis firm.)

However, to judge from recent articles in the press, additional port facilities are
needed on the St. Louis side of the river. It is pointed out that St. Louis is the
only sizeable port area on the Mississippi River which has not received federal
funds for harbor construction and improvement since World War ll. The failure
to receive such funds is attributed to the fact that proposals have never been
submitted to the Federal government. One of the striking things about such
publicity is that Bi-State is not referred fo as one of the agencies involved in
the problem. The Chamber of Commerce of Metropolitan St. Louis is criticized
for its failure to develop a workable plan, and it, in turn, has commissioned
East West Gateway to conduct a needs study (St. Louis Post-Dispatch, May 23
and May 29, 1973).

Gateway Arch

The Arch is a prime example of Bi-Stafe's role in stepping in to meet a public
service problem which lends itself to user charges. The Arch is operated by the
National Park Service. Funds for construction of the Arch were insufficient to
include passenger elevators. In 1962 Bi-State offered to use its revenue bond
powers to provide the $3,300,000 needed for elevators in both legs of the Arch,
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which were completed and placed in operation by May 1968. A 30-yea lease
was entered into between Bi-State and the Park Service as a basis for the reve-
nue bond financing (Kirkpatrick, 1971-72, p. 294),

The operation has been a financial success to date. Net income to Bi-State for
the 1972 and 1973 fiscal years was $260,000 and $290,000 respectively (Bi-State

Development Agency, 1971-72, p. 10; lllinois Intergovernmental Corporation
Commission, 1973, p. 6).

Br dges

Bridges across the Mississippi were seen early as a vital part of Bi-State's program.
They were an essential part of the transportation system. ". . ., the political
unit controlling all or most of the bridges across the Mississippi or their construc-
tion could also control traffic flow, which to a large extent means control of the
pattern of land use and residential occupance. Hence, control of the bridges
could well determine the operational milieu in which any area-wide government
would operate" (Public Adm & Metropolitan Affairs Program, 1965, p. 49).

Bi~-State attempted in 1955 to acquire the McKinley Bridge, located between
St. Louis City and Venice, lllinois and owned by the Illinois Terminal Railroad.
The attempt was blocked by a suit, and new legislation was needed to clarify
Bi-State's powers. Several years elapsed in the meantime, and by the time the

suit was dropped in the late 1950's the bridge had been sold to others (Public Adm
& Metro Affairs Program, 1965, p. 51).

Bi-State maintained an interest in bridges, however, coming out with a study in
February 1963, proposing a toll bridge between Crystal City in Jefferson County,
Missouri, and Harrisonville in Monroe County, lllinois. However, a separate
organization — the Missouri~|llinois-Jefferson-Monroe Bridge Commission was
created in 1965 by compact between the two states. Five commissioners from
each state are appointed by the governors. The purpose of the Commission was,
as stated in the compact, to "plan, construct, maintain and operate a bridge
and approaches therefo across the Mississippi River at or near Crystal City,
Missouri, at a point deemed by the Commission as most suitable to the interests
of the citizens of the States of Illinois and Missouri; . . . (Kirkpatrick, 1971-72
. e ® 7 4
p. 326). Since 1965, the Commission has been engaged in planning for the bridge.
No definite date for construction is currently under consideration.

Current planning activities of the Commission have been hampered by the indeci-
sion regarding the location of additional airport facilities, either in the Waterloo
IHlinois area, Monroe County, or through expansion of Lambert Field in St. Louis
County. The last meeting of the Commission was held in April 1972, and no

further meetings will be held until the airport decision has been made

A (Ilinois
Intergovernmental Corporation Commission, 1973, p. 60). |
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Airports

Another functional responsibility of consequence is the operation of Bi=State
Parks Airport at Cahokia, lllinois, a general aviation airport convenient to
downtown St. Louis. After four years of negotiations the agency was able to
successfully package the funds necessary to acquire and develop the airport

with grants from the Federal Aviation Administrafion, the State of Illinois, an
advance of $500,000 payable over seven years from the City of St. Louis, and
revenue bonds., Originally Bi-State proposed to purchase Parks Airport with
funds from the federal govemment, lllinois and revenue bonds, and lease it to
the City of St. Louis. But St. Louis, fearful of being handed a tax bill by the
[{linois taxing authorities, was vehemently opposed to leasing and operating an
airport within the Illinois taxing jurisdiction. Ultimately, Bi-State reached an
agreement with the Southwest Civic Memorial Airport Association, "a group
composed of East St, Louis area leaders who had organized to prevent the airport
site from being converted into subdivisions," to operate the airport. The airport
was reopened in April 1965, as Bi-State Parks Airport. The airport had a deficit
of $17,221 in 1972, but it is expected to be in the black by 1975 (lllinois Inter-
governmental Corporation Commission, 1973, p. 7).

One of the criticisms levelling at Bi=State is that it is too timid. But while it is
a state=created regional entity, Bi-State's powers are still subject to the con-
sentual agreement of local and state governments. Unless local and state govern-
ments are willing to cooperate voluntarily, Bi-State is not likely to act. The
location of a project in either |llinois or Missouri almost guarantees the opposi-
tion of the excluded state. In 1969, at the request of East-West Gateway, Bi-
State assumed the mantle of Metropolitan Airport Authority, responsible for co-
ordination of operation and development of all airfields in the region. But
Ilfinois and Missouri are in fierce competition to become the site of a major new
airport in the St. Louis region. Locating a new airport on the M ssouri side or
expanding Lambert Field was not as feasible, according to numerous studies, as
an lllinois site, although hope has not died on the Missouri side. But Bi~State
has not been utilized to coordinate the airport problem. In 1970 the Governor
of Illinois chose to establish a new lllinois agency to cooperate with the City of
St. Louis for the development in Illinois of a new metropolitan airport.

At this point in time, there are at least four airport organizations involved in the
major airport developments: 1) Bi-State, itself; 2) the lllinois-St. Louis Airport
Authority promoting the location of a metropolitan airport at Waterloo, Illinois;
3) the Missouri=St. Louis Airport Authority supporting expansion of Lambert Field;
and 4) St. Louis Airport Authority which operates Lambert Field. The decision
between lllinois and Missouri sites will be made by the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration. The lllinois location was assumed to be the choice of FAA, since appa-
rently Lambert Field could not be enlarged to the extent necessary, but it is claimed
that economic and political pressures on FAA will prove this assumption incorrect.
Gubernatorial choices have shifted from Democratic to Republican in Missouri and
from Republican to Democratic in lllinois in the past year. These changes plus
alleged pressures from a hotel chain which opened a new hotel at Lambert Field

in 1972, have led to speculation that the lllinois site is being reconsidered

(St. Louis Post=Dispatch, April 11 and April 12, 1973). The recent high rate
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of tumnover among fop federal executives seems to have delayed the St. Louis
decision further (Time, July 23, 1973).

Wherever the site, it is clear that Bi=State will not be able to include operation
of a regional airport as one of its enterprises. Local governmental officials cite
the non-representativeness of the Bi-State structure as a principal reason; two
commissioners of Bi-State stated that the airport was too great a political prize
for the State to give it up. Whatever the reasons the chances ror Bi-State fo
become a regional airport authority appear to be non-existent.

Environmental Control

Environmental control activities in St. Louis are scattered across a variety of
local governmental agencies.

Sewage Treatment: Metropolitan Sewer District and the East Side
Levee Sanitary District. A proposal has been submitted to EPA
to form MERTA (Metropolitan East Regional Treatment Associa-

tion) to add East St. Louis and Sauget fo the area covered by
ESLSD.

Air Pollution: St. Louis County and St. Louis City.

Flood Plain Zoning: East~West Gateway Coordinating Council has
plans for flood plain zoning, but counties and cities have not
adopted these plans.

Radiation, Noise Pollution, and Visual Pollution Controls: None.
Thus, Bi-State has no active role in environmental control af the present time.

It has, however, conducted important studies on stream and air pollution. lts

study in the 1950s of pollution of the Mississippi, sponsored by the U S Public
Health Service, the lllinois Sanitary Water Board and the Missouri State Board

of Health, led to the Agency's persuading industry fo voluntarily install over 7
million dollars of treatment equipment by 1960 (Public Adm & Metro Affairs Program,

1965, p. 41). -

As a direct result of a second survey began in 1951, the voters of St. Louis City

and County approved in 1954 the creation of the Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer Dis-

trict. (Bi-State did not have the power to opérate in this field until the 1958 amend-

ments to the compact.) Finally, Bi-State’ was one of the sponsors and participated

in the 1967 Interstate Air Pollution Survey of the St. Louis Metropolitan Area.

AR

The States of Missouri and lllinois are involved in varying degrees in pallution

control programs in the St. Louis area. Region 1 of the Missouri Air Conserva-

tion Commission is responsible for moniforing and enforcing the. Commission's air
ollution control regulations in St. Louis City, and St. Louis, Jefferson, Frank-

lin and St. Charles Counties. St. Louis City and St. Ltouis County are two of the
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five local governmental units in Missouri operating under "certificates of authority "
to maintain their own control programs. Region 1 directly operates its own monitor-
ing and control program in Jefferson, Franklin, and St. Charles counties (Missouri
Air Conservation Commission, 1972).

On the lllinois side of the area the Hlinois Environmental Protection Agency has

a district office covering seven counties, including St. Clair, Madison, Monroe,
in the immediate St. Louis area. The Division Office, located in Collinsville,
engages in direct monitoring and conirol programs in four areas of pollution control:
air, water, noise and land (lllinois Environmental Protection Agency, 1972).

Public Transit

Prior fo its assumption of the metropolitan public transit function in 1963, Bi-
State's enterprises had been quasi=public in nature, in the sense that they sub-
sisted on user charges, did not require tax support, and did not impinge upon the
interests of local government. Of these three characteristics, the first ftwo seemed
to apply equally to mass transit; the freedom from $1,900,000 annually in local
taxes seemed to guarantee that the operation could maintain itself from the fare-
box. Such tax relief equally guaranteed that the third characteristic did not
apply; the pending loss of $1,300,000 annually to St. Louis Cii?l in property and
gross receipts taxes precipitated its sharp opposition to Bi-State's proposed pur-
chase of the private companies. Opposition interests in St. Louis pointed out
also that takeover by Bi-State would free mass transit fares from review by the
Missouri Public Service Commission. Further, the Commissioners of Bi-State

were reluctant to make an exception to their policy of not competing with private
enterprise; they preferred that the private companies continue in operation with
the aid of local tax subsidies or concessions. However, the private operators
were cooperative; most of them were anxious to get their capital back. The
Public Service Company, the operator in St. Louis City, and the County Transit
Company in St. Louis County were losing annually $900,000 and $50,000, re-
spectively (Public Adm & Metro Affairs Program, 1965, p. 57).

The Commissioners of Bi-State knew that they were embarking on a new and
perilous course, but it was seen also as a test of the Agency's ability to play a
needed enterprise role of an obviously metropolitan nature. One additional
condition had to be met, however, before Bi-State would proceed further: the
support and cooperation of local government. Bi-State tested this by asking for
contributions of $100,000 from local governments to defray the cost of an ap-
praisal of the private companies, a necessary preliminary to the sale of bonds.
The governments responded promptly with the needed funds, including St. Louis
City which was developing a separate proposal in which the City would purchase
the Public Service Company and operate it as a City enterprise. The other sup-
porters were East St. Louis, Alton, Belleville and St. Louis County. Support
from these sources satisfied the condition of local support required by the Com-
missioners and agreements were ultimately executed to purchase eleven bus com-
panies in Illinois and three in Missouri at a total cost of $23,000,000 (Public
Adm & Metro Affairs Program, 1965, p. 65). A professional transit management
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firm, Transit Service Corporation, Inc., made up originally of former erecutives of
the Public Service Company was retained under contract to operate the system.

Bi-State quickly began to receive an education in the politics of public services.
There were publics involved in mass fransit that did not exist with respect fo the
Arch elevators, or the Granite City Wharf, or the Cchokia airport. These latter
enterprises could be closed down without any sense of loss of a vital public serv-
ice. - Mass transit, however, is increasingly viewed as an essential public service.

The automobile and growth of regional shopping centers were destroying the mar-
ket for public transit all across the country. Declining ridership led fo increased
fares which, in turn, stimulated riders to seek other forms of transportation.

Within six months of the takeover by Bi-Stafe, it had to increase the fares; yet

its fares for the first year of operation were $2,200,000 less than that received

by the private companies. Only the tax relief permitted them to operate in the
black in the first year; profit for 1964 was a modest $13,000 (Public Adm &

Metro Affairs Program, 1965, p. 72). Bi-State's commitment to live out of the
fare box eliminated any consideration of public subsidies. But public subsidies

did come, as they had to, It took ten years in the face of an imminent shut-down
of the service, but in 1973 enabling legislation was passed in both states permit-
ting a 1/2¢ sales tax to be levied by local governments for mass transit. This legis-
lation had been preceded by an appropriation to Bi=State by the Missouri General
Assembly in 1972 of $1,265,000 out of the $1,953,000 requested. The total deficit
projected for June 30, 1973, exclusive of public subsidy, was estimated at
$4,956,300 (Bi-State Development Agency, 1971-72, p. 3). To avoid the system
closing down by April 1973, local governments contributed the difference of
$688,000 between what had been requested of the legislature and what was ap-
propriated in order fo keep the system afloat until July 1, 1973, Annual revenues
from the sales tax are estimated at $19,000,000,

The ten years of operation of public transit has been a politicizing experience

for Bi-State. It has had to cope with: (1) the riders themselves, of whom there
are several sub—groups; (2) downtown retail interests of St. Louis, E. St. Louis,
Granite City, Alton, and Belleville who were alert to block any changes in zone
fares which might create a competitive advantage for another city; and (3) the
minority races who press for jobs with the fransit company and greater equality
for those who already have them. Over the years these groups.built up a con-
siderable backlog of dissatisfaction against Bi-State, of which the local public
officials were well aware. Bi-State brought into the transit operation manage-
ment skills, but not political skills. When the time came to "go public, " in the
sense of seeking support from area local gavernments, the political base was not
there. Such funds were ultimately obtained but Bi-State had to pay the price

of enduring considerable criticism and, eventually, of acceding to the Mis.souri
Governor's request that all Missouri Commissioners resign. The State of Missouri
had stepped info the picture by commissioning a study wh!ch recommended, among
other things, that all the present commissioners resign, with their replacements fo
be nominated by the East-West Gateway Coordinating Council for appointment by
the Governor (Stone and Webster, Management Consultants, Inc. and.ATI?
Management and Service Co., Inc., 1972, p. 10). The threat of an imminent
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shutdown of all transit operations undoubtedly contributed more to the success
in establishing a public support base for the transit operation, than public con-
fidence in the Board or its transit managers.

The alleged lack of representativeness of the Bi-State Board was the stated reason
for the reluctance of local municipal and county officials and state delegates to
assist Bi-State. It was said of the Bi-State Commissioners that "most are business~
men, bankers or labor leaders who are either rewarded by the governor for their
past political and financial support, or who are recommended for appointment by
influential friends. They have no ties to local political leaders. They have no
constituencies and can muster few inducements or threats to generate political
action" (St. Louis Post~Dispatch, Feb 11 and Feb 23, 1973). Of the three com-
missioners Interviewed in this study, the two from Illinois were businessmen who
stated that they had made no contribution of any kind to the Governor's cam=
paign and were appointed on the basis of their community contributions. The
one Missouri commissioner interviewed had been active in national political
races ond had requested the appointment.

There were mixed views about what kind of structure would assure more repre-
sentativeness in Bi-State. Some public officials have no ojbection to appoint-
ments by the Governor as long as he confers with them in prospective candidates.
Others would prefer the federated approach of having local elected officials
serve directly on the Board arguing essentially that elections are the true basis
for accountability and political viability. A third view is that operations should
be isolated from the "politician," in order to preserve efficiency and financial
integrity. Finally, there is the assertion that representativeness is not the issue;
the real problems are those forces that have caused the financial plight of public
transit. Suffice it to say that whenever a privat e enterprise which is rendering
what is accepted as a public service must acquire public resources, its account-
ability must expand to accommodate the social and political mechanisms which
determine who shall share in such resources. Manifestly, Bi-State must actively
relate to the local and state political systems. Since it must depend upon local
tax resources, it is apparent that its Board structure and programs should reflect
a greater degree of local accountability than it has in the past.

Rapid Transit

The existence in one area of a council of governments with responsibilities for
comprehensive planning and one or more regional agencies (either single or
multi-purpose) with operational responsibilities, inevitably leads to friction.

In St. Louis the issue of responsibility for rapid transit planning brought Bi-State
and East West Gateway into brief conflict in 1970,

Bi-State had contracted with consultants in 1969 for a rapid transit feasibility
study. It was conducted as a cooperative effort by Bi-State, the Missouri and
Illinois State Highway Departments, East West Gateway and a number of other
oryanizations (Parsons, et al., n.d., p. 5). It was clear, however, that Bi-

State saw itself as being the official sponsor of the project.
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Before the final report was distributed, East West Gateway initiated its own
planning project, as reported in Bi-State's 1971-72 annual report:

The St. Louis Metropolitan Area Rapid Transit Feasibility Study,
sponsored by the Agency, was concluded during the fiscal year.
Copies of the two=volume report and an abridged summary were
distributed to Commissioners of the Agency on August 19, 1971,

" and then mailed to other area business, civic and financial leaders.

Even before formal completion of that report on June 30, 1971,
Directors of the East-West Gateway Coordinating Council, the volun-
tary regional planning agency, authorized appointment of a special
committee to be called the St. Louis Area Rapid Transit Authority
(SLARTA). This organization was intended to handle all future rapid
transit planning and promotion even though Bi-State was the only
legally established transportation agency for the metropolitan area.

The establishment of SLARTA, which would make locally elected offi-
cials responsible for the planning for a future rapid transit system, but
not responsible for preservation of the existing public fransit system,

has had unfortunate results for this metropolitan area. Realizing that
public transportation should only be the responsibility of a single Agency
in the St. Louis Metropolitan Area, Bi-State, on November 8, 1971,
offered to turn over its Bi-State Transit System to the East-West Gate~
way Coordinating Council. That offer was not accepted, and the situa-
tion remained extremely unstable until in January, 1972, the Urban
Mass Transportation Administration, in identical letters to Bi~State and.
the East-West Gateway Coordinating Council, made it clear that the
first priority for any metropolitan area would be preservation of the exist-
ing transportat ion system, and until that requirement was satisfied, no
federal funds for new systems would become available.

The issue was resolved 'by Bi-State's agreeing to relinquish its claim as having ex-
clusive responsibility for rapid transit planning, in return for East-West Gateway's
support of Bi-State's efforts to obtain local tax support for the transit operation.

The feasibility study recommended 86 miles of new rail transit and 14 miles of
existing trackage af a total estimated capital cost of $1.5 billion at 1970 price
levels (Parsons, et al., n.d., p. 19). The project has been deferred by the
abandonment in June 1973 of a proposed $730,000,000 State transportation bond
issue that would have provided § 120,000,000 for a start on rapid transit construc-
tion in St. Louis (St. Louis Post=Dispatch, Apr 18, 1973).

