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SUMMARY

Regional plamming agencies have been developed in forty States
as one economic method to deal with regional issues and problems which
cross local govermmental jurisdictions. Organizationally these substate
planning districts are located between local and state govermments. They
provide planning and technical assistance services to their local member
governments in such fields a&s land use, economic development, social
services, housing, and criminal Justice.

The purpose cof this study is to exemine and analyze Georgia's and
Tennessee's efforts in developing regional planning agencies. The two
States' agencies are evaluated according to six factors and recommen-
dations are made for carrying out similar regional programs in the

United States.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

For decades professional planners, politicians, and citizens
have debated the proper location of respongibility for planning the
Nation's future growth. Traditicnally, the State has delegated certain
planning responsibilities, notably zoning and other police powers, to

local governments. However, beginning in the early 1960's, the planning

function has been further diffused by the introduction of substate
planning districts.

These regional planning bodles are located at a level above
cities and counties but below the States. Although they were formed
to undertake a variety of tasks, they are all similar in their goal to

more efficiently and effectively plan their regions' future growth,.

Definition and Characteristics of Regional Agencies

There are almost as many names as there are regional planning
and policy formulating agencies. Substate planning districts, regional
planning commissions, councils of govermments (COGs), multi-jursidictional
plamming districts, and umbrella multi-jurisdictional organizations
(UMJOS)l are a few of the terms currently used to describe regional
planning bodies. It is therefore necessary to define substate districts
and their characteristics as utilized in this thesis. To distinguish
between substate planning districts and other forms of regional agencies,

a brief description of (1) COGs, (2) special districts, and (3) State



regional offices follows.

Councils of Governments (COGs)

Councils of govermments are associations of local governments
which have joined together to provide a forum for discussion and a
research of mutual problems. The Detroit area is credited with start-
ing the first COG in 1954. In 1965 Congress amended section 701 of
the 1954 Housing Act making COGs eligible for Federal planning grants.
By 1965 there were 30 C0Gs, and today there are over 200 C0Gs operating

in the United States2

Most COGs operate in metropolitan areas and consist of one or
more Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs). They may be
either inter-or intrastate in composition and are organized under
State enabling legislation or as a non-profit corporation.

There are minor differences between a COG and a substate planning
district. As an example, in Tennessee the Chattanooga Area Regional
Council of Governments (CARCOG) is composed of four counties. However,
the Southeast Tenmessee Development Digtriect (SETDD), a regional planning
agency, consists of 10 counties including CARCOG's Tennessee county.
SETDD alsc provides planning services to three CARCOG member counties
in Georgia (Catoosa, Dade, and Walker). To complicate matters further,
the executive director of SETDD is also the executive director of CARCOG,
and both agencies are housed in the same office, utilize the same staff,
but have different governing bedies. The COG under Tennessee's Inter-
local Cooperation Act has the power to undertake and to implement
certain regional services; the regicnal development district has no

3

such power—.



In distinguishing between COGs and substate districts, one
report stated that COGs have:

Strong involvement of local government elected officials. (The
National Service defines a COG as sny regional council with more
than 50 percent local govermment elected officials on its governing
body. )

Fmphasgis on short run, pragmatic programs, such as technical
assistance, joint purchasing, mutual police ﬁide agreements, public
service training, solid waste disposal, ete.

In this thesis a COG is defined as a voluntary association of
local, usually metropolitan, govermments with a majority of elected
officials on its governing board. The COG's boundaries follow political
Jurisdictions, and it hass only advisory powers except 1ln those States

which permit interlocal agreements for the provision of certain services.

Special Districts

Area-wide special districts are organized to operate regional
facilities such as water and sewers, transportation systems, fire pro-
tection, and cconservation projects, among others. Normelly the district
is set up by State legislation, and its governing body is either appointed
or elected. The district's boundaries are delineated by legislative act
and usually do not follow any political subidvisions. The district is
empowered to either levy charges or to collect taxes for operating its
regional facilities,

Many govermments have used special districts as a means to pool
their resources for providing a regiocnal service which individual govern-
ments could not economically afford. According to the National Asgo-
ciation of Regional Councils, in 1957 there were 14,424 special districts;

in 1967 there were 21,26&5.