In somewhat uncharacteristic fashion, the consulting engineer's report quesﬁone\d
representativeness of Bi-State's Board in view of the need to float lecal bond
issues fo finance construction. It recommended that legislation be considered
which would amend the Compact between Missouri and Ilinois creating Bi-State
"o provide for the selection of agency members consistent with the degree of ob-
Ii gation incurred by each of the polifical subdivisions" (Pdrsons, et al., n.d.,
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p. 17). In support of this recommendation, the report went on to say:

During the course of the study, some strong feelings were encountered

on the part of public officials and private businessmen that the selec-
tion of agency (Bi-State) members should be made in a manner more con-
sistent with the degree of obligation to be incurred by each of the politi-
cal subdivisions than is now provided for in the Compact. Since substan-
tial public support will be required to finance the Long-Range Transit
Program, ?o;\sideraﬁon should be given to this matter (Parsons, et al.,
n.d. r P 9 .

There is no evidence that Bi-State took any action to implement the recommenda-
tions to change the composition of its Board.

Other

Two abortive enterprises should be noted in passing. A $5,900,000 grain elevator
was proposed in 1964 by Bi-State for locafion adjacent fo its wharf at Granite
City. The Agency was unable to obfain a satisfactory rate of interest on the pro-
posed revenue bonds (Duffy, 1964, p. 17). In the meantime, the Tri~City Re-
gional Port Authority was formed and now occupies this site.

Bi-State entered into an agreement in the early 60's with the Industrial Park Cor-
poration of the St. Louis Chamber of Commerce to build and operate an industrial
park in northern St. Louis County. There was considerable opposition from the
Ilinois side because of previous engineering studies as to the prohibitive cost of
protection of the site from flooding and a 1959 consultant's report which advised
the Industrial Park Corporation that the [llinois side of the river offered the most
attractive sites for industrial development. In addition, Bi~State had no power

to form a levee district, which was apparently necessary, and some way to finance
an estimated cost of $10,000,000 for access and interior roads had to be found.
Subsequently, a proposed bond issue of $7,000,000 for roads was defeated by the
voters on March 3, 1964 (Duffy, 1964, pp. 18~19).

The Metropolitan Role of Bi-State

The original resolution of the Bi-State Commission stated that the Bi-State De-
velopment Agency

will engage in activities supplementing, but not supplanting, established
governmental agencies and encouraging, but in no way encroaching upon
private enterprise; . . o "
In interviews held in 1973 with Bi-State officials the “residual"” role of Bi~State
was emphasized. Modeled originally after the New York Port Authority, the
Agency logically could have become the regional authority, for ports, airports,
transportation (embracing airports, parking, highways and bridges), sewage
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disposal, and planning, if one interpreted its grant of powers literally. The

fact is, however, that the Agency, with the exception of mass transit, has
p.laye.d a relatively minor role in these functions, preferring to avoid the initia-
tive in expanding its role, and engaging in new activities only when there
appears fo be no other agency in which to locate them. The ill-fated attempt

in 1965 to become the regional planning and A-95 review agency was promoted
more by the staff than by the Commissioners. The mass transit function was taken
on reluctantly; the preferred solution of the Agency for the collapsing mass transit
system would have been to continue under the present private operators with tax
subsidies provided by local government. The Agency said, "we have not sought,
nor do we seek, the arduous task of owning and managing a consolidated transit
system. But, in the face of reasonable indications that the requirements neces-

sary to continue private operations are absent, some form of public ownership
appears mandatory" (Public Adm & Metro Affairs Program, 1965, p. 67).

Thus the role of Bi~State was seen originally, and still today, as a limited one,
operating a number of self~supporting enterprises (the Gateway Arch elevator,
the Granite City port, the Cahokia general airport, and at the fime of its acqui-
sifion, public transit), stepping in where needed to promote the economic growth
of the area, but certainly avoiding any suggestion of a regional government. The
first requirement of such government, the power to tax, was never believed in
and never asked for; Bi-State was not to add fo the tax burden. It saw itself as

a business manager of public facilities, not as a public institution operating from
a political base.

St. Louis Metropolitan Area Task Force

George Romney, then Secretary of HUD, held meetings in four cities (Boston,
Detroit, St. Louis, and Wilmingion) from March to May, 1972, to discuss with
local public officials and business leaders alternative forms of metropolitan
government. Labeled as TOP (The Option Process), the effort in St. Louis pro-
duced a 40-member task force, consisting principally of elected officials from
the two states appointed by the Govemors of lllinois and Missouri. The Chair-
man of the Task Force is the Supervisor of St. Louis County who is also the Vice
President of East~West Gateway. Bi-State was represented on the Task Force by
two of its newly appointed Missouri Commissioners.

A consultant was retained and his proposal calling for an umbrella organization
was submitted to the Task Force on July 13, 1973 (Murphy, 1973). This proposal
called for the formation of a regional body to be called SLACOG (St. Louis Area
Council of Govemments) with a board of 26 members, derived as follows:

Missouri  lllinois
.County and city elected officials 11 10
President of Southwestern Illinois Metropolitan
Planning Commission - 1
Public members appointed by Governors 1 ]
Public members appointed by the Regional Forum 1 1
Total 13 13
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Thus, the report opted to risk the one~man one~vote objections from the Missouri
side, in favor of assuring the continued participation by the Illinois sector. How-
ever, this problem was neutralized to some extent by providing, in effect, that
the state putting up the greater share of local funds could receive proportionately
more federal funds for one-state projects.

Non-voting members recommended for Board membership were: the Chairman of
the Bi-State Development Agency, the Chairman of the federal regional councils
in Kansas City and Chicago, and the Director of the St. Louis Regional Commerce
and Growth Association.

By reference to the recommendations of a federal report, the consultant proposed
that "all single purpose, multi-jurisdictional, areawide programs should be under
the control of an umbrella multi-jurisdictional organization whose policy board
is composed of elected officials of general purpose units of local government.
This umbrella multi-jurisdictional organization should be given many workable
options, such as establishing advisory committees for recommending policy for
the single purpose multi-jurisdictional programs (Murphy, 1973, p. 25). Pre-
sumably, therefore, the merged agencies would appear as advisory committees
within the umbrella organization.

The question of whether Bi-State or East~West Gateway should be the "focal
point of the umbrella” was unanswered. In polling 17 organizations about the
proposed body, Bi-State "indicated an affirmative response, but added that it
has the legal framework to be the umbrella. The EWGCC staff response was
that EWGCC and Bi-State should be the focal point of the umbrella” (Murphy,
1973, p. 20). The dilemma was posed thus:

The question of merger with Bi-State Development Agency seems too
complex at the moment. The agency's financial, public image, and
managerial problems suggest that any attempt fo develop a merger now
would delay, and perhaps kill, the other steps which seem feasible to
create a reasonably strong umbrella agency.

It should be recognized with regard to the Bi-State Development Agency
and the EWGCC that Bi-State has effective legislative authority but is
operated by a board of directors appointed by the two governors. EWGCC
is controlled primarily by elected officials of general purpose governments
in the St. Louis Area. This means that EWGCC has more political account-
ability and is more representative of the area but Bi-State has legislative
authority to operate and function. With proper authority, EWGCC would
have more power to implement its plans than Bi=State has had (Murphy,
1973, p. 23).

Basic local financing was to be derived from per capita assessments against the
participating local governments, equally matched by the state. County payments
were to be reduced by the amount local governments in that county confributed.
For SLACOG programs affecting governments of only one of the two states, the
participating government would be required to provide additional funds which,
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again, would be matched by the state. This latter provision is apparently in-
tended to gef at the problem that COG's often face of dissipating regional staff
resources by having to respond to numerous requests from member cities and
counties for local projects.

The Task Force met September 25, 1973, reviewed the consultant's report, and
made a few minor changes in the recommendations. The Task Foice members
preferred fo set up categories of board members (such as 11 elected officials and
3 lay members) and decide among themselves the local government sources for
the elected officials rather than being held to a specific formula of sources.
The Missouri side opted, for example, to eliminate representation from Florissant
and University City (which were tﬁe only municipalities to be directly repre-
sented) and to establish a system whereby all cities under 10,000 population
would have one representative and all cities over 10,000 (except St. Louis)
would also have one representative (Roos, 1973, p. 6). The lllinois members
of the Task Force was to have submitted its designation of the composition of
the lllinois membership on October 25, 1973.

The enabling legislation recommended by the Task Force would be identical in
certain secfions fo the provisions of the Bi~State Compact, except for inserting
the name SLACO G for Bi-State and adding the functions of housing, health,
manpower, air quality, and law enforcement to the list of those cumrently included
in the statute. As soon as the information board composition is received from the
llinois membership, the Chairman of the Task Force will forward the recommenda-
tions "to the Governors of Missouri and lllinois and to the legislative leadership
of both states for their information"” (Roos, 1973, letter of transmittal). Legisla-
tion is currently being drafied in Jefferson City and Springfield for introduction

at the 1974 sessions. There is no reference in the memorandum to that part of

the process involving the official sanction by East-West Gateway and Bi-State

of the report. There will be significant changes in membership of both organiza-
tions and it is expected that the boards of these organizations will take action on
whether or not to endorse the proposed umbrella organizations.

The TOP's legislation failed in Michigan. There is little reason to believe that
this far-reaching proposal will be successful in Missouri and Illinois. Some state
delegates are very hostile fo it; the League of Municipalities of St. Louis County
has gone on record as opposed to it. St. Louis interests will continue to raise the
issue of underrepresentation on the SLACOG's board. There is evidence from
other COG's that its members prefer for them to continue as they are: advisory
bodies with no taxing power. The reasons for rejection of the proposal in St. Louis
are far more overwhelming than those for its acceptance at this point in time in the
evolution of regional governments in this country.

Conclusion

It is difficult to make a case for the Bi-State Development Agency as an evolu-
tionary form of metropolitan governance. lts organic document and later amend-
ments gave it a broad grant of planning and operating powers in several tfunctional
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areas. lts geographical jurisdiction was regional. Yet it never realized ifs po-
tential as the St. Louis regional body for its authorized functions. It is now
only one of many regional and quasi-regional bodies operating within the func-
tional areas of ports, mass transit, and airports.

Bi-State was never able to achieve financial viability. It did not have the tax-
ing powers which could give it the financial elbow room to develop programs
and constituencies. Ifs administrative budget was funded by overhead charges
made against the user-supported enterprises and there were not enough of these
to provide adequate funds for planning and development because of defective
provisions in the Compact relative to revenue bonds. These deficiencies until
corrected by amendments ten years later, and differing local circumstances pre-
vented Bi-State from accumulating enough enterprises fo fund an adequate cen-
tral staff, in the fashion of the New York Port Authority after which Bi-State
was modeled.

Financial power aside, one is struck by what appears to be an intent by its govem-
ing body to keep Bi-State out of the public domain. The intent at its inception
and today is that Bi-State is to operate "residually"; it would take on only those
enterprises which could not be located in an existing agency. Its major public
enterprise, public transif, was assumed with great reluctance. Bi-State was
formed fo construct public facilities needed fo revive the growth of business

and industry and thus improve the general economic position of St. Louis. It

was nof seen as an effort to reform local government in order to meet problems

of political fragmentation and disparity of service.

Operating in this mode produced managerial, but not political, expertise. Con-
sequently, today Bi-State has few, if any, political resources. Certainly, what
polifica(suppon‘ there is for regional government resides now in the East-West
Gateway Coordinating Council. Bi-State's success in acquiring local tax funds
for the transit system resulted not so much from community acceptance, as from
the need to avoid the complete breakdown of a vital public service. Such funds
were obtained only ot a high price to Bi-State: the termination of the five Mis—
souri members of the Board, and the surrender of the rapid transit planning func-
tion to East-West Gateway.

Although "The Option Process" proposal for an umbrella organization will probdbly
not be accepted in St. Louis, it is significant that EWGCC has been at the fore-
front of developing this proposal. Should it be accepted, EWGCC undoubtedly
will be the focal point of the umbrella. 1f the idea is rejected, one must con-
clude that whatever further evolution of metropolitan government occurs in St.
Louis will come out of ENGCC, rather than Bi-State. ° '
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SECTION VII
ANNEXATION: SAN ANTONIO, TEXAS

Introduction and History

Annexation is the basic tool made available fo the city by statute for extending
a single governmental unit over the urbanizing territory outside the city. Vir-
tually every compilation of possible "solutions” to the "metropolitan problem"
in recent years has included annexation as one major possibility. For example,
Roscoe Martin listed it as ninth on a scale of sixteen, and Thomas P. Murphy
listed it as eleventh on a similar scale (Martin, 1963; Murphy,. 1970). Yet,
though it is mentioned as possible, most authorities dismiss annexation imme-
diately and concentrate on metropolitan federation or city-county consolidation
or special districts as more promising solutions.

It is not clear why annexation is so summarily rejected by the metropolitan re-
form literature, but apparently some basic philosophical assumptions of reform
may underlie the rejection (Keys, 1973). There is also a pragmatic objection
that annexation won't work, although it is not clear why it would be easier to
persuade legislatures and voters of metropolitan regions that consolidation or
federation should be ad  ed than to persuade them that an old, familiar tool
such as annexation could be strengthened and used. Obviously annexation can
no longer be used to extend the boundaries of New York City or Boston or St.
Louis or San Francisco or Minneapolis=St. Paul, all of which are now surrounded
by other incorporated municipalities. But most of the 264 SMSAs recognized by
the Department of Commerce at the end of 1972 do not have a central city com=
pletely surrounded by other municipalities. Thus, for most of our SMSA's,
annexation is still a potentially useful tool in preventing fragmentation.

The two most frequently noted flaws of annexation have been the unwillingness
of city governments to make use of it to extend their boundaries, and the require-
ment in most states that residents of the area proposed for annexation must give
their consent before the annexation can be carried out.

Several states have permitted cities fo annex adjacent territory without the
consent of the residents, either through general permissive legislation or through
legislation permitting home rule charter cities fo establish their own annexation
procedures, which can include annexation by a simple majority vote of the city
council. Among the states that permit annexation without consent of the resi-
dents by some city councils are Texas, Okldhoma, Kansas, and Missouri. As a
result Houston and other cities in Texas, Oklahoma City in Oklahoma, and Kansas
City in Missouri have expanded their boundaries so that their area compares
favorably with that of the prominent examples of consolidation or federation.

For example, two "free annexation” cities, Oklahoma City and Houston, were
among the three cities with the largest area in the United States, (the other

city being Los Angeles) up until the Nashville~Davidson County and Jacksonville-
Duvall County consolidations extended the areas of those "¢cities.” Asof 1970,
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the ranking was Jacksonville, 766 sq mi, Oklahoma City, 648 sq mi, Nashville,
508 sq mi, Los Angeles, 464 sq mi, and Houston, 434 sq mi. The top ten cities
in area in 1970 also included Dallas and Kansas City, both "free annexation”
cities. This indicates that annexation can be used to encompass territory that
approximates the size of other metropolitan reform government areas, and this is
underlined by the fact that Metropolitan Toronto has an area of only 241 sq mi,
and New York City has an area of 300 sq mi.

Thus, annexation in some cases makes it possible to extend the governmental
jurisdiction of one city to virtually the entire mefropolitan area. The end result
would be a unified, general purpose metropolitan-wide municipality, i.e., a
single metropolitan wide government, which appears to be the objective of
metropolitan reform. However, if the metropolitan-wide city still has most of
the problems of the fragmented metropolitan area, the effectiveness of metro-
politan reform is called into question. Thus, a case study of a metropolitan area
in which annexation has been used extensively is of considerable interest.

San Antonio, Texas, is among the 20 largest cities in the United States in both
population and in area, with 184 sq mi in 1970 and 247 sq mi in 1973. It ranks
fourth among all large (over 500,000 population) metropolitan areas in the

United States in the percentage of population living within the central city (76%).
The percentage of the population of fﬁe urbanized area living within the central
city in 1970 is even higher (85%). San Antonio has been the most successful of
all'the large "free annexation®” cities in keeping the bulk of the urban population
as residents of the central city. The 1970 population of San Antonio was 654,000,
making it the thirteenth largest city in the United States.

The beginnings of the city go back to 1718 when the mission of San Antonio de
Valero (later called the Alamo), was established along with a presidio called

San Antonio de Bexar. Civil settlement began in 1731 when a party of 56

colonists arrived. San Antonio quickly grew into the largest city in Texas, a
ranking it retained until the 1920's. The rapid growth of Houston and Dallas
enabled them to pass San Antonio, so that for the past several decades San Antonio
has ranked as the third largest. city in Texas. Nevertheless, it has grown rapidly

in recent decades, with over a 60% increase in population between 1950 and 1970.
Given the generally slow rate of growth of large central cities in recent decades,
this is a remarkable increase and San Antonio ranks among the ten fastest growing
large central cities (over 500,000 population). A sizeable portion of the popula-
tion increase (14,000 out of 51,000 increase from 1960 to 1970) occurred in areas
annexed to the city between those two census dates. Between 1950 and 1960, 139,000
out of 179000 increase in population occurred in areas annexed to the city between
the two censuses.

Despite this impressive growth rate, San Antonio in the decade of the 1960's
dropped back a bit in the proportion of the population of Bexar county within the
city limits. In 1960, 90% of the population of the county lived in San Antonio,
while in 1970 about 79% of the county population lived in the city. This seems
to indicate that annexation was less effective, and perhaps used somewhat less,
in the 1960's than in prior decades.
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The San Antonio SMSA has a population of 860,000 and consists of Bexar and
Guadalupe counties. Within the SMSA are 23 municipalities, 20 school districts,
and 16 other special districts. In addition to San Antonio, 19 of the municipali-
ties are in Bexar county. Only four of them were incorporated before 1950;
eight were incorporated in the 1950’s, and seven in the 1960's (League of
Women Voters of San Antonio, Texas, 1971, p. 13). This also suggests that
annexation has been becoming relatively less effective in recent decades.

Aside from San Antonio, the largest municipality in the SMSA is Seguin, the
county seat of Guadalupe county, with 15,934 population in 1970. Within

Bexar county there are municipalities of 7,600, 6,900, 5,300 and 5,200, with
all the others being under 2,500 population. There are also some sizeable federal
installations outside the jurisdiction of San Antonio: Lackland, 19,100; Ft. Sam
Houston, 10,500; and Randolph, 5,300. About 35,000 people live in the remain-
ing unincorporated areas of the two counties. Thus, the SMSA consists of a very
large central city, and a relatively small number of small municipalities, and a
relatively small proportion of the population living in unincorporated areas (and
half of these living on or immediately adjacent fo major federal military installa

tions). The 20 school districts and 16 other special districts are not an excessive
number for an SMSA of 860,000 people. .

The ecenomy of the San Antonio SMSA differs from the national economy, and
from that of other major cities in Texas, in that a high proportion of employees

in non—-agricultural occupations are employed by government (29.4% for the
SMSA vs. 17.8% nationwide in 1970), reflecting the presence of federal installg-
tions at Kelley, Lackland, and Randolph fields and Ft. Sam Houston. Conversely,
a smaller proportion of employment is in manufacturing industries (13.3% for

the SMSA vs. 27 .4% nationally in 1970).

Local observers rdate the homebuilding industry as one of the major employers in

the area, with economic effects second only to those of the federal government,

in part because San Antonio is a favorite retirement community for military people.
The economic importance of the building industry is reflected in its political
strength and influence, which will be noted later in relation to specific issues
related to environmental protection.

Per capita income in the SMSA was below the national average in 1969, being
$3,028 compared with the national average of $3,688, and with $4,052 in
Dallas, $3,520 in Ft. Worth, and $3,674 in Houston. In 1969, median family
income was $7,734, compared with $8,490 for Texas and $9,433 for the nation.
In the same year, the unemployment rate was 3.6% for the SMSA compared with
3.7% for Texas and 5.7% for the nation. Black citizens were 6.9% of the
population in 1970 and made up 10.9% of the unemployed in 1972, Citizens
with Spanish surnames were 44.5% of the population in 1970 and made up 47.2%
of the unemployed in 1972,

Leadership groups in San Antonio are concerned about the relatively lower income

level of area citizens, and continued economic development is one of their major
goals. In addition, relatively low incomes means a lower level of resources
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gvailab|e to city government because efforts are made to avoid an undue tax
urden.

Annexation in Texas

A home rule provision was added to the Texas constitution in 1912, It provided
that any city of over 5,000 population might frame its own charter, and include
in it anything they wished not inconsistent with the Constitution and general laws
(MacCorkle & Smith, 1968, p. 298). Under this provision and subsequent enabling
legislation, home rule cities in Texas can define their municipal boundaries and
provide for changing them. Thus, they can determine their own annexation pro-
cedure, and many of them have opted for annexation by a majority vote of the
city council. The Texas courts have ruled that cities are free in their methods

of annexation (National League of Cities, 1966, pp. 291-301). At least 75 home
rule cities, including San Antonio, have written into their charters procedures for
unilateral annexation by the city governing body.

Because some problems had arisen as a result of these liberal annexation provi-
sions, a 1963 Texas statute placed some limitations on the freedom. The statute
provides that annexation may take place only within the extraterritorial jurisdic-
tion of the city, which varies from oné~half to five miles, depending on the
population of the city. .In the case of San Antonio, the jurisdiction is five miles,
and so annexations may take in any territory within that five mile limit. Another
provision of the statute is that a municipality may annex each year not more than
10% of the total land area of the city as of January 1 of the year of annexation,
but if the city fails fo use this allocation, the unused allocation may be carried

over to subsequent years up to a maximum of 30% of the total land area of the
city .(MacCorkle & Smith, 1968, p. 323).

The statute also requires the annexing city to provide within three years a level
of municipal services comparable to other areas of the city, or the residents of
an area may petfition for disannexation. This provision would prevent a city
from annexing ferritory in which it had no immediate plans for providing city
services. After one year, the city may reannex the disannexed territory, pro-
vided it is still unincorporated, but the city must then provide the required serv-

ices within one year (MacCorkle & Smith, 1968, p. 324).

Spoke Annexations

The annexation laws permit the city to annex any adjacent territory it wishes,

so long as it is prepared fo provide the necessary services. Many Texas cities,
including San Antonio, have undertaken "spoke" annexations, so called be-
cause they resemble spokes of a wheel sticking out from the city. In this

type of annexation, the city annexes the right of way of the major highways
extending out from the city for a distance of several miles from the existing
city boundary. The basic purpose is to enable the city to ap‘jly its extraterritorial
controls for a distance furfﬁer than that to which such controls normally extend

94



without the spoke. With spoke annexation, the extraterritorial jurisdiction ex-
tends five miles out from the top of the spoke, and thus is a useful type of con-
trol over strip development along major highways extending out from the city.
For example, if the spoke extends out three miles from the regular city boundary,
the extraterritorial jurisdiction extends five plus three or eight miles from the
regular city boundary at the point where it is joined by the spoke.

During the 1973 legislative session;, there was consideration of possible legisla-
tion to abolish existing spoke annexations and to prohibit them in the future,
bosed apparently on dissatisfaction with the way spoke annexations had been
used by the city of Houston. Then it was discovered that this legislation would
wipe out a spoke-flag annexation in the San Antonio area that extended out
around the site of the new campus for the University of Texas at San Antonio,
where the state wanted the annexation to exist so that land use around the new
campus could be controlled. So action on spoke annexations was deferred, but
the City of San Antonio got the message that the legislature didn't want more of
them, and is probably going to go slow on making additional spoke annexations.

San Antonio adopted its first home rule charter in 1914, and the charter provi-
sions for annexation have remained unchanged since that time. Annexation is
by a majority vote of the city council., Over the years, San Antonio has made
considerable use of its annexation powers.

Local Government Structure and Functions

The 1914 Charter established a Commission form of government that continued
until 1952, but in later years dissatisfaction with this form of government grew.
New charters were written in 1940 and 1949 and were rejected by the voters,

In 1952 the voters adopted the present charter, which established a council-
manager type of govemment, with a council elected at large by "positions," so
that an individual candidate may specify the council seat or "position" for which
he is running. One member of the council is designated by the council as mayor.

Since 1952, San Antonio has had many of the usual experiences of large cities
with the council-manager form of govemment. The first three or four years
brought opposition from those who preferred the commission form and these were
difficult years for the city manager system. In 1955 a citizen's group called the
Good Government League was formed fo sponsor candidates for the city council
and encourage the development of the city manager system. A majority of GGL-
supported candidates were elected to the council that year, and a new manager
with considerable experience in other cities was appointed.

Candidates supported by the Good Government League continued to win a majority
of the city council posts up until 1973. The problems were changing, and, as in
other cities, solutions were more difficult than in earlier days when the major
problems were how to get the money to build needed facilities. Differences arose
between GGL-supported candidates, and some of them broke away to run as inde~
pendents or as informal “"slates.” In 1973 the voters elected a non-GGL mayor
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and a non-GGL majority for the city council.

Governmental organization is typical of the manager council plan, with a city
manager, an assistant city manager, and 17 major departments. An unusual fea-
ture of the city government is that the city owns gas and electric utilities and
supplies utility services to five smaller incorporated areas surrounded by the city,
as well as adjacent military establishments. The utilities are operated by a City
Public Service Board appointed by the city council, plus the mayor who is a
member ex-officio.

Water and sewage services are divided between the city and a number of other
special districts. The city sanitary sewer system is operated by the Public Works
department. Water supply for most of the city comes from a separate City Water
Board. The Board is managed by four trustees appointed by the city council for
eight year terms, plus the mayor who is a member ex-officio. The Board appoints
the general manager and is empowered to make rules and regulations governing
the activities of its employees in supplying water to city residents. The Board
also supplies water to a few smaller municipalities, and by individual contract
to residents of some other suburban municipalities. The Board also operates a
central heating and cooling plant that supplies steam and chilled water to the
Hemisfair Plaza, the Convention Center, and the adjacent business district.

As noted earlier, there are 16 special districts in Bexar county that are concerned
in some way with the management of water. Most of them are engaged in supply-
ing water to customers, usually having boundaries coterminous with a suburban
municipality.

Three of the districts are large, and have special purposes of importance to a
larger area: the Bexar Metropolitan Water District, the Edwards Underground
Water District, and The San Antonio River Authority.

The Bexar Metropolitan Water District was created in 1945 by a special act of
the Texas legislature. The District bought up three private water companies,
which it now operates. Although the District has limited its services to supply-
ing water, and confined its operations to about 20% of its territory, it is a multi-
purpose conservation district which includes in its jurisdiction all of the area of
San Antonio as of 1945 and some additional area. lts jurisdiction overlaps that
of the City Water Board and the San Antonio River Authority. The main service
offered by the District is the provision of water to some 25,000 customers, repre-
senting a population of about 85,000 to 95,000 principally in southwest San
Antonio and adjacent areas. The District is governed by a five member Board of
Directors elected by the voters of the District (League of Women Vofers of San
Antonio, 1971, p. 88).

In addition to the special districts, there are about 30 private water companies
operating in Bexar county, plus an estimated 2,000 private wells in San Antonio
and 10,000 in the rest of the county.

In 1971 the legislature authorized the establishment of a new kind of special
district; a municipal utility district, as a means of providing water and sewer
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utility services to developing areas that were either at a distance from urban
areas or where the nearby cities could not supply the necessary water and sewer
services. The district can be established by petitioning the Texas State Water
Rights Board, and when established by the Board the MUDs have taxing and
bonding powers and power to annex non-contiguous as well as contiguous terri-
tory. Developers have used this new type of district to provide services to new
developments. In the San Antonio SMSA and elsewhere in the state, cities and
counties have raised objections to the way in which the municipal utility dis-
tricts are established and operated without many of the usual restrictions placed
on local governments. It seems likely that the state legislature will be amending
the legislation, but meanwhile some fifteen fo twenty districts are in operation
in the San Anfonio SMSA providing water or sewer services to their residents.

The water supply of about one million people including the 860,000 in the San
Antonio metropolitan area, comes from the Edwards Underground Reservoir, an
underground reservoir in the limestone formations underlying the Edwards Plateau.
The reservoir is about 175 miles long, from 5 to 30 miles wide, and extends across
the counties of Uvalde, Medina, Bexar, Comal, and Hays. In 1969 the Texas
legislature created the Edwards Underground Water District for the purpose of pro-
tecting and conserving this vital water resource. The district consists of all of
Uvalde County, most of Medina and Bexar counties, and a small part of Comal
and Hays counties. Three directors from each county area make up the fifteen
man board of directors, The Board members are elected by the voters of each
county, serve six year terms, and are non-salaried. The Board selects an Engineer-
Manager who is in charge of the work of the District. The District is financed by
a 2-cent ad valorem tax from each county area in the District. (League of Women
Voters of San Antonio, 1971, pp. 80-81).

The district engages in data gathering and education programs, and publishes
annual bulletins on water quality, recharge and discharge of the reservoir. The
purpose of the district is the protection of the reservoir, and it cooperates with
other agencies in implementing the applicable portion of the State Water Plan of -
the Texas Water Development Board.

The San Antonio River Authority was created by the Texas legislature in 1937, as
a conservation and. reclamation district consisting of the counties of Bexar, Wilson,
Kames, and Goliad.

The Authority is governed by a 12 member board, elected for six year terms.
Goliad, Karens, and Wilson counties each elect two members and Bexar county
elects six members. The Board appoints a director, and makes policy. The
Authority has a staff of about 50 and an annual budget of over $2 million (League
of Women Voters of San Antonio, 1971, p. 85).

The primary purposes of the Authorify are stream improvement and channel con-
struction, and the Authority has constructed and operates a number of flood con-
trol structures in the four counties. The major project is the San Antoriio Channel
Improvement Project in the City of San Antonio, a 37 million dollar flood control
project. The Authority is cooperating with the U S Corps of Engineers in studying
the feasibility of a barge canal project that would link San Antonio with the
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Intracostal Canal and the Gulf of Mexico. The Authority also operates parks
and recreation projects on the river.

The Authority has established a basin-wide stream quality standards plan, by
which the quality of effluent being discharged by the waste treatment plants in
the San Antonio River Basin is regulated. It operates a water quality laboratory
near Converse in Bexar county, and has developed basin stream quality records.

The Authority built and operates two sewage treatment plants in eastern Bexar
county, as part of the development of a waste treatment system for the Upper Cibolo
Creek watershed. It operates two freatment plants by contract for Bexar County
Water Control and Improvement District No. 16, and one for the City of Kirby.

The Authority is also authorized by the legislature to carry out flood plain manage-
ment projects and solid waste disposal projects with the Basin.

The Alamo Area Council of Governments

One other regional body that undertakes activities involving environmental pro-
tection problems is the Alamo Area Council of Governments. The council is
similar to other COGs in that it is a voluntary association of local units of govern-
ment, but it is also designated by the state as a regional planning body. Texas

has provided funds for its regional planning agencies, and the Governor's office
has provided direction and support for them, so that the state government is more
actively involved in the COG movement in Texas than is true in many other stafes.

The AACOG planning region covers eleven counties, but only five of these
counties have joined the voluntary council. Cities from two non-member counties
have joined the council, so some portions of seven counties are members. Twenty
cities, including San Antonio, are council members. In addition, nine school
districts, six Soil and Water conservation districts, and seven special districts are
members of the council. Among the special districts that are members are the San
Antonio River Authority, the Edwards Underground Water District, the San Antonio
City Water Board, and the Bexar Metropolitan Water District.

Membership on the Executive Committee consists of two members from San Antonio,
two from Bexar County, one from each other member county, one member for each
six cities other than San Antonio (up to a maximum of three), one representatives
for the school districts, and one representative for the special districts.

The Council is the A-95 review agency for the federal government, and engages
in other planning activities, including work in the areas of social planning, law
enforcement, health, and water quality.

To sum up, the governmental picture consists of one large city containing most of
the urban population of the metropolitan area, some 20 smaller cities, some 20
school districts, some 15 small special districts, plus 2 multi-county special dis-
tricts and a 11 county council of governments.
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For environmental control purposes, the city can exercise controls up to five
miles beyond the city limits. Beyond that limit, the counties and the multi-
county agencies are active, and in addition the Texas Water Quality Control
Board sets the standards for water quality and exercises some controls.

Experience of San Antonio with Annexation

The original city limits of San Antonio were established in 1838 and included

36 square miles, which included a considerable amount of rural land. In 1930,
San Antonio still had an area of 36 sq mi, and had a population of 232,000.

The first annexation came in 1940, when 4.3 sq mi were added. Table 8 shows
the total area annexed each year from 1940 through 1972. The first major annexa-
tion came in 1944, when 19.9 sq mi were annexed. Smaller annexations continued
in the post-war period. In 1950 the total area was 72.3 sq mi, an increase of 55%
since 1940. The 1950 population was 408,000, up 62% from 1940.

After the adoption of the city manager form of government in 1952, the first city
manager proposed a major annexation to try to keep up with urban growth, and in
that year the city annexed 79.9 sq mi, more than doubling its area. Within the
area taken in were the residences of some wealthy Texans who had not wanted to
be annexed, and they financed a slate of candidates to oppose the incumbent
city officials in the 1953 election. All of the incumbents who ran for re~election
were defeated, and the incumbent city manager departed. As was mentioned
earlier, this defedt led to the establishment of the Good Government League to
sponsor candidates in the 1955 election, and for the next 18 years candidates
supported by the GGL comprised a majority of the city council.

However, the experience of 1952 and 1953 made subsequent city councils wary
about major annexations. Between 1952 and 1960 an additional 6 sq mi were
annexed, bringing the total area to 161 sq mi.

Up until the 1963 Texas Annexation law, it was apparently common practice in
Texas for cities to use the first reading on an annexation ordinance as a means
of extending city control over adjacent areas, and San Antonio made occasional
use of this practice.

The 1963 annexation law appears to have had less effect on San Antonio annexa-
tion practices than did the 1953 election results. At no fime from 1963 to 1972
did San Antonio approach the 10% per year limit imposed by the 1963 law. From
1964 through 1970, the annual annexation rate was under 1% for four of the years,
and no higher than 5% in any year. The city council in the 1960's talked about
developing a positive annexation policy, but no one pushed very hard for it, and
the city continued to annex only when residents or landowners outside the city
requested to be annexed.

In 1971 and 1972, in part because the then mayor was concerned about annexa-
tion, the council moved more aggressively. In 1971, 13.7 sq mi were annexed,
about 7% of the existing area of the city. In 1972, the council proposed a much
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Table 8

Total Area Annexed Annually, City of San Antonio, Texas,

1837-1971

Year Sq Mi Annexed Total Sq Mi
1837 Incorporated

1838 city limits established 5-25-38 35.0000
1940 04.2829 40.2829
1941 00.0265 40.3094
1942 00.0114 40,3208
1943 00.0000 40.3208
1944 19.8930 60.2140
1945 04.7482 64.9622
1946 00.2780 65.2402
1947 03.2204 68.4606
1948 00.2618 68.7220
1949 01.3896 70.1120
1950 02.3390 72.4510
1951 02.3618 74.8128
1952 79.8982 154.7110
1953 00.0000 154.7110
1954 00.3125 155.0235
1955 00.0174 155.0409
1956 00.1763 155.2172
1957 05.5800 160.7972
1958 00.0028 160.8000
1959 00.1920 160.9920
1960 00.0000 160.9920
1961 00.0146 161.0066
1962 00.1167 161.1233
1963 02.5265 163.6498
1964 08.7385 172.3883
1965 04.4300 176.8183
1966 05.3022 182.1205
1967 00.4490 182.5695
1968 00.7435 183.3130
1969 00.4987 183.8117
1970 00.3334 184.1451
1971 13.7517 197.8968
1972 53.2534 251.1502

Source: San Antonio Planning Department.

R
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larger annexation, intending to take in the full 30% allowed by the 1963 law
for one year, including permitting carryover from previous years. The first pro-
posal by the city staff contained about 70 sq mi for annexation, but lawyers for
developers who didn't want their land to be annexed pointed out some unsettied
legal questions on which litigation could develop, so the proposed area was re-
duced. In December, 1972, the council annexed slightly over 50 sq mi, which
was about 24% of the previous land area. As of January 1, 1973 the area of San
Antonio was 251 sq mi, so it is now larger than Metropolitan Toronto.

The present mayor and council, elected in 1973, are inclined to go more slowly
on annexation, but they are again discussing the possibility of a positive program
of annexation designed to keep up with urban growth. The problem is essentially
a political one in that some developers and some residents of developments out-
side the city do not want to be annexed, and as was pointed out earlier, home
builders and developers are a potent political force in San Antonio. There is
also the problem of the technical and financial ability of the city to provide
city services to substantial new annexations each year, which the council also
needs to consider. Meanwhile, the policy seems to be to annex only territory

in which residents or landowners request annexation, plus such additional terri-
tory as is needed to "square out" the boundaries so they will be clearly identi-
fiable for city personnel providing services to the area.

One way of parfiallf measuring the effect of annexation is to compare the popu-
lation per square mile for each recent decennial census year.

Year Density
1930 6,450
1940 6,350
1950 5,660
1960 3,960
1970 4,410

It can be seen that San Antonio has maintained a fairly high urban densit{ despite
the annexations, but the annexation of new suburban development has helped to
decrease the density per square mile.

Another measure of the effect of annexation is the proportion of the urban or
metropolitan population within the city limits of the central city. By this measure,
San Antonio has done well: the percentage of the population of the urbanized
area in San Antonio was 84.7 in 1970, 9.1.5 in 1960, and 90.9 in 1950. In 1950
and 1960 this was the highest percentage for any urbanized area of over 500,000
population, and it was the third highest such percentage in 1970.

The percentage of the metropolitan area population within the city limits of
San Antonio runs somewhat lower, but nevertheless has been much higher over
these past decades than in most other metropolitan areas of comparable size. In
1970 the percentage was 75.7, in 1960 it was 85.5, and in 1950 it was 81.6.
In 1950 and 1960 this was the highest for any SMSA of over 500,000 population
and in 1970 it was the Yhird highest.
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By all these measures, San Antonio has made more effective use of its annexa-
tion powers than have the other large cities that have similar powers of annexa-
tion. For example, in 1970 Dallas contained 55% of the population of its SMSA
and had a population density of 3,320 per sq mi, and Houston contained 62% of
the population of its SMSA and had a populat@on density of 3,840.

Thus it appears that by the use of annexation San Antonio has managed to keep
up with the urban growth better than most other large cities in the period since
1940 (during which San Antonio's population has nearly tripled). While there
are some small suburban municipalities, the largest of them has less than 5% of
the total population, and less than 5% of the population lives outside the bound-
aries of any municipality. With about 80% of the population of the metropolitan
area, and 90% of the population of the urbanized areas, San Antonio does not
suffer from being s urrounded by suburbs, nor have many of the urban residents
managed to flee from the jurisdiction of the central city.

But annexation has lagged behind urban growth, and the city has proceeded most
of the time on the basis of annexing only those territories whose owners asked to
be annexed. The two major exceptions are the 1952 annexation, which had
severe political consequences, and the 1972 annexation, whose consequences
are yef to be fully assessed.

The city has yet to work out a comprehensive policy toward future urban growth,
although some council members are talking in terms of the need for such a policy.
Several recent controversies are a part of the dialogue over growth policies in the
community. For example, there has been controversy between the city and the
developers and homebuilders over how water should be supplied to new develop-
ments, who should set the standards for installation of water lines, and who
should pay for the approach mains. The financial ability of the City Water Board
to provide water to all proposed subdivisions is a part of the problem. The city
council in 1972 designated the City Water Board as the exclusive supplier of
water in the Extra Territorial Jurisdiction, and a new council reversed the policy
the next year. The dialogue and controversies continue, and some of them will
be described in the next section on pollution control activities.

Pollution Control Activities in the San Antonio Area

As was noted in describing governmental structures in the San Anfonio metropoli-
tan area, responsibility for pollution control activities are divided among a number
of agencies, as is the case in many other metropolitan areas. The city of San
Antonio is of primary importance in pollution control in the area. The other

major control agencies are stafe agencies such as the Texas Water Quality Con-
trol Board, the Texas Water Rights Board, the Texas Air Quality Control Board,
and the State Board of Health.

San Antonio is one of the few major metropolitan areas of the country that has

apparently unlimited water supply from an underground source, the Edwards aqui-
fer. Until recent years, pollution of the aquifer has not been a problem because
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urban development intruded only on the southern edge of the aquifer and it was
possible for sewer systems to drain away from the aquiver. However, develop~
ment has been edging onto the aquifer and was given a substantial boost when
the state decided to locate the campus of the University of Texas = San Antonio
some miles to the northwest of the city, on the aquifer, thus inviting consider-
able urban growth out toward and around the new campus. So far as'can be de-
termined, the state agency did not consult the city about potential pollution
problems before making the location decision. Even if the campus had beén
located on the other side of the city, some urban development onto the aquifer
would have continued, and the problem of pollution of the aquifer would have
arrived anyhow in due time.

With respect to water pollution control, the most powerful regulatory agency
other than the city of San Antonio is the Texas Water Quality Control Board,
which is empowered to adopt wdter quality standards. The Board adopted water
quality control standards for the area as part of a state plan in 1971, In 1972
and 1973 it held a series of hearings in the San Antonio area about proposed
revisions in the quality standards. In April, 1973, the AACOG council was un=
able to agree on a position on the revision because of a disagreement between
the city of San Antonio and other units represented in the council. The position
of the city, as stated by the public works director, was that higher treatment
standards for sewage effluent discharged into rivers in the Edwards aquifer re-
charge zone should not be adopted. The city might not provide sewer service

in the recharge zone, said the director, if it was unable to meet the required
standards, thus opening the way for the establishment of several independent
municipal utility districts "without adequate pollution controls.” The mayor
pro-tem suggested that it would be better to ban all treatment plants over the
aquifer rather than adopt higher treatment standards. |t appears that the city
was basically concerned about the costs of bringing its treatment system up to
the higher standards (San Antonio Express/News, Apr. 4, 1973 and Apr. 12,
1973).

County officials from Guadelupe and Bandera counties supported higher quality
standards, and were opposed to downgrading standards for the Guadelupe and
Medina rivers. In these two counties there are many vacation centers and sum-
mer camps on the two streams, and economic loss would occur if the water
quality were downgraded so that swimming could not be permitted (San Antonio
Express/News, Apr. 15, 1973). |
The Sierra Club, South Texas Group, has also registered opposition to the SWQB
proposed standards for the Edwards aquifer area. The Club maintained that the
rules established by the SWQB allow development to proceed in a manner which
will clearly allow pollutants to enter the aquifer. The Club cited projections of
over a million gallons of raw sewage per day being allowed to enter the aquifer
under existing SWQB specifications (San Antonio Express/News, Apr. 21, 1973).
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The Edwards Underground Water District has also sent to the SWQB some proposed
revisions in Board standards applying to the aquifer area. The district suggests
legislation that would authorize some agency to license contractors drilling wells
over the aquifer and recharge zone; it wants the district to be authorized to lo-
cate any abandoned wells in the area, rather than relying on developers to do so,
and to set standards for plugging the wells. It also suggests that the district should
be authorized fo prepare a standard form for all septic tank licenses to be used by
all counties in the district. Finally, the district calls for agreemeant to use only

U S Geological Survey maps to define the recharge zone, and suggests better sani-
tation at Gamer State Park where sewage facilities are not adequate to prevent

polluﬂon)of the Frio river in the recharge area (San Antonio Express/News, Apr.
19, 1973).

It appears that the City Water Board and the Bexar Metropolitan Water District,
the other major supplier of water in the area, are in agreement with the position
of the city public works department that effluent standards should not be set so
high that they will discourage development over the aquifer by making it finan-
cially impractical.

These incidents illustrate the fact that the City of San Antonio, despite the fact
that it contains a substantial majority of the residents of the metropolitan area,
does not have complete authority over water pollution control activities in the
area. Even more interesting is the fact that the City, both through its water
agency and its sewer agency, seemed fo be in the position of supporting lower
water quality standards than do the regional agencies which contain a majority
of representatives from surrounding rural counties. It suggests the interesting
hypothesis that a single area~wide regional government might favor lower stand-
ards for pollution control than would be the case where other local units exist
and have influence. 1t should be noted that the San Antonio position is similar
to that taken by the central city in many metropolitan areas, namely that stand-
ards should not be so high that they cannot be met by existing facilities of the
city without substantial additional expenditures.

During the Summer of 1973, a special task force of the AACOG on pollution of
the Edwards aquifer was established, including representatives from the City and
the City Water Board. The task force prepared a set of recommendations to the
State Water Quality Board for a tightening of the regulations on urban develop-
ment over the aquifer. The major recommendation was that stringent licensing
requirements be placed on all new private sewerage systems built over the aquifer.
Another recommendatfion is that density of settlement be limited if a pollution
hazard is considered seriously_possible from a planned urban development or sub-
division in the recharge zone. The Edwards Underground Water District would
act as coordinating agency to oversee pollution control measures affecting the
underground water reservoir.

These propbsed requirements move further in the direction of control over urban

development than any previous group of recommendations by an intergovernmental
task force. The City representatives supported the recommendations.
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Tl'le proposal also, for the first time, will give some control powers to an area-
wide agency, the Edwards Underground Water District, If the State Board accepts
the proposals, more control will be possible over the area outside the extraterri-
torial jurisdiction of the City of San Antonio. ,
Aside from the Texas Water Quality Board standards, but related to them, is a
major proposed "new town" development near San Antonio. A development firm
proposed to build San Antonio Ranch New Town for 88,000 persons on acreage

in Bexar county northwest of San Antonio. The area of the proposed development
lies mostly outside the extraterritorial jurisdiction of the city, so the city has
little formal power to require changes in the proposed plans of the developers.

The development was held up by a temporary injunction and a suit for a perma-
nent injunction against building the new town brought by Bexar county, the Sierra
Club, the League of Women Voters, Citizens for a Befter Environment, the Ameri-
can Association of University Women, (the Edwards Underground Water District,
and the San Antonia River Authority). The City of San Antonio did not join in
the suit. The county brought the suit because after the county refused a permit for
the new fown, the developers went to court and got an order directing that a per-
mif be issued for the development. The other organizations and agencies joined

in the suit because they felt a development of that size over the aquifer would
permanently contaminate the underground water supply for the metropolitan area.

One point brought out by the developers in the suit was that the standards they
proposed for sewer effluent were higher than the existing standards of the City
of San Antonio. '

The federal court dismissed the suit for a permanent injunction, and permitted the
development to proceed. However, the court retained jurisdiction and directed
the developer, the State Water Quality Board, HUD, and other concerned parties
to file periodic reports with the court to show that the developer was meeting the
standards specified in the plans (San_Antonio Light, June 7, 1973).

The lawsuit is the most publicized of a number of controversies concerning sewage
disposal and water supply in the San Anfonio area. One major phase of the con=
troversies concerns the Edwards aquifer, because experts disagree about when and
to what extent any given development on the aquifer will pollute the water, al-
though all agree that sooner or later continued development on the aquifer will
pollute it. [t appears that any considerable amount of pollution will require
rather expensive treatment to make the water safe for drinking purposes. When
that happens, the costs of providing water to new developments will be such that
it will no longer be highly profitable to some developers to operate their own
water system. It will then be necessary fo turn fo some public agency to provide
water, and the City Water Board of San Antonio seems to be the only viable

alternative.
Much of the controversy over water supply and sewage disposal policy in the

metropolitan area hinges around the problem of equitable distribution of the costs
of the needed facilities. This is a problem familiar in most metropolitan areas
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of how to divide the costs of major facilities between city residents and those
who live outside the city, between residents of the city and developers, and
between residents of older areas who believe they have paid for their facilities
and residents of newer areas who think the costs of major facilities should be
paid for by all residents of the city or the metropolitan area.

There is also the problem of finding the funds necessary to provide the facilities
that the technical experts say are necessary. The City of San Antonio, like most
other major cities, finds that allocating existing resources between competing
uses is difficult and usually means that no one activity gets all the funds needed
for that activity. And, as is the case elsewhere, the council feels that there

are political limits to how high the water and sewer service charges may be
raised and to the amount of bonds that may be approved for water and sewer
facilities.

Thus, the major pollution control activities are the provision of water and sewer
services by the city to its residents and to residents of the extraterritorial juris-

diction. The city must approve the plans of developers who propose to provide

these services within the extraterritorial jurisdiction. !

Outside the territorial jurisdiction, the primary power to control water poliu~
tion rests with state agencies such as the Water Quality Control Board and the
Board of Health. The Board of Health, for example, has the power to issue or
refuse to issue permits for septic tanks or sewage disposal systems that do not
meef minimum standards for protection of public health, However, as was noted
earlier, most of the controversy over water pollution is about questions that are
outside the jurisdiction of the Board of Health and concern general development
policy.

The San Antonio Metropolitan Health District is a city~county health department
for Bexar County and the City of San Antonio. It inspects septic tank installations
and small sewage treatment plants, and monitors other potential sources of water
pollution. If has the usual police powers to enforce health regulations, and it

has the same problems that exist in other metropolitan areas of depending on
prosecuting attorneys in the court system for ultimate legal action to stop pollu-
tion. Most cases of pollution are stopped voluntarily by the polluter, so only

the more difficult cases are recommended to the prosecutors for court action.

To sum up, the major actors in the control of water pollution are the City of San
Antonio and the state agencies that set standards for pollution control. The
problems that exist are primarily concerned with the questions of what standards
are adequate for control purposes and how the costs of necessary control facilities
should be divided up among various sources of payment.

Air Pollution Control Activity

Responsibility for setting air quality standards in the San Antonio area rests with
the State Air Quality Control Board. The San Antonio Metropolitan Health Dis-
trict monitors the air quality, and shares enforcement responsibilities with the
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state agency when violations are detected. Presumably the District has some
police powers to go beyond the standards of the State Board, but it is not clear

just how far they could go, and it appears unlikely that any such action will be
taken except in an emergency.

Studies of the air pollution problem have been undertaken by the local govern-
ments in the area through AACOG, but the problem has generally been con-
sidered less severe than water pollution problems. San Antonio ‘was listed as

fourth among the ten major cities of the United States with the cleanest air by
EPA in 1973.

San Antonio does not have much air pollution from stationary sources, and the
major users of pollufing fuels are the federal installations and the city's Public
Service Board. Both jurisdictions are correcting pollution problems as rapidly
as funds permit.

There was considerable discussion in the San Antonio area in 1973 focused on
EPA proposals to insure that the air quality in that area did not deteriorate.
This was part of state~wide controversy over the kind of standards and anti-
pollution measures to be included in fze state plan o be submitted to EPA by
the State Board. In general the Board felt that EPA proposals were more severe
than what the Texas situation warranted, and the discussions by the San Antonio
city council tended fo support the position of the State Board.

The major source of pollution in San Antonio is the automobile, and city officials
are aware that development of rapid transit is the major alternative to eventuall
deal with the problem unless federal controls over automobile emissi«onseveni‘uaﬁy
make further action by the city unnecessary. The city is concerned about im=
proving the bus system and decreasing traffic congestion in the downtown area
and is developing alternative courses of action for further consideration.

Solid Waste Pollution Confrol Activities

At the state level, jurisdiction over solid waste pollution rests with the State
Board of Health. At the local level, the Metropolitan Health District has a con—
tinuing inspection program of waste disposal sites and has jurisdiction over solid
waste disposal violations by individual citizens. The City of:San Antonio collects
most of the solid wastes.of the metropolitan area, and disposes of them at its sani-
tary landfill sites. So far, San Antonio seems to have encountered less than the
usual amount of controversy over landfill sites, The city and the smaller juris-
dictions do not anticipate any major problems in solid waste disposal over the next
few years, but will eventually have the problem of increasing costs as landfill
sites are located further from the centers of population.

108



Nuclear Pollution Control Activities

The Metropolitan Health District inspects manufacturing plants that make use of
radioactive materials, under the general jurisdiction of the State Board of Health.
So far, this is the only nuclear pollution control activity in the area.

Noise Pollution Control Activities

The AACOG did a study of noise pollution in the area, focusing primarily on
noise pollution problems relating to aircraft af the major airports in the area,
and the Metropolitan Health District has a continuing concern with noise pollu-
tion problems. San Antonio at present has a rudimentary noise pollution control
ordinance which is enforced by the police department and consists basically of
responding to complaints about noisy motor vehicles.

The question of noise pollution has come up in discussions about the need for

and location of a possible new major airport, or of major expansion of the present
airport. Similar questions have arisen about lengthening of runways at federal
air force installations in the metropolitan area, and the federal government has
held up on proposed expansions because of objections to the additional noise
pollution for nearby residential areas.

Visual Pollution Control Activities

There is a continuing concern with problems of visual pollution in San Antonio
because the travel industry is a major economic activity, and San Antonio is
concemed about ifs image as one of the unique cifies of the United States. The
City does not have a visual pollution ordinance, but does have an agreement
with the Paseo Del Rio Association that permits the Association to limit signs
and other advertising along the River Walk portion of the downtown area.

Summary

Because of the liberal annexation powers authorized in its home rule charter, the
City of San Antonio has territorial jurisdiction over the urban population of the
‘metropolitan area that is adequate for dealing with most urban problems. The
city has jurisdiction over the 251 sq mi within the city limits, and more limited
jurisdiction over another 300 fo 350 sq mi within its extraterritorial jurisdiction.
Within this area lives more than 90% of the urban population, and it seems
probable that the proportion will not change much in future decades unless the
city changes its policy and annexes no further terrifory.

Over the past 40 years, the annexation powers have been adequate for keeping
the city's boundaries in pace with urban growth. However, the political will to
keep expanding the boundaries through annexation has not always prevailed in the
short run against opposition from developers who did not want their developments
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to be annexed. And at times the city has held back from annexation because it
felt it did not have the money to provide the necessary urban services in terri-
tories that were proposed for annexation. Thus, the annexation process has tended
to proceed af an irregular pace, in some years taking in considerable amounts of
territory, and in others taking in practically none.

For some problems related to development, such as potential pollution of the
Edwards underground aquifer, liberal annexation powers alone do not provide
enough territorial jurisdiction for the city to deal with the problem by itseif.

For these kinds of problems, the city is dependent upon adequate state action

in terms of minimum standards and the enforcement of pollution controls. And
San Antonio does have considerable impact on the policy of the state because
city officials represent such a large proportion of the citizens of the metropolitan
area, because annexation has prevented the rise of large numbers of suburbs.

Liberal annexation powers, then, present an organizational arrangement that
minimizes the number of governmental organizations in the metropolitan area

and concentrates a very high proportion of the population under the jurisdiction

of a single general purpose government. Much can be done within this jurisdic-
tion to control pollution if the city council has the will to do so, and if the neces~
sary funds are available to carry out pollution control activities. Still, some pol-
lution problems will require additional action by other jurisdictions, especially

by the state pollution control agencies.
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SECTION VIII
THE URBAN COUNTY: MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND

Introduction and History

The term "urban county" has been used for many years, and by many people,
without any agreement on what is meant by the term. The Advisory Commission
on Intergovernmental Relations attempted to provide a standard definition:

"The urban county approach to local govemment and metropolitan areas refers
to the development of the county from its traditional position as an administra-
tive subdivision of the state for carrying on state functions — to one in which it
provides a significant number of services of a municipal character throughout

all or part of its jurisdiction (Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions, June, 1962, pp. 138-139).

By this definition, an urban county is essentially one that provides a significant
number of urban services. [t is a county government that does the things that
cities normally do. That definition will be used in this report. But it should be
noted that the definition leaves some unresolved problems.

For example, what is the difference between an urban county and a city?
Probably none, except the name: one is called a county and the other a city,
but essentially they do the same things. One difference that usually exists is
that the urban county has a larger area than the average city of comparable
population, but this is not always the case.

Another complication of the definition is that it is imprecise enough so that
boundaries between the urban county and other "approaches"” to metropolitan
government are unclear. For example, does city—county consolidation result in
an "urban county"? Or does the so~called "quasi-federated" approach of Metro-
politan Dade County make it an urban county? In both cases, the county would
fit the ACIR definition of an urban county, but most studies prefer to keep the
three separate, or not use the term “urban county."

Still another problem with the definition is that it does not make a distinction
between the metropolitan regional activities of an urban regional county and the
day to day services of a municipal character provided by the county. This has
led one authority to limit his use of the term urban county to "a second-tier
government existing alongside cities and determining with its cities and the state
who does what in the county as the metropolitan area” (Mogulof, 1972, pp. 7-8).
Mogulof uses Metropolitan Dade County as his example of an "urban county,”
Using his definition, he is not concerned with the urban services provided by the
county to the several hundred thousand citizens who live in the unincorporated
portions of the county. Thus, the problem of defining the urban county leads
Mogulof to reject the ACIR definition, and to instead use a definition of the
county as a metropolitan regional county.
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The problem, of course, is that counties are evolving in different ways is response
to the challenge of urban expansion. This does not necessarily result in neat
categories of activity or organization. Perhaps the earliest prototype of the
urban county was Los Angeles County, with its mixture of cities that provided
all their own municipal services, cities that provided none of their own services
but use contracts with the county under the "Lakewood Plan" by which the
county provides the municipal services within the city limits, cities with a
mixture of these two, unincorporated areas in which urban services are provided
enfirely by the county, and unincorporated areas in which municipal services
are not provided. That type of urban county has worked reasonably well in the
Los Angeles area, but it has not been widely accepted elsewhere.

Montgomery County, Maryland, comes perhaps as close as any county to the
ACIR definition in that since at least 1948 it has been providing services of a
municipal character to a substantial majority of its residents. It is typical of a
number of suburban counties in major metropolitan areas which have been cop-
ing with urban growth that spilled over the borders of the county containing the
central city of the metropolitan area: Wesichester, Suffolk, and Nassau counties
around New York City, Orange County in the Los Angeles area, and Arlington,
Fairfax, Prince Georges, and Baltimore counties around Washington and Balti-
more. None of these counties contain the major metropolitan central city, and
most of them contain no city of a size comparable to the central city.

One unresolved problem of any definition of the urban county is the overlap be-
tween the traditional services normally provided by the county in its capacity
as an administrative subdivision of the state and the newer urban services. For
example, in the case of law enforcement and criminal justice, the county has
provided the jail~keeping, prosecuting, and adjudicating activities, and the
sheriff has shared law enforcement with city police forces. These traditional
activities are, if anything, more important in urban areas than in rural areas,
and the county has continued to play an important role in them even where it
did not undertake to provide other services of a municipal character. Other
services present similar problems: for example, many counties have provided

major highway systems outside and inside city limits, in conjunction with state
highway departments, even though other municipal services were left to the
cities. Thus, at least part of the activities of urban counties can be viewed as
an extension of traditional functions rather than as the undertaking of new mu-
nicipal functions.

Historical Development of Montgomery County

Montgomery County was established in 1776. It lost a portion of its area in 1789
when the District of Columbia was established out of parts of Montgomery County
and its neighbor, Prince Georges County. The area of Montgomery Couan since
that time has been 506 sq mi. Essentially, it was a rural county up until the
growth of Washington began to accelerate beginning with World War |, and con-
tinuing through the days of the New Deal and World War Il to the very rapid
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growth of recent decades. As late as 1950, the county seat town of Rockville
had a population of 6,000, and was the largest incorporated municipality entirely
within the boundaries of the county. At that point the county had a population
of 164,000, of which only 23,000, or 14%, lived within municipal boundaries.
In 1970, the population of the county had increased to 522,000 of which 17%
lived within municipal boundaries.

As these figures show, a salient characteristic of the population growth of Mont-
gomery County has been that the great majority of it has occurred outside
municipal boundaries. The largest and best known "places" in the county,

such as Silver Spring , Bethesda, and Wheaton are not municipalities, but are
nevertheless major suburban centers that in other metropolitan counties would be
incorporated municipalities with populations in excess of 100,000 each; there is
no way of specifying the exact population of these areas since they do not have
the boundaries of an incorporated city.

Thus, urban growth in Montgomery County has been essentially urbanization of
unincorporated areas of the county. There were some small municipalities es-
tablished back in the late 1800's around the station stops on the railroads going
out from Washington and at the ends of the sfreetcar lines. But the major popu-
lation growth has occurred out from the major streets of Washington, D.C. as
population spilled over the borders of the District of Columbia out into Mont-
gomery County.

Governmentally, the growth differs from that of many suburban areas in having
very few municipalities and only one school district, which covers the entire
county. In 1972, there were 14 incorporated municipalities and 13 special
taxing districts in the county. Thus, proliferation of local governments is not
a characteristic of Montgomery County.

The reason for the relatively small number of local govemments is that county
political leaders in the period between 1900 and 1948 did not permit the in-
corporation of local unifs and limited the use of special districts. The same
policy was in effect in some other Maryland counties, for example, Baltimore
County (which does not include the City of Baltimore) in 1970 had over 600,000
population and had only two local governments.

Maryland has had county=wide school systems since public schools were estab-
lished, so that suburbaniftes moving into Montgomery county found t heir schools
provided by the county school system. Special tax districts fo provide certain
urban-type services were established in the earliest suburban areas adjacent to
the District of Columbia. Formally, they were given names as villages, for
example North Chevy Chase and Chevy Chase View, but their activities are
those of special districts for frash collection, free care, and sidewalks. But as
growth continued, these kinds of services were provided fo the newer suburban
areas by the county.

As urbanization occurred, fire protection was handled by volunteer fire depart-
ments supported at first by contributions, and later by taxes. With the advent
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of property taxes for this activity, the county council was designated as the tax
levying authority, but essefnﬁalf),/ the fire departments remain independent.
There are 16 independent fire districts in the county at present, of whom 2 have
only full-time professional firefighters. The rest also have volunteer firemen,
and as in other parts of the country, the volunteer firemen and their friends are
a potent political force. The independent fire departments have successfully
resisted occasional efforts by reformers to establish a county-wide fire depart-
menf.

Governmental services required by residents of the urbanizing areas were pro-
vided by a combination of agencies: municipalities, special taxing districts,
bi-county districts, independent fire departments, and the county. By the end
of World War [l, the old county commission system of government seemed to be
unsatisfactory and after a number of studies and efforts at reform, a home-rule
charter was adopted in 1948 providing for a county manager form of government.
This existed until 1970, when an elected county executive form of government
went info effect.

The county manager and county executive forms in Montgomery County are
virtually indistinguishable from the city manager or strong mayor forms of govern-
ment that exist in large cities throughout the country. The county has a merit
system and its departments are operated by professional personnel, just as is the
case in most major cities, and the county manager system in Montgomery County
was recognized as a valid council-manager system by the International City
Managers Association.

So far as can be determined, the change from the county manager system fo the
county executive system in 1970 was not done because of any major dissatisfac-
tion with the council-manager system, It was felt that after twenty years, the
charter ought to be re~examined, and in the process of doing so the academic
consultants suggested that the strong elected executive system was regarded by
many experts as being superior to the appointed executive of the council-
manager system. |t was felt that there was a need for an elected spokesman for
the county, and the idea appealed to political leaders. As a result, the charter
committee recommended the change and it was approved by the voters in 1968
and went info effect in 1970,

Governmental Organization

The county executive is the chief executive officer of the county. He is elected
for a four year term, and is eligible for re~election for any number of additional
terms. He is responsible for the administration of county activities. He appoints
a county administrator, who serves at the pleasure of the executive, and who is
responsible for the day-to~day operations of county government and for assisting

- the executive in carrying out his duties.

There is a county council of seven members elected for four-year terms. Two of
the members represent the county at large, while the other five each represent
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one of the five councilmanic districts into which the county is divided. All
seven are elected on a countywide basis. The council is the legislative branch
of county government, and also deals with matters of zoning and planning.

All department heads are appointed by the county executive, after consultation
with the county administrator, and subject to confirmation by the council. The
charter specifically provides for a County Attorney, to be appointed in this
manner, and then permits the council to determine what other department heads
and departments will be established, Department heads may be removed by the
county executive, but the Charter provides that the County Attorney may re-
quest a hearing before the council before he may be removed from office.

All other county personnel come under the provisions of a merit system under the
general supervision of a county personnel board appointed by the council,

The charter and Maryland law give the council a wide grant of legislative
powers.

The county governmental system also provides for a judicial system under the
general provisions of state law. The courts are not mentioned in the county
charter. There is a state district court for Montgomery county, including sub-
ordinate units such as a juvenile court. There is also a Circuit Court, a Clerk
of the Circuit Court, a States Attorney, a Public Defender, and a Sheriff, whose
office concerns itself primarily with civil functions associated with the courts.

There is also a county Register of Wills, a County Surveyor, a County Agricul-
tural Extension Service, and a County Soil Conservation District. Thus, it can
be seen that Montgomery County as an urban county still continues to carry out
administrative and judicial duties that are usually classified as traditional county
functions.

A listing of the regular administrative departments established under the charter
is found in Figure 16. The list is typical of that of most urban municipalities,
and includes such as activities as a Commission on Aging, a Drug Abuse program,
a Human Relations Office, and a Rent Control Program. The principal urban
activities not carried out by county departments are those under the jurisdiction
of the two major bi-county commissions: water supply and sewers, and parks

and planning.

The three years' experience in Montgomery County with the elected county
executive system has not been long enough to make valid comparisons with the
prior county manager system, but the experience with the two systems since 1948
has been generally good. The county government has been providing a high level
of services in accordance with professional standards, and the county is recog-
nized as one of the better urban governments in the Washington metropolitan area.
Af least since the 1930's, a substantial proportion of the population has consisted
of federal civil servants, employees of the national associations that are head-
quartered in Washington, and more recently employees of “science industries. "
They are an articulate and active citizenry, and they have required of the county
a high level of services.
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Regional Agencies in the Metropolitan Area

Montgomery County is a member of the Washington Metropolitan Area Council
of Governments. There are five other local government members: Prince
Georges County, Maryland; the District of Columbiq; and the city of Alexandria
and the cownties of Fairfax and Arlington in Virginia. A little over 20% of the
population of the metropolitan area lives in Montgomery County, and perhaps

slightly more than 20% of the income and wealth of the area is found in the
county.

The Washington Metropolitan Area COG is unique in the United States in that
the national govemment is directly represented in the COG, indirectly repre-
sented through the government of the District of Columbia, and has a heavy
influence because it is the major employer in the metropolitan area. Thus, in
addition fo the usual problems of the felt predominance of the central city in a
COG, the federal government has a predominant position in the Washington COG
with which other members must cope.

This is only partially offset by the fact that each of the members is a major mu-
nicipal government in its own right, and that there are only six members of the
COG. Alexandria has the smallest population, 110,000 in 1970; Arlington has
174,000; the other three counties have 455,000, 522,000, and 660,000 re-
spectively; and the District of Columbia has 756,000. So there are no very small
units, and a number of the suburban members are about on a par with the central

city.

Montgomery County from time to time has been a less than enthusiastic member
of the COG. For one period of a year or so during the early years after the
COG had been established, the Montgomery County Council withdrew from the
COG and made no contributions to the COG budget. This was at a point in

time when Montgomery County was an urban entity with over 400,000 populdtion,
indicating that it is not only small rural counties that sometimes have reservations
about membership in COGs.

However, from time to time activities come along in which county officials want
to be involved, for example in the planning that led to a rapid transit system that
has a number of lines projected to extend out info Montgomery County. So,
after the early period of resistance to the COG, Montgomery County again be-
came a member.

More recently, County Executive James Gleason has expressed some doubts about
the COG and its activities. His major concern is what he perceives as a tendency
for COG staff to want to undertake responsibility for operating area-wide programs
rather than merely providing services to the member units of government. He be-
lieves a COG could be of real assistance to local government if it provided help
aimed at developing stronger local governments, Instead he sees the COG serv-
ing as a tool of the state or federal government in taking more and more responsi-
bility away from the localifies. He views the tendency toward one-man, one-
vote representation for COG governing bodies as a change from representation of
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local govemments toward a regional government, and cites the Minneapolis-

St. Paul Metropolitan Council as clearly an agency not composed of local govern-
ments (Gleason, 1972).

Another point of view was expressed by the Chairman of the COG in 1970,

Mr. Joseph L. Fisher. He suggested tKa’r the activities of COGs were restricted
to accommodating the specific activities that the federal or state governments
want the COG to undertake, and suggested that bloc grant funds might be pro-
vided to enable COG's to undertake programs responsive to all the needs of their
regions. But apparently he would permit the COG to undertake activities that
Mr. Gleason would prefer that it not undertake (Fisher, 1970).

A 1971 report on environmental pollution problems in the Washington Metro-
politan Area suggested that the COG was a relatively weak agency as presently
constituted, and recommended the establishment of a Regional Council that
would be the upper tier of a two-tier governmental system, with power to levy
taxes and undertake operation of regional programs such as water supply, sewage
disposal, solid waste disposal, and air pollution control (U S Environmenta
Protection Agency, 1971).

Thus, the role of the COG in relation o Montgomery County is developing
under conditions where there are differences of opinion about the proper powers
and activities of the COG and the local governments. With respect to Mont-
gomery County, no charge is made that the county is too small, or lacks power,
or shows an-unwillingness to act to control environmental pollution. Instead,
the criticism seems to be that a single central government is needed for the region
to make area-wide decisions. Obviously, Mr. Gleason and other Montgomery
County officials and citizens feel that an urban county with over 503,000 popu-
lation is big enough to make the necessary decisions and carry them out, in co-
operation with other local governments. On both sides of the question, this
appears to be an ideological preference for or against a single region-wide
government.

Montgomery county is also a part of two bi-county special districts, along with
its neighbor, Prince Georges County. In the 1930's, the state legislature es-
tablished the Maryland=National Capital Parks and Planning Commission. The
Commission is composed of an equal number of members from each county, chosen
by the county council in each county. It provides an extensive parks and recrea-
tion program in both counties. Montgomery county supplements this with an addi-
tional recreation program operated by its recreation department. There is no dis-
satisfaction with the parks and recreation program that is operated by the Com-
mission, but it does not provide the wide range of recreation activities that
Montgomery county citizens want, and therefore must be supplemented by the
county. This dual system does make for some problems of scheduling and coor-
dination between the various recreational activities offered within the county.

The Montgomery county members of the Commission serve as the Montgomery

County Planning Commission, and meet separately under their own chairman.
The county planning commission works closely with the county council, by whom
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it is appointed, in planning and zoning matters.

The other bi-county district is the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission,
also created in the 1930's. The WSSC provides water and sanitary sewer serv-
ices fo a large proportion of the two counties, and has controlled the extension
of these services into undeveloped portions of the two counties. The commission
consists of an equal number of members from each of the two counties, appointed
by the county council in each county. The portions of each county provided with
these services is designated as the sanitary district, and pay a property fax as
well as a service charge ior these services. '

Thus two major urban services were provided by the WSSC, and Montgomery
county officials had only an indirect influence over the process. Since this re~
moved them from the pressures of developers who wanted water and sewer service
for their property, county officials were content with this arrangement for several
decades. However, the rising interest in environmental pollution and in con-
trolling growth in Montgomery county over the past 10 or 15 years led to an
interest on the part of county officials in being able to control where the water
and sewer lines were going to be extended, as one tool for controlling the direc-
tion and amount of additional population growth in the county.

This interest was SfUlTed by events that led up to a serious problem of sewage
disposal that developed over the past ten years, along with some high rise de-
velopment and redevelopment that upset residents of several areas within the
county. .

The majority of the county council that took office in 1962 felt that develop-"
ment had been restricted too much during the previous few years, and so for the
naxt four years the council granted rezoning for development of large areas of
undeveloped land in the county, along with rezoning for more high-rise apart-
ment and office buildings. Most of the members of this council were not mem=-
bers of the next council elected in 1966, and subsequent councils have felt that
too much land was rezoned during the 1962 to 1966 period.

Meanwhile, after some regional consultations on the problem of sewage disposal,
in which the enlargement of the major treatment plant of the District of Columbia
was a major consideration, the WSSC felt it had enough disposal capacity coming
on line over the next few years so that it could make commitments to developers
to build sewer extensions info undeveloped portions of Montgomery County. There
were some difficulties with'Congress over the funding of the expansion of the
District of Columbia plant, and the planning process fook longer than anticipated,
and work on other plants to be built by the WSSC did not move as rapidly as had
been hoped. The net result of this process was that many more sewer connections
had been authorized in Montgomery County than the treatment facilities could
handle. The WSSC viewed itself as the victim of a set of circumstances beyond
its control, while many Montgomery County officials and citizen groups viewed
the WSSC as being the major cause of the problem.

The Montgomery County council then enacted legislation requiring a ten year
county water and sewer plan to be adopted by the council, which would designate
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the water and sewer extensions to be made each year for the next ten years.

In any given year, the WSSC could build only those extensions designated by
the plan fo be built in that year. The drst 10 year plan was enacted in 1972.
This action placed the Montgomery County council in control of water and sewer
line extensions in the county for the first time. As noted earlier, this did not
entirely solve the problem, because there has been some delay in building a
wastewater treatment plant to be built by the county as part of the ten-year plan
because the county council members could not agree on a site for the plant.
Despite this small setback, Montgomery County officials are hopeful that the

ten year plan will both prevent future problems of too many sewers and too little
capacity, and will also be a tool by which the county council can regulate the
speed and direction of future growth.

Meanwhile, the state pollution control agency ordered WSSC officials to place
a moratorium on qny' new sewer connection commiftments until the sewage treat—
ment capacity caught up with the development authorized by existing commit-
ments. Because many developers had anticipated the moratorium and applied
for and received sewer commitments from the WSSC, it will be several years
before the moratorium can bring the supply and demand for sewer treatment
facilities into a reasonable balance.

One unanticipated effect of the moratorium has been that the state property
assessment review agency has reduced the assessment on parcels of land ownzd
by developers who were denied future connection commitments because of the
moratorium, on the grounds that the land had less value when its development
was delayed, These reassessment decisions reduced the tax base of Montgomery
County by several million dollars,

To sum up, the relationship between Montgomery County and the Washington
Suburban Sanitary Commission has been a mixed relationship of best. Some
county officials have suggested that the WSSC should be abolished and that
the water and sewer functions should be taken over by M ontgomery County and
Prince George's County.

Pollution Control Activities in Montgomery County

Probably the most important pollution control activity in Montgomery County has
been ithe efforts of the county council fo limitand slow down urban growth over
the past few years. The effort has received considerable support from citizens,
although it has not met with the approval of developers, the building industry,
and the home furnishing industry, which together are one of the largest sources
of employment within Monfgomery county.

The council has used its planning and zoning powers to slow down growth by re-
quiring lower densities as one of the conditions for rezoning or for the approval
of plans for development. Because of the extensive rezoning done by an earlier
council to encourage development, the actions of the present council are not
going to result in any substantial slowdown of new building for a few years.
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Meanwhile, some citizen groups are suggesting the concept of no growth. This
concept has not yet been given serious consideration by the community and by
county officials, although it has been discussed and there seems to be agreement
that slowing growth to a relatively low rate may be desirable. In June of 1973
the Washington Metropolitan Area, including Montgomery county, had its first
smog alert, an event which triggered new awareness of the connection between
population and automobiles and air pollution.

Air Pollution Control

The county environmental protection department has participated in studies of
air pollution done in cooperation with tﬁe Washington Metropolitan Area

Council of Governments, and operates several monitoring stations in that part

of the multi-county COG network. The department also inspects incinerator
controls in commercial buildings for vielations of the county air pollution ordi-
nance. Because the county has very little industry, air pollution is almost en—
tirely caused by emissions from autfomobile exhausts. Thus dimunition of air
pollution is primarily dependent upon national regulation of automotive emissions.
When the rapid transit system now being built becomes operational, it is hoped
that the amount of automotive traffic in the county and the entire metropolitan
area will be reduced considerably, thus helping to reduce air pollution. The
primary responsibility for air pollution confrol rests with the state pollution con-
trol agency. |

Water Pollution Control

Up until 1972, responsibility for water pollution control rested primarily with the
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, and Montgomery County officials felt
that it was difficult to get information. Meanwhile, urban growth continued and
sewer connection permits had outrun the capacity of existing freatment plants,
resulting in the moratorium on sewer permits mentioned edrlier. With the adop-
tion in 1972 of the new ten-year water and sewer plan for Montgomery County,
control over extension of water and sewer lines has been taken over by the
county council, and improvement in pollution control is expected, once the
backlog is eliminated. ’ |

The county council also decided to build a major wastewater treatment plant for
the western side of the county, which will be a major part of future pollution
control activities. Meanwhile, there has been some difficulty in finding a site

for the plant on which the members of the council can agree, and some delay has
resulted. So the change in control from the WSSC to the county has not eliminated
some of the pollution control problems. Statewide pollution control regulations
are established by the State Board of Health and enforced in Metropolitan County
by both county and state officials.
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Solid Waste Pollutioh Control

The disposal of solid wastes has been a major problem for Montgomery County in
the past few years, just as it has been in other major urban areas. Because of

the high median income of its residents, there may be a slightly greater genera-
tion of solid wastes in Montgomery County than in some other areas. The problem
in the counr{ has been to find sites for land-fills, and to provide sufficient funds
for sanitary landfill operations. Because the major landfill sites were reaching
their capacity,-about three years ago several temporary sites were put info opera~
tion. As of mid-1973 the County Council was having difficulty agreeing upon
new landfill sites because of the strong citizen opposition to having a iandfill in
their area of the county.: '

Nuclear Pollution Control

Nuclear pollution control is not a major activity for Montgomery County. The
environmental protection department does monitor the nuclear equipment of pri-
vate industries that hold state permits and notifies the state agency if it finds
violations. There is some nuclear equipment in federal installations within the
county, but this does not come within the jurisdiction of the county environ-
mental protection department. '

Noise Pollution Control

Montgomery County has a noise confrol ordinance which is directed primarily
at automotive noises. It is enforced by the police department, which attempis
to follow up on all complaints from citizens about noisy vehicles.

Visual Pol luﬁ@ Conftrol

The county attempts to prevent visual pollution by control of new developments
in the county, and this is one consideration taken info account by the planning
commission and the county council before approval is given for development or
redevelopment to proceed. However, the county does not yet prohibit over-
head power and telephone lines in residenfial developments, although developers
have been ehcouraged to voluntarily do this.

Summary

Montgomery County is an example of an urban county which has operated under
a countil-manager and a subsequent elected chief executive charter since 1948.
Over 83% of the population lives in urban areas outside the boundaries of any
municipality, and receives most urban governmental services from the county.
Because the existing municipalities have about exhausted their capacity to ab-
sorb additional population, the proportion of residents outside municipalities
will continue to be as high or higher in the future.
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The county is a member of the Washington Metropolitan Area Council of Govern-
ments, and county officials generally find the COG useful as a form in which to
exchange information with local officials from other jurisdictions in the area and
to discuss with them possible solutions for area problems. County officials and
the citizens of the county do not look with favor on the COG or any other agency
becoming a regional government. They appdrently believe that an urban munici-
pality of over 500,000 population with the kind of govemmental structure viewed

most .favorably by reformers should be the operating and decision-making govem-
mental unit.

The county is also part of two multi-county special districts, the Maryland-
National Capitol Parks and Planning Commission and the Washington Suburban
Sanitary Commission. Over recent years, the county has been moving in the
direction of taking control over the planning function and over water and sewer
extensions, thus indicating a preference for operating all governmental services
carried on within ifs boundaries.
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SECTION IX

THE URBAN COUNTY, PLUS: METROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY

Introduction and History

Students of metfropolitan government have found Metropolitan Dade County,
Florida, difficult to classify, because it is still in the process of evolving. The
study by the Public Administration Service in 1954, which was the basis for the
subsequent successful chartér effort, proposed a two-tier federation (Public
Administration Service, 1954). The charter, however, provided a system of
urban county government that could develop in one of several directions. Even
in 1973, sixteen years after the adoption of the charter, local leaders express
differing ideas of the direction of future governmental changes in Metropolitan
Dade County (hereafter called Dade Metro in this chapter).

The local government pattern is roughly comparable to Los Angeles County be-
fore the Lakewood plan. In Dade County, two=thirds of the population lives in
cifies, but mixed in between and around the cities are unincorporated areas in

which urban services are provided by the county.

But what has been happening in Dade county for the past decade or more is func-
tional consolidation — individual cities ask the county to take over a service pro-
vided by the city, such as fire protection, or parks and recreation. Dade Metro
agrees to do so, and begins to provide the service to all residents within the
boundaries of that city.

Thus, over time, Dade Metro is providing not only county-wide services, but if

is also providing a larger proportion of the local services within the cities. And
since much of the urban growth in the past decade has been in the unincorporated
areas, the proportion of local services provided by Dade Metro has been increas—
ing steadily, and the proportion provided by the cities has been decreasing.

The term "urban county" has been applied to Metropolitan Dade County in re~
cent years, and this seems to be a reasonably accurate description, except that
Dade Metro also encompasses an entire SMSA, is the A=95 review and regional
planning agency, and performs other functions usually done by a regional agency.
But all of these activities take place within the boundaries of one reasonably large
county.

At the same time, not all regional activities are encompassed within the county
boundaries. Planning for rapid fransit or a new regional airport, for example, in-
cludes representatives of from three to five counties. And as the state of Florida
moves toward multi-county regional planning, Dade Metro has been included

within a region that includes seven counties.

Thus Dade Metro is an urban county that has regional characteristics for some pur-
poses, but for others it is only one county within larger regions.
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Characteristics of the Miami-Dade County Area

The area of Dade county is 2,352 sq mi, making it one of the larger counties in
the Eastern half of the United States. However, much of the area is low lying
everglades and swamp, and only a narrow strip of land along the eastern side of
the county is suitable for urban development.

Miami is the oldest of the existing incorporated cities, having incorporated in
1896. It became the largest city in the county, and in 1910 had a population
of almost 5,500. Rapid development occurred in the next two decades, and in
1930 Miami had a population of 110,000. There was a slight pause during the
depression, and Miami deannexed some territory because it could not afford to
provide the necessary urban services. Several suburban cities were incorporated
in the deannexed area, and other suburbs such as Coral Gables, Miami Beach,
and Hialeah continued to grow.

Since the 1930's, developers and redevelopers have been active, changing rela-
tively inexpensive land into residential accommodations for people who wanted to
enjoy the sun and the sea and the mild winter climate. Dade county has also been
an important agricultural county, ranking 86th in value of agricultural products

in 1969. Urbanization continues at a rapid pace, and former agricultural land

is turned into new subdivisions.

Over the past few decades, population growth has shifted outward from Miami
to suburban areas. Between 1960 and 1970 the population of Miami grew by
15%, a growth that many a central city would envy. But in the same period,
the population of the suburban municipalities increased by about 45%, and that
of the unincorporated areas increased by over 50%. So, despite a substantial
population increase in Miami, the central city proportion of the population of
the county dropped to just over 26% (it had been just over 50% in 1950).

In 1970 the five largest suburban cities had slightly over 23% of the county popu-
lation, while slightly more than 42% of the population lived in the unincorporated
areas.

Thus, Miami differed from the central cities of other metropolitan areas that had
major governmental reorganizations in the past fwo decades in not being the
dominant center of population, as were Nashville, Jacksonville, Indianapolis,
and Toronto. And Dade county is characterized by having a large and increasing
portion of the population living outside the, boundaries of any city.

In 1970, the population of Dade county was 1,257,000; Miami had 334,000,
Hialeah 101,000, Miami Beach 87,000, and the unincorporated areas had a
popu lation of 537,000,

These growth patterns have implications for the development of local and metro-
politan government in Dade county. The residents of the county each decade
contain a high proportion of migrants from other areas, almost entirely from other
states, but including a large influx of Cubans in the past 15 years. The strong
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attachment of residents to their cities that exists in most other metropolitan

areas of the U S appears fo exist to a lesser extent in most Dade county cities
bec_:ause the residents are relative newcomers. And more than 400,000 of the
residents of the unincorporated areas did not live there in 1950. Thus they have
either voluntarily moved from a city or from outside the county into the unin-
corporated area, where their urban services are provided directly by Dade Metro.

The major ethnic groups in the population also tend to have a high proportion
of in-migrants from other areas, and to lack identification with specific cities.
The black population has had less in-migration than the rest of the population
in recent decades. Blacks were nearly 13% of the population in 1950 and just
under 16% in 1970. They have concentrated primarily in the city of Miami and
adjacent unincorporated areas. One result of this was that the Model Cities
neighborhood boundaries took in areas within the city of Miami and adjoining
unincorporated areas, and was administered by the Dade Mefro department of
housing and urban development.

The ‘largest ethnic group in the county is the Spanish-speaking population com=
monly referred to as Cubans, although there are components from other Latin
backgrounds. This group totalled 300,000 in 1970, or nearly 24% of the county
population, They also live primarily in the city of Miami and adjoining sub-
urban areas. Most of them are migrants into the area within the past ten or
twelve years.

The City of Miami Beach has a Fairlz large component of Jewish residents, most
of whom are migrants from New York and other Northern cities.

Because the climate of the area attracts tourists and winter visitors, Dade county
also has a large non-resident population. During peak weeks, there may be up
to 300,000 non-residents living in the county. |t appears that this shifting popu-
lation of visitors tends to reinforce the tendency to not have deep-rooted local
loyalties.

Because of its relatively recent development, and its distance from other major
markets, Miami and Dade county have relatively little heavy industry and manu-
facturing. The travel industry and the real estate development industry appear to
be the two major components of the economy. The largest private employer is
Eastern Airlines.

The Dade County SMSA contains relatively few units of government. There were
33 such units in 1972, in contrast to the average of 268 units for metropolitan
areas with over 1 million population. There were 28 municipalities: Dade Metro
is one of them, and the other 27 were cities. There were 5 special districts, con-
sisting of housing and urban renewal authorities and the school district.

There were 10 new municipalifies incorporated in the county between 1940 and
1950. In the early 1950's, the Dade county legislative delegation to the Florida
legislature obtained legislafion precluding further incorporations under general
state legislation, and the delegation informally agreed not to introduce special
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legislation for incorporations. When the Dade Metro charter went info effect
in 1957, the county assumed the power over municipal incorporations and only
one incorporation has been approved since that time.

There are very few multi-county districts of which Dade Metro is a member be-
cause Dade Metro serves as the regional agency for such things as A-95 review.
The Florida Inland Navigation District is concerned with bridges over the inland
waterway which goes through Cade county. Dade is one of seven counties in
the South Florida Regional Planning Council.

Historical Development of Metropolitan D ade County

The activities leading up to the adoption of the Metropolitan Dade County
charter in 1957 have been extensively studied (Sofen, 1963; Wolff, 1960;
Grant, 1969, 1970), and will be only briefly reviewed here.

There had been efforts to simplify and unify local government structure in the
Miami area dating from at least the 1930's. In the 1940's ten school districts
were consolidated into a single county-wide district, a county-wide health
system was established, and the area's major hospital was transferred from Miami
to Dade county.

In 1945 the mayor of Miami offered a proposal for consolidating all units of
government in the county into a unitary City and County of Miami. This was
supported by the news media and by governmental reform groups, but was not
introduced in the state legislature because of opposition from some of the sub-
urban communities.

But in 1948, a proposed amendment to the Florida Constitution that would con-
solidate Miami and four smaller municipalities with the county, and allowing
other municipalities to join at a later date, was defeated by the voters in Dade
county.

In 1953, a proposal to abolish the Miami city government and transfer its func-
tions to Dade county was narrowly defeated by the voters of the city. This
close vote was an important factor in encouraging the subsequent campaign to
establish a home rule charter for Dade county (Sofen, 1963).

The willingness of many Miami residents to consider unification of the city and
county governments has been an unusual aspect of governmental reform in Dade
county. Unlike most other areas where a unified form of government has been
considered, the residents of the cenfral city of Miami have been more open to
the possibility of abolishing the city and combining it with the county. Indeed,
in 1973 a member of the Dade Metro Commission from Miami was organizing yet
another attempt to do just that, and was receiving some support from other Miami

citizens.

Dade county government prior to reorganization was the commission form, with
numerous elective offices. The council~manager form existed in Miami and
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several other municipalities. But despite Miami's professional governmental
structure, the city government was often in political turmoil, and the relatively
stable county government was a more respected institution. While it is not the
norm, there have been several grand jury investigations and indictments of
municipal officials in Dade county over the past 25 years. And in 1972 a petition
for a recall election on four Dade County Metro commissioners was sparked by
charges of corruption. Thus, the pattern of political turmoil was a factor in the
movement toward governmental reorganization.

The campaign for Dade Metro began with the formation of a citizens group which
commissioned a study by the Public Administration Service. The Service in 1954
recommended a home rule charter with a two-tier federated system, with the

county providing metropolitan-wide services and the cities providing local serv-

ices, and with a council-manager form of government for the county (Public
Administration Service, 1954).

The governmental reorganization in Dade county took place over the period of
a number of years, First it was necessary to amend the Florida Constitution to
permit certain counties to adopt home rule charters, which was accomplished
through a statewide vote on a constitutional amendment in 1956.

Then a broadly based Charter Commission was established in Dade county, and
over a period of several months a proposed charter was drawn up. In this process,
the major political compromise seems to have been the decision to not press for

a unified governmental structure, but to establish a modernized county structure
and to have the municipalities retain their existing functions. However, the
charter attempted to strike a balance, which permitted the cities to voluntarily
turn over individual functions to the county, and gave Dade Metro considerable
power fo establish county-wide standards for the performance of services.

Principal support for the charter came from the standard proponents of reform —
university people, Chamber of Commerce, local news media (particularly the
influential Miami Herald), and the League of Women Voters. Some opposition
developed among city and county officials and employees.

The Charter was adopted in 1957 by a vote of 44,404 to 42,620, largely on the

basis of the substantial majorities given the proposal in the cities of Miami and
Coral Gables. Most other jurisdictions in the county voted against the charter.

Structure and Powers

The first few years of charter government for Dade Metfro was marked by conflict
and confusion because the opponents of Mefro government continued to propose
charter amendments that would change the structure and powers of Dade Metro.
The changes concerned the election and powers of certain county offices such

as sheriff and tax assessor, the method of election of the Dade Metro commission,
the powers of the county manager, and the distribution of powers between Dade
Metro and the municipalities. From 1958 through 1962, Sofen lists 17 such
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amendments submitted to the voters (Sofen, 1963, p. 228). Most of the propo-
sals were defeated, and those that were adopted were of relatively minor conse-
quence except the repeal of a mandatory reassessment provision of the charter,
and amendments limiting the power of the manager to appoint department heads
and reorganize and combine departments without Commission approval. But the
continued proposal of and elections concerning charter amendments indicated a

continuing opposition to Dade Metro and diverted the attention of Metro officials
from the day—to-day business of governing.

The basic structure of Dade Metro is the commission-manager form of government.
It has the largest population of any local government using the manager form of
government in the United States. Many of the studies of Dade Metro have devoted
considerable attention to the county managers, their managerial styles, and their
relationships with the commission. Looking back over the first 15 years of Dade
Metro, it appears that each of the county managers made major contributions to
building the administrative structure and staff, and to educating the community
about how the commission-manager form of government operates.  This has not
been an easy task. As recently as 1972, four of the Dade Metro commissioners
were removed from office by the voters in a recall election. And the previous
year the Dade County Metro Study Commission recommended a strong mayor system
that would have weakened considerably the relative position of the manager. In
the 15 years of continuous turbulence, the manager system has not really had the
opportunity to show what it could do. -

But in 1973, most observers in Dade county felt that the county manager and the
mayor and commissioners were finally putting it all together. And observers,
while praising the incumbent manager, were careful to add that the commission
he had to work with was the best commission so far. The general feeling of opti-
mism wgqs supported by the fact that the voters had shown support for the present
administration in 1972 by approving the issuance of $536,000,000 in bonds for

a wide variety of county projects.

Dade Metro is governed by eight commissioners and a mayor who presides over
and is a voting member of the commission. There are eight districts. The com-
missioner must be a resident of the district from which elected, but is elected by
the voters of the entire county, in a nonpartisan election. The mayor is also
elected by the voters of the entire county.

Thus far there has never developed in Dade Metro the kind of nonpartisan local
political party so often found in other commission-manager municipalities. In
Dade’s individualistic electoral system, the most sought-after endorsement is that
of the Miami Herald, but the voters tend nevertheless to make their own selections.

The commissioners hire the manager, and he serves at their pleasure. He appoints
department heads, subject to the approval of the commission. Virtually all other
Dade Metro employees are selected under the merit system except for judges and

other employees of the court system.

There is in the county a state circuit court, whose iudgc:zs, state's aftorney, public
defender and other officials are selected under the provisions of state law, in
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which Dade Metro has only the responsibility for holding such elections as are
required. However, Dade Metro, like other Florida counties, must provide
funds for salaries, court and office buildings, and other requirements of the
court system.

There is also a metfropolitan court system, which is provided for in the charter
of Dade Metro, and which is essentially a municipal court system. The rela-
tionship of this court system to the existing municipal courts was a matter of
continuing confroversy in the early years of Metro. At present, the metro-
politan court is the municipal court in the unincorporated areas of the county
and in those municipalities that have asked the county commission to provide
municipal court services for them. In other municipalities, such as Hialedh,
the city has chosen to provide its own municipal courts.

Under the direction of the county manager are some 24 major departments. A
few of them are departments with traditional county functions such as cooperative
agricultural extension, medical examiner, and elections. The remainder tend to
perform the functions of departments in large cities, including departments of
general services administration, and of housing and urban development, which
suggest an adaptation of federal agency functions to the local level.

There are five staff agencies, called offices, such as management and budget
and human resources administration. A relatively new staff agency is the Office
of Environmental Resource Management, which will be discussed later.

There are a number of other county agencies that do not seem to fit the tradi-
tional line and staff model, in that they are advisory to the commission, or per-
form functions that in other local areas are regarded as regional in nature. For
example, the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission is advisory to the county
commissioners. Two agencies, the Criminal Justice Planning Council and the
Manpower Area Planning Council are simultaneously county and regional agencies
that work directly with the county manager, but perform review functions for pro-
posals from the county and municipalities within the county.

Division of Functions Between Metropolitan Dade County and the
Municipalities Within the County

The Dade Metro charter provides for a two tier system in that home rule powers
are conferred not only to Metro, but also to the constituent municipalities. But
there is ambiguity in the charter with respect to the precise relationship of Metro
to the municipalities, as indicated by the following appraisal:

Most of the charter provisions are permissive and nane accomplish in
themselves any allocation or transfer of function. Powers are conferred
upon the county, but until those powers are exercised by the Board of
County Commissioners municipal authority continues unrestricted by the
charter. Consequently, the development of the pattern of interlocal
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governmental relations in Dade County depends in large part upon politi-
cal decisions to be made by the Board of County Commissioners (Feldman
& Jassy, 1967, p. 358).

There are some area-wide, metropolitan-level functions assigned to Dade Metro
by the charter: health and welfare; enforcement of the building code; compre=
hensive planning, pollution control; social action programs; ports, airports, -
fransit, Metro parks and recreation programs; a court system; and area-wide re-
sponsibilities for traffic control and roadways.

Responsibility for water and sewage services was to be given to Dade Metro by
the charter, and the Metro Water and Sewer Board has regulatory power over
all public and private water and sewer utilities. Yet the major operating
agency until 1973 was the City of Miami Water and Sewer Authority, and Dade
Metro had a limited role in providing water and sewer services. In 1973, the
Authority was moved from the jurisdiction of the Miami City Commission, re-
named, and placed under the jurisdiction of the Cade Metro Commission, where
it absorbed the water and sewer services formerly provided by Dade Metro. The
transfer of this major operating agency to Metro had been a long and delicate
transaction, and the Authority remains a quasi~independent agency separate
from the regular departments of Metro and not under the jurisdiction of the
County Manager.

At the same time, municipalities within the county are authorized by the charter
to exercise all powers relating to local affairs not inconsistent with the charter.
Thus the municipalities have a wide range of functions such as police patrol, fire
protection, parks and recreation, and zoning and subdivision regulation which
can be performed by the municipality.

The charter provided that D ade Metro may setf reasonable minimum standards for
all local governments in the county for the performance of any service or func-
tion. If the municipalities do not meet these standards, Metro may take over
and perform the function within the municipality. While this is a very strong
provision, the Dade Metro Commission has been reluctant to impose minimum
standards, and there has been no instance of Metro taking over and performing
a regular municipal function unless requested to do so by the municipality.

The charter also provides that Dade Metro may take over and operate or grant
franchises to operate any municipal service if authorized to do so by a two-
thirds vote of the governing body of the municipality or by a majority of those
voting within the municipality on the question of whether the county should
take over a specific service. The election on this question may be called either
by the governing body of the municipality or by the Dade Metro Commission.
The Metro Commission has not called such an election, and as a matter of
policy has taken over services only when requested to do so.

Over the years Dade Metro has received and acceded to a considerable number
of requests to take over services, as is indicated in Table 9.
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Table 9

Functions Transferred to Dade County by Municipal Governments Since 1957
(excluding law enforcement services)

———— —  —— —— —— ]

Year Function City
1959 Traffic Courts All cities
1960 Seaport Miami
Traffic Engineering All
Traffic Patrol Coral Gables
1961 Crime Lab Miami
1963 Drunkometer Testing Miami
1964 River Patrol Miami
1966 Libraries South Miami, Coral Gables, Miami
Springs
Beach Maintenance Miami Beach
Fire Communications North Miami Beach
Tax Assessment All
Tax Collection All
1967 Soar Park Miami
Neighborhood Rehab Miami
Arterial Bridge Maint Miami
1968 Fire Protection Florida City, Virginia Gardens
Arterial Streetlighting Miami (and others)
Housing Authority Miami
City Stockade Miami
Consumer Protection Miami
1969 Fire Protection North Miami
Voter Registration North Bay Village
1970 Fire Communications Miami Shores
1971 Auto Inspection Miami
Libraries Miami
Voter Registration Biscayne Park, Miami Beach
1972 City Jail Miami
Municipal Court Miami

Fire Protection

Fire Communications
Voter Registration
Auto Inspection

Opa-locka, Bal Harbour-Bay Harbor
Islands, North Bay Village

Miami Springs, West Maimi, Sweetwater

El Portal

Hialeah
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Year Function City

1973 Park, Recreation, Miami = Proposed
Special Facilities
Fire Protection Miami Shores - Proposed
Voter Registration Bay Harbor Islands, North Miami

Beach, Miami Shores, Sweetwater,
, Hialeah Gardens
Water & Sewer Authority Miami
Fire Protection Surfside

1974 Voter Registration All (10 remaining) = State Mandate

Source: Metropolitan Dade County Office of Management & Budget, July 1973,

The Dade Metro Department of Public Safety also provides services for many of
the cities in the county. For example, crime laboratory service, central acci-
dent records, and vice investigations are provided by the department for all
municipalities within the county. On the other hand, 25 of the 26 cities pro-
vide their own routine police patrol and 23 of the 26 provide their own traffic
law enforcement. And Miami, Miami Beach and Hialeah still provide most of
the major law enforcement services for themselves.

When a service is transferred from a municipality fo Dade Metro, the cost of the
service is included as a part of the Dade Metro gudgei‘. Thus there is some finan-
cial incentive for the cities to transfer functions to Dade Metro. The Florida
legislature, by a statute effective in 1972, added some additional incentive by -
imposing a tax rate limitation of 10 mills on each municipality in the state.
Several of the cities in Dade county, including Miami, were above the rate
limit, and in order to meet the state requirement they had to cut their expendi-
tures. |t is expected that as the 10 mill limit begins o pinch municipal budgets
even further, there will be more requests for the transfer of functions to Dade

Metro. o,

Another issue has been that there were many people who felt that city residents »
were paying county taxes that helped fo subsidize Date Metro services in the un-
incorporated areas, whose residents paid,only the county taxes. Ons of the argu-
ments advanced by those who favored abolishing the city of Miami has been that
this action would eliminate the double taxation now being paid by residents of

the city.

Metro officials say that this criticism may have been frue in the past, but that
changes in the past few years have brought in su.fﬁcienf revenues from the un-
incorporated areas to pay for the municipal services they receive directly from
the county. The 1973-74 Dade Metro budget points out that non-property tax
revenue from the unincorporated areas is expected to total $36.4 million, more
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than enough to pay for the municipal services received. The major sources are
the utility tax ($17 million), state revenue sharing to the county for the unin-
corporated ferrifory from gasoline and cigarette taxes ($9.4 million), building

and zoning fees ($3.7 million), and traffic fine revenue ($3.2 million) (Metro-
politan Dade County, 1973, p. 7). This is admittedly a rough kind of cost-
benefit measurement, but it has been accepted as valid in some court suits brought
against the county by faxpayers. Some outside observers, however, have raised
questions about both the validity of the method for determining costs and benefits
and the economic efficiency of the Dade county system for residents desiring dif-
ferent levels of services (Bish, 1971, p. 100).

At the cutoff point for our study, there was still a suit in the Florida courts
challenging the right of Dade Metro to levy the utility tax on residents of the
unincorporated areas. Because this tax provides the bulk of the revenue on which
the argument of adequate tax payments from the unincorporated areas rests, it
remains a serious challenge to the ability of Metro to tax residents fairly for
services.

With the continued transfer of functions from the municipalities to Dade Metro,
the question arises as to what services will ultimately be retained by the munici-
palities.  Some observers predict that most cities will be left with one or two serv-
ices, such as routine police patrol. It is expected that Hialeah and Coral Gables
will retain more services than this minimum as long as possible.

Thus, the picture is one of centralization, with the provision of services for all
residents being done by Dade Metro, with some municipalities providing a few
addifional services. This would eliminate the kind of two-tier system originally
envisioned by the PAS study, with Metro providing area-wide services and the
municipalities providing local services. !

The idea of a two-tier system is still in the minds of many local observers, in-
cluding some Dade Metro officials. Indeed, in 1971 the report of the Metropoli-
tan Dade Charter Commission recommended a complete two=tier system, to be
accomplished by dividing the unincorporated areas info four to six service dis-
tricts which would, like the municipalities, support their own local services

from property taxes and service fees within the district (Wood, July 1971, p. 397).
Apparently the service district was regarded by the Charter Commission as an
interim device to be used until the service district residents were persuaded that
they should incorporate into municipalities. The service districts would be
governed by the Dade Metro Commission, but each one would have an elected
district board recommending the level of local taxation to be levied by the Com-
mission for their district. This proposal was not accepted and put on the ballot,
but discussion on some kind of two-tier system continues in Dade county, and
many observers believe that some sort of two-tier system will eventually be
adopted. Just what this will mean for the direct provision of local services by
Dade Metro is unclear, because there are a number of possible options. What is
clear is that the evolution of the system of provision of local government serv-
ices in Dade Metro can be expected to continue, and that further changgs can

be expected.
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Pollution Control Activities in Metropolitan Dade County

Citizens of Dade county and Dade Metro officials have shown considerable con=
cem about pollution problems. In Dade county, as in some other parts of Florida;
there has been the realization that increased population is inevitably followed by
increased pollution. This realization has led to serious consideration of the ques-
tion of whether additional growth is really desirable.

The same question has been raised by the governor and other state officials, and
the state govemment has moved to at least slow the growth rafe and fo control
the effects of pollution upon the major land and water resources of the state.
Legislators from Dade county have been among the leaders in these efforts.

In Dade county, the issue of growth has received considerable attention. Be-
cause the land development and building industry is one of the major components
of the economy, there has been considerable resistance to the idea of limiting
growth. At the same time, there is a general public awareness that too many
people and too much additional building will cause a deterioration of the Florida
lifestyle, and that this has already begun to happen in parts of Dade county and
other nearby areas used for recreation by Dade county residents. In a 1973 sur-
vey, two-thirds of the members of the Greater Miami Chamber of Commerce
favored government and business policies that would discourage migration to
South Florida and would try to improve the lifestyles of current residents.

The Dade Metro Commission has discussed the need for limiting growth. It has
taken tentative action in that direction by imposing temporary moratoriums on
rezoning in major areas of the county while a development plan is being pre-
pared and adopted for the county. The Commission also has consistently voted
to reduce permitted densities in rezoning actions that have come before it.
These actions are directly related to pollution control, in that air pollution in
the county is caused almost entirely by automobiles, and a slowin? of population
growth means a slowing of the increase in the number of aytomobiles operating
within the county. Similarly, new housing developments add to the existing
problems of waste disposal, and further development in the south and western
portions of Dade county poses problems of increased pollution of the Everglades,

Within this general context of discussion and action to decelerate the rapid growth
of the county, Dade Metro has programs aimed at the specific problems of pollution.

Office of Environmental Resource Management

In the 1973-74 budget of Dade Metro, pravision was made for a new Office of
Environmental Resource Management as an adjunct of the County Manager's
office. The new office was not in operation af the time our study was made.
The announced intention was to have a staff agency fto pu Il together the county's
efforts in dealing with environmental resource problems, including the problems

138



of water resources management, solid waste disposal, river restoration, and to
cooperate on environmental matters with other agencies such as the Inland
Navigation district, the Fiood Control District, and the Regional Planning
Council. The establishment of this office appears to indicate formal recogni-
tion by the Manager and Commission that Dade Metro should be devoting more
attention to emerging problems of environmental protection.

Air Pollution Control Activities

The Dade Metro Pollution Control Department operates air pollution monitoring
stations, and periodically inspects installations that emit air pollutants. When
air pollution reaches dangerous levels, the department recommends to the county
manager that an air pollution alert be activated. The county has had several
such alerts. The basic air pollution problem in Dade county is automotive
exhausts, and most local observers feel any solution must come from federal and
state controls over automobile exhausts. However, it is recognized that some
amelioration can be achieved through such things as a rapid fransit system and
limitations on future population growth, and Dade Metro is moving ahead on
both of these programs.

Water Pollution Control Activities

The major water rollufion problem for Dade county has been sewage disposal,
with runoff from lawn and agricultural chemicals also a serious problem, and
commercial and industrial pollution being somewhat less serious.

Sewage disposal has been one of the major failures of local government in the
Miami-Dade Mefro area over the past 15 years. Essentially, the problem has
been that local govemnments have permitted foo much new residentfial and com~
mercial development without making adequate provision for sewage disposal.
Several fimesin the past 15 years, the problem has reached near-crisis propor-
tions, and a really serious crisis has been averted by a combipation of good luck
and last=minute efforts.

Since 1957, the major responsibility for a county-wide sewage disposal program
has rested on Dade Metro, so the continuing seriousness of the problem must be
regarded as a failure of Metro to deal with the problem for the first 15 years of

its existence. Sewage disposal was one of the more intractible problems facing
the county, and other local government agencies also had major responsibility

and authority in this field. But the county charter gave Dade Metro the authority
to set standards for and regulate all local sewage disposal programs, as well as

to provide sewage disposal services itself. So if sewage disposal remained a major
problem, it was because Metro could not muster the necessary will and resources

to deal adequately with the problem.

However, there has been an accelerated effort to meet the problem in recent years,
and it appears that the problem may be brought under control within the next few
years under the leadership of Dade Metro, in cooperation with state and federal

officials.



S.ome of the initial impetus for this effort came from a hearing on water pollu-
tion problems held in Dade county by the U S Environmental Protection Agency
in 1970. This hearing identified the dimensions of the pollution control problem
in the area, alerted the public to the need for action, and brought out what
local agencies needed to do. While there have been disagreements, it appears
that EPA encouragement and support has been one of the ingredients in the
efforts of Dade Metro to deal with the problem. '

Meanwhile, the State of Florida was showing increasing concern about pollu-
tion of water resources, and established a State Department of Pollution Control
with considerable power to regulate local activities. Dade Metro incorporated
all the rules and regulations of the state department into the county pollution
control ordinance by reference. Thus, the State and Metro share responsibility
for taking action in the case of water.pollution.

Where there is a major outbreak of pollution, in which the sewage disposal plants
of Dade Metro or the City of Miami or other major cities in the county seem to be
at fault, it is up to the state to take action. But in the case of pollution dis-
charges into the streams within the county, the Dade Metro Pollution Control De-
partment is responsible for enforcement action against polluters.

Up until 1973, the major agency supplying water and sewer services in the
county was the City of Miami Water and Sewer Authority, which furnished the
water supply to about 70% of residents of the county, and furnished the sewage
disposal for nearly 50% of them. The Authority was under the jurisdiction of the
Maimi City Commission, but operated independently of the city manager, thus
being a quasi-independent authority.

The Dade Metro Charter established a Water and.Sewer Board with authority to
regulate water and sewer agencies within the county. It has regulated the
smaller public and private water and sewer agencies in the county, but never
really had either the technical or political capacity to exercise real control

over the Miami Water and Sewer Authority. The Dade Metro Commission also
has charter authority to establish minimum standards for water and sewer services
within the county, but has chosen not to exercise this power to control the Miami
Water and Sewer Authority.

In 1973, after extensive negotiations, the Miami Water and Sewer Authority was
transferred from Miami to Dade Metro, and became the Metropolitan Dade County
Water and Sewer Authorify. |t absorbed the existing Metro sewer authority,
which had operated on a considerably smaller scale than the Miami authority.

The transfer means that there is now a county=wide authority that provides most
of the water and sewer services within the county, and it is under the jurisdiction
of the Dade Metro Commission, so that it should be easier to estdblish and carry
out a Metro water and sewer policy. The Authority is not under the jurisdiction
of the county manager, so it retains the semi-autonomous position that it held

when it was an agency of the City of Miami. -

Another part of the water pollution control problem in the county is the numbar
of jurisdictions that are involved in granting permission fo developers and builders
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to hook up fo existing major sewer systems, or fo establish small treatment plants,
or fo use septic tanks. In the incorporated areas, these decisions are made by
the various municipalities concerned. In the unincorporated areas, the decisions
are made by Dade Metro, but are made by three different departments — Bui Iding
and Zoning, Public Works, and Pollution Control — plus the Metro Commissioners
through their actions on zoning and rezoning. Once the tanks and plants are
authorized, the Pollution Control department inspects them on a continuing basis
and enforces the pollution control ordinance. The Department has worked out

an effective relationship with the prosecuting attorney's office, and court en-
forcement has been effective enough so that once a polluter has consulted his
lawyer, he usually is ready to stop the pollution without the necessity for court
acfion. o

The Dade Metro Pollution Control Department in 1973 was in the process of de-
veloping a proposed ordinance to require filling stations to install leak-proof
gasoline storage systems and another ordinance to regulate discharges from metal
plating plants, an important component of industry in Dade county. Both ordi-
nances would add to the expense of the affected businesses, but since this pollu-
tion directly affects the aquifer on which the water supply of the entire area de-
pends, the ordinances were regarded as necessary.

To sum up, the Dade Metro Pollution Control Department monitored water pollu-
tion and enforced the existing Metro ordinances and was developing a new ordi-
nance . It was a good program, and was well operated. But there were larger
questions of pollution that were beyond the control of the Department, and for
which responsibility rested in the Dade Metro Commission, the Water and Sewer
Authority, and the State and Federal pollution control agencies.

For example, the ultimate method of sewage disposal for the county was still
under discussion. The City of Miami Beach was under a state and federal
mandate to hook up its sewage outfall line to one of the plants of the County
Water and Sewer Authority, and to cease discharging treated sewage info the
Atlantic Ocean too close to the shore. But the approved disposal method was
to discharge into the Atlantic at a distance of several miles from shore, where
the cleansing action of the Gulf Stream provided adequate dispersal. Even so,
there were occasional complaints from the adjoining downstream areas such as
Broward County and Palm Beach County that their beaches were being polluted
by Dade Metro and its municipalities.

In the Water and Sewer Plan developed by Dade Metro in 1973 and approved by
the State and Federal agencies, this 6ff=shore discharge was a part of the ap-
proved plan. But there was also a controversial proposal for making use of deep-
well disposal as an alternative to discharge into the ocean. So there are still
some major unsolved questions as to where to.put the sewage in the more distant

future.

Meanwhile Dade Metro officials are optimistic that the Water and Sewer Plan
can be implemented within the next few years, thus bringing under control the
immediate water pollution problem from sewage disposal. Among the bond
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issues approved by the voters in 1973 was a substantial amount for sewer mains
and treatment plants, which together with promised EPA grant funds will build
substantially all the facilities needed to provide adequate treatment and dis-
posal for buildings and population foreseeable in the next few years. If a

major pollution outbreak can be avoided while the facilities are being built,
Metro will have then achieved considerable success in dealing with the sewage
disposal problem. However, any combination of accelerated growth and in-
flationary costs might tend to limit the success of the effort, as would any lessen-
ing of the federal funds being counted on by Metro.

The water pollution problems of agricultural chemicals and the runoff from home-
owners' lawns of pesticides and fertilizers is a major one, though less pressing
than that of sewage disposal. It is acute on the Western side of the county,
where this runoff goes into the streams flowing through the everglades, but is
also a problem in terms of weed growth in the drainage canals and pesticide
concentrations in fish in the canals and rivers on the East side of the county.
At this point, the county is relying on an educational campaign to persuade
people to use chemicals as directed. In the long run, however, there will have
to be a major policy decision by the Dade Metro Commission or the State or
Federal agency, and the alternatives and consequences seem to have not yet
been very well identified.

Solid Waste Pollution

At present Dade Metro and the municipalities in the county are relying upon a
combination of sanitary landfills and incineration to dispose of solid wastes.

The limitations of both appear to be well understood, and Dade Metro is actively
exploring alternative methods of disposal. However, there are no feasible al-
ternatives in sight, and as landfill sites become more scarce, the problem will
become more acute for Dade county than in other parts of the country where
potential sites are more plentiful. Dade Metro officials are aware of the problem,
but at present seem to be hoping that improved technology of some kind will ap-
pear in fime to prevent a crisis in solid waste disposal.

Nuclear Pollution Control Activities

There is not much nuclear activity in the county, and consequently not much
problem of nuclear pollution. The Dade Metro Pollution Control Department
issues permits and inspects the equipment of industrial firms using nuclear equip~

ment.

Noise Pollution Control Activities

Dade Metro has a noise ordinance aimed primarily at vehicle and machinery noise
levels, which is enforced when a complaint is received or when a violation comes
directly to the attention of a police officer. In 1973 the Dade Metro Commission
had indicated an inferest in revision of the ordinance to provide stricter control
over machinery and vehicle noise, and the Pollution Control Department had
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underfaken a study of noise levels as a preliminary step to developing a proposal
for a revised ordinance.

Dade Metro is in a somewhat ambivalent position with respect to aircraft noise.
As a major air transport center, with a substantial number of its citizens em~
ployed by the air transport industry, it is faced with the problem of not unduly
restricting its economic base by having such stringent noise controls that the
industry would look elsewhere.

At the same time, there is pressure from citizens whose homes are subject fo
noise from aircraft flight patterns, and from those whose homes would be in the
proposed flight patterns from new airports. Yet efforts to relocate airports in

the direction of less densely populated areas almost inevitably move ;Ee air-
craft noise out over the everglades and the cypress swamps, and encounters major
opposition from conservationists both in the county, the state, and the nation,
since the everglades are regarded as a unique natural resource. It appears that
the problem will continue fo grow more difficult as time passes, since both the
economic and conservationist values will continue to be important to residents

of the county.

To sum up, Dade Metro has had mixed results in dealing with pollution control
problems. It seems to be pulling together the necessary funds and power to deal
with the immediate problems of sewage disposal. In the case of solid wastes,
air, nuclear, and noise pollution, Metro appears to be doing as well as are
other major municipalities throughout the country. But Metro still has major
long range pollution problems of solid waste, air quality, and sewage disposal.
It has yet to make some of the difficult value choices that seem to be required
to either live with or cut down on the pollution. And even if it were to make
these difficult choices, Metro would still be dependent upon action by local
governments in other parts of the state, by regional agencies, and by the state
and national governments before the pollution problems could be dealt with in
the way chosen by Metro. At the same time, it appears that the existence of
the Dade Metro government has made it possible to deal with some pollution
problems on a county-wide basis, which was more difficult before Metro came
into existence.

_S_ymma[x

For the first fifteen years of the existence of Metropolitan Dade County, a series
of political attacks on ifs structure and officials tended to take a disproportionate
portion of time and attention. This is reflected in the literature about Dade Metro,
which tends to be concemed with the process by which it was brought into exist-
ence and survived the attacks.

The consultants' report from which the charter commission began its work proposed

a two-tier federation, and this image persisted although the charter established an
urban county with broad powers to determine the directions in which it would
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evolve. Both the report and the charter provided that area-wide functions
would be performed by Metro and local functions would be performed by munici-

palities. Both of them gave Metro power to set minimum standards for the serv-
ices performed by the municipalities.

But the charter permitted Metro to also provide urban services directly in un-
incorporated areas, and what has developed is that Metro provides alr urban
services in unincorporated areas occupied by about one-third of the population
of the county. In addition, many of the municipalities have requested that
Metro provide certain urban services within their boundaries, and Metro has
proceeded to do so. But Metro has never seen fit to establish minimum standards
for the provision of urban services by the municipalities.

Thus, what has developed in an urban county that provides area-wide services,
but not a two-tier or federated system. With respect to the local services, what

has been happening is a transfer of functions from many of the municipalities to
the county.

In addition, the county has performed some functions that are usually thought of
as regional in nature, for example A-95 review and Law Enforcement and Health
Services planning. So, in most respects, Dade Metro has been a regional agency,
primarily in connection with federal regional requirements.

For some purposes such as airport and rapid transit planning, and environmental
planning, Dade Metro has participated with adjoining counties as a part of
several multi-county regions. In the regulation of land use and environmental
management, the State of Florida is taking an increasing role, and Dade Metro
participates under the jurisdiction of the appropriate state agency.

It appears that the political challenges to Dade Metro's status in the county may
have lost their force, so that Metro can now turn its attention fo its functions as
an urban county. Further evolution and controversy may be expected on the role
of Metro and the local governments, including the question of decentralization
of Metro services in the unincorporated areas. Some evolution and controversy
may also be expected as Dade Mefro becomes more closed engaged with adjoin-
ing counties and the state government in activities that extend beyond the
boundaries of Metro.
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SECTION X
NASHVILLE-DAVIDSON COUNTY, TENNESSEE

Introduction and History

Nashville is the capital of Tennessee, a cultural, entertainment and commercial
center, justifiably resentful of the imposition of the "hillbilly image" sometimes
portrayed by the media.

Perhaps best known as the "Country Music Capital of the World, " Nashville is
also a city of educational institutions (including the prestigeous Vanderbilt and
Fiske Universities), government offices, and insurance and banking firms. More
of a commercial than an industrial center, the Nashville area (Davidson County)
has a diversified economy and rate of economic growth that has provided a healthy
increase in per capita income and a relatively low unemployment rate for its
residents (Metropolitan Planning Commission, June, 1972).

On an impressionistic scale of nice places to live, Nashville would rank high
among American cities, possessing both "urbane" and "country” virtues.

As a system of urban government, Nashville's consolidated city and county —
metropolitan-government has received a remarkably uncritical treatment in pub-
lished materials. The drama of the unsuccessful 1958 referendum to adopt a uni-
tary metropolitan government and the success of the 1962 referendum tends to
dominate the literature. In 1962 Roscoe Martin developed a systematic classifi~
cation of the methods of local government adaptations in metropolitan areas.

The numerical ordering of the sixteen types of adaptation identified by Martin
reflects the level of complexity and degree of structural change, i.e., Martin
explicitly notes (1963, p. 3): “each succeeding method in normal circumstances
would appear to edge a little nearer to an outright metropolitan solution to the
area's problems of government."

The consolidated government of Nashville-Davidson County is ranked fifteen on
Martin's scale, and that kind of status as "nearer to an outright metropolitan
solution” has tended fo be reflected in published materials on Nashville's Metro —
the assumption of "it has to be better” is implicit in almost all the research that
has appeared on Nashville's Metro.

In one sense, the passage of the decade of the 1960's has tended to downgrade
unitary metropolitan government as a viable alternative for most metropolitan
areas; but Nashville's Metro's radical departure from the fraditional structure of
local government and its decade of existence are compelling reasons to attempt
to understand the relationship of political structure and governmental performance
in metropolitan areas from Nashville's experience.

The developmental history of the metropolitan area centered on Nashville, Tenne-
ssee, is a fascinating example of the process of metropolitanation and the structural
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capacity of political institutions as they affect and are affected by that process.
During the last decade metropolitan growth has moved beyond the boundaries of
metropolitan govemment in Davidson County into contiguous counties.

Prior to 1962 Davidson County was a single-county SMSA. In 1962 Sumner and
Wilson counties were added to the Nashville SMSA. In 1973, Cheatham, Dick-
son, Robertson, Rutherford and Williamson counties were added to the retitled
Nashville-Davidson SMSA, creating an eight-county SMSA (U S Office of
Management and Budget, Executive Office of the President, June, 1973, p. 197).

Table 10 indicates population distribution and trends within the eight-county
Nashville-Davidson SMSA. Davidson County clearly dominates as a population
center, But the rate of increase is greater in the suburban counties of the metro-
politan region, with Davidson County in a position of relative loss in its per-
cenfage share of the total population of the SMSA, replicating the pattern or
urbanization in the United States of spread and sprawl, growth outward from the
urban core.

However, the significance of the Nashville metropolitan area is that the process
of metropolitanization during the last decade has not occurred within the tradi-
tional framework of fragmented local governmental jurisdictions. The core of
the Nashville-Davidson SMSA is not the traditional central city, but a signifi-
cant example of a successful reform effort to achieve metropolitan government.

Certainly the population governed by Metro (447,877 in 1970) is smaller than
that of many of America's major cities. The significance of Nashville's Metro
is partly in its geographic jurisdiction of 507.8 sq mi (U.S. Bureau of the
Census, City and County Data Book, 1972), although there are municipal
governments that have pursued an aggressive policy of annexation which have
comparable areal capacity (Oklahoma City, Okla{noma — 635.7 sq mi; Housfon,
Texas — 433.9 sq mi, Kansas City, Missouri — 316.3 sq mi).

The political meaning of Nashville Metro is only marginally indicated by its
geographic boundaries or the number of people it serves: Metropolitan government
has long been a goal and object of confroversy as the dynamic process of metro-
politanization occurred in juxtaposition to the relatively rigid structure of local
govemnmental jurisdictions. Nashville Metro is a dramatic development in local
government structure that has served as a profotype for the decade of its existence.

The origins of Metro have been the object of study for social scientists, and there
are a number of comprehensive appraisals of the reform experience (Elazar, 1961;
Booth, 1963; Hawkins, 1966).

Brett Hawkins' work is the :rost recent developmental history of metropolitan reform
in Davidson County, and it is his research effort that provides the essential frame-
work for subsequent studies of Metro. The following section is a summary drawn
from the detailed presentation of the origin of Nashville Metro presented in Haw-

kins' study.
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Table 10

Nashville-Davidson SMSA — Population and Projections

e

1960~-1970 1970-1980 1980- 1990 1990-2000

County 1950 1960 1970 % change 1980 % change 1990 % change 2000 % change
(N (2) () (4) ©) (0) () () (10)
Cheatham 9,167 9,428 13,199  40.0 16,400 24,3 20,300  23.8 24,800 22.2
Davidson 321,758 399,743 447,877 12,0 505,600 12,9 575,000 13.7 649,750 13.0
Dickson 18,805 18,839 21,977 16.7 24,800 12.8 28,500 14.9 32,350 13.5
Robertson 27,024 27,335 29,102 6.5 35,000 20.3 42,500 21.3 51,000 21.4
Rutherford 40,696- 52,368 59,428 13,5 71,000  19.5 88,000 23.9 104,000 18.2
Sumner 33,533 36,217 56,284  55.4 72,600  29.0 86,000 18,5 103,200  20.0
Williamson 24,307 25,267 34,423 36.2 44,600 29.6 56,400 26.5 71,600 27.0
Wilson 26,318 27,668 36,999 33.7 47,900 29.5 57,600 20.3 71,400 24.0

Source: Adapted from: Mid-Cumberland Council of Governments and Economic District, Preliminary Development Plan

1972-2000 April 15, 1972,

Columns (1), (2), (3), (4) data from U.S. Census of Population, 1950, 1960, 1970, Columns (5), (6), (7),
(8), (9), and (10) .estimates based on information from the Office of Business Economlcs, Environmental Protection Agency,
August, 1971, and Revised Population Projections for Nashville~Davidson County and the Metropolitan Region, Metro
Plcmmng Commlssmn October, 1971, and a joint meeting ot the Tennessee Valley Authority, Tennessee Planning Com-
mission, and Tennessee Development Dasfrlcfs, December 6, 1971,




Pre-Reform Nashville and Davidson County

Hawkins (1966, p. 17) presents in tabulated form the population differentials
that existed between the city and out-of-city Davidson County areas from 1900
to 1960, reproduced as Table 11,

Table 11

Population of Nashville Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area,
by Central City and County Outside: 1900-1960

e e e e e e e e e e 1
pP—r I e T e

Davidson
| County
Year Nashville Ovutside
1900 80,865 41,950
1910 110,364 39,114
1920 118,342 49,473
1930 153,866 68,988
1940 167,402 89,865
1950 174,307 147,451
1960 170,874¢ 228,869

Source: Bertfil Hanson, A Report on Politics in Nashville (Cambridge:
Joint Center for Urban Studies ot M.I.T. and Harvard Uni-
versity, 1960), Chap. I, p. 1.

%Including 4,587 persons annexed in 1959. The legality of this
annexation, however, had not been settled by the courts at the time
of the 1960 census. At that time the city occupied 23.3 sq mi.

The population profile indicates the kind of service problems that are endemic to

the spread of the urbanized area. One aspect of Nashville's pre-reforms circum-
stances are in the substantive problems in serving people needs for fire and police
protection, schools, sewers, etc., as people move beyond municipal boundaries.
Another aspect is the institutional arrangements of the local governments in the
delivery/non-delivery of the needed urban services. The assumption of the metro-
politan reform movement in Nashville (as elsewhere) was that the substantive
problems of lack of sanitary sewers, etc., would yield to the organizational logic

of reformed governmental institutions. Structure-capacity-performance were assumed
to be linked positively, if not absolutely, in reform expectations.
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The political diagnosis of the metropolitan problem was summarized by Roscoe
Martin in his 1963 study of metropolitan areas (p. 103): "Nashville in 1951
was really two cities. One was the economic and social community of over
300,000 persons living in an area of some 125 sq mi. The other was the cor-

porate city, consisting of slightly more than half that number living within an
area of only 22 square miles, "

During the decade of the 50's the governmental structure within Davidson Caunty
became the object of study and concern. Although Davidson County contained
relatively few units of government (15) prior to consolidation “there was no area-
widzes)insfrumenfalify to handle areawide problems until 1962" (Hawkins, 1966,
p‘ [ ]

The governmental units of Davidson County prior to consolidation in 1962 in-
cluded: one county, seven municipalities, and seven special districts (six utility
and the Nashville Housing Authority).

Numerically, the adoption of Metro didn't substantially decrease the govern-
mental unifs in Davidson County. The 1967 Census of Governments listed 13
unifs: seven municipalities (including Metro), and six special districts. The
1972 Census of Govemments, again, counts 15 units in Davidson County: seven
municipalities and eight special districts, two being added since 1967.

However, the numbers tend to mask Metro's dramatic accomplishment in govem-
mental reform.

The six "satellite cities" that appear in the census count have retained their
separafe identity under Metro but are not particularly significant in terms of the
delivery systems of local government services. The satellite cities and their 1960
populations are listed in Table 12. The satellite cities' boundaries in Davidson
County were "frozen" by the adoption of Metro, that is they cannot annex. How-
ever, Goodlettsville, in northeastern Davidson County has moved to annex con-
tiguous land in Sumner County. The City of Hendersonville in Sumner, also wants
to annex the land, and the resulting dispute has involved the argument that if
Goodlettsville surrenders its charfer and merges with the USD, part of Sumner
County would be "annexed" by Davidson County Metro.

Table 12
Davidson County Satellite Cifies

= Year Area — Population

Incorporated Sq Miles 1960 Census
City of Belle Meade 1938 2.80 3,082
City of Berry Hill 1950 .87 1,551
City of Forest Hills 1957 9.47 2,101
City of Goodlettsville 1958 6.43 3,163
City of. Lakewood* 1959 .95 1,896
City of Oak Hill 1952 8.37 4,490

*|ncorporated as Dupontonia. Name change voted in 1962,
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The continued existence of the six satellite cities may have some symbolic
meaning in their refusal to yield fo the unitary iogic of Metro by surrendering
their charters and receiving all of their needed services from Metro. (The
satellite cities are included in the area~wide programs of Metro, but remain
separate from the "Urban Services Cistrict” which provides "city-type" services
of fire protection, garbage collection, etc.)

But the institutionalized conflict present in Dade County, Florida between the
county and municipalities does not exist in Davidson County simply because the
satellite cities contain such an insignificant percentage of the population that
they can safely be ignored by Metro. (And apparently by the Bureau of the
Census, since our attemptfs to locate specific population figures for the satellite
cities in 1970 census publications was unsuccessful, although the 1972 Census

of Governments indicates that one of these six municipalities has a population

in the 5,000 to 9,999 range, three are in the 2,500 o 4,999 range, and fwo are
in the 1,000 to 2,499 range).

The cities of Goodlettsville and Lakewood were incorporated after the defeat of
the 1958 consolidation proposal. Typically, state laws make incorporation rela=
tively easy, annexation relatively difficult. The gap between developed areas

in need of urban services and the constrained areal capacity of a central city to
deliver those services usually results in a central city hemmed in by growing num-
bers of incorporated suburbs. Nashville's static geography is explicable on the
basis of restrictive state laws requiring consent of the annexed population, as
much as the city's failure fo annex the urbanized fringe. And as subsequent
evenfs in Davidson County were to demonstrate, central cities tend to be "damned
if they do and damned if they don't" in annexation policy~decisions.

Incorporation activity has come to be deplored in metropolitan areas as causing
fragmentation, that is expressing a defensive separatism mentality on the part of
the suburban populations. However, incorporation can also express perception of
service needs and the willingness to organize and contribute tax monies to a local
government to provide those services.

Of the six municipalities that incorporated outside of Nashville, two did so after
the threat of consolidated government in 1958, and three incorporated to gain
zoning power to protect their exclusive residential quality (Hawkins, 1966, p.

23).

Daniel Grant (1966, p. 221) theorized that the failure of Nashville to annex
removed a threat to the urbanized fringe that might have motivated incorporation,
which would have made Metro more difficult to achieve, a somewhat back=
handed compliment to the city's government in aiding the reform effort. But that
is a difficult position to understand since until a 1955 change in state law, sub-
urban residents were protected from being unwillingly annexed, with a referendum
required to approve the annexation; nor have other iringe areas surrounding cities
that had a "no-annexation" policy displayed a similar disinclination to incorporate ;
for example, this was not the case in the St. Louis, Detroit, or Seattle areas.
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Inc,o.rporaﬁon as an expression of problem-solving behavior to provide urban
services appears to have been almost nonexistent in Davidson County prior to
consolidation. It is well fo keep in mind that dispite substantive problems
prior to consolidation, there is little evidence that the consumers of public
services in Davidson County were aroused to demand a more rational system
of local government's delivery of services. The substantial degree of urbani-
zation in the absence of incorporation and the failure of the 1958 referendum
vote suggest that the residents of Davidson County remained skeptical of the
utility of changing the structure of local government to meet citizen needs.

Substantive problems in Davidson County prior to reform provide a fixed point
measure from which the effect of metropolitan reform can be (crudely) measured,
since the rationale for reform was based on improved services, as well as other
more subjective values.

The literature is agreed on the problems that existed in the Nashville area.
There is substantial agreement that the lack of sanitary sewers was the number
one problem. A health (environmental) problem because the lack of an area-
wide sewer system resulted in the reliance on septic tanks in Davidson County
and the concentration of limestone on or near the surface of the area's soil re-
ducing the capacity of the soil to absorb sewerage (perculate) made the use of
septic t