‘Special districts differ from substate planning districts in
three important aspects. The special districts have taxing powers;
many have regulatory powers; and their boundaries do not usually follow
political subdivisions. Substate districts, however, have no taxing
or regulatory powers, and thelr boundaries are always coterminous with
political districts, usually at the county level.

State Regional Offices

State offices are often set up at the regional level to carry
ocut agency functions. The most common examples are those of the State
Highway Department, the Department of Natural Resocurces, the State
Planning and the Welfare Departments. In Tennessee the State's Local
Planning Division offices are located in seven regional offices. These
regicnal offices provide planning and technical assistance to local
govermments

On the other hand, substate districts are not State field offices
but rather voluntary associations of local governments. The substate
districts' boundaries may or may not coinecide with the State offices’.
Additionally, the district staff may work closely with the State
agencies, but they are not simply an extension of the State government,
The regicnal commissions are ultimately responsible to the local

goverrmental members who constitute thelr boards of directors.

Definition of Substate Planning and Development Districts

As used in this thesis, substate planning and development dis-
tricts are defined as voluntary associations of local governments which

employ a full-time professional staff to deal with regional, and



sometimes, local issues, The districts are organized according to
politiceal subdivisions and are legally responsible to a local board of
representatives appointed by the member governments. The districts are
composed. of several counties and municipalities, either metropolitan or
nomnmetropolitan, within the region. They are therefore not Joint city-
county planning commissions.

The agencies deal with a myriad of regional planning progrsms
such as lend use, envirommental protection, economlc development, trans-
portaticn, health, and similar activities. They do not concentrate,
however, on just one planning area such as health or natural resources.

The substate distriets initielly may have been s local govern-
mental movement but they are now corganized under either specific State
or general enabling legislaftion. Their operating funds are derived
from local, State, and Federal sources. In rare instances, they may
receive a small portion of their funds from private agencies. They are
advisory in nature and do not possess texing cor regulatory powers. Nor
can the districts directly operate public services or facilities.

In summary, substate districts possess the fcllowing character-
istics:

voluntary asscociation of local governments

advisory in nature

metropolitan and/or nommetropolitan member governments

no taxing or regulatory powers

no provision of direct services (except planning and technical

assistance)



multi-jursidictional boundaries
. multi-functional in work activities
funding from local, State, and Federal sources
local board of directors as governing body
In this thesis, the terms regional agenciles, councils, and
commigsions, development districts, as well as State-wide voluntary
associations of local governments are synonomous with the term sub-

state planming and development districts or commissions.

Districts Selected for Study

Seventeen of Georgia's 18 Area Planning and Development Commissions
{APDCs ) and sll nine of Tennessee's Development Districts (DDs) were
selected as the study area. The substate districts in Georgia and
Tennessee have been in existence, respectively, since the early and mid-
1960s. The Atlanta Regional Cormission (ARC) was not considered as part
of the study for two reasons. First, inclusion of the ARC with its
large staff and operating budget would distort comparison of its opera-
tions among the other distriets. Secondly, the ARC was reorganized by
the Georgla General Assembly under Act 5 of 1971. While Act 5 applied
to the creation, organization, membership, and financing of ARC, no
other APDC was created under this legislation7.

Although the substate districts in each State have different
historical and legislative backgrounds, they are comparable. The dis-
triets are voluntary associations of local govermments, employ full-
time staffs, and are governed by & local board of directors. Areas

that the regional commissions serve range from rural sparsely populated



countlies to metropolitan regions of 250,000 or more population,

Purpose and Method of Study

The purpose of the study is to describe and to assess the organi-
zation and operation of substate planming and development districts in
Georgia and Tennessee. Based on this assessment, recommendations are
made for improving the effectiveness of substate districts in the
United States.

The study is based upon a review of the pertinent literature on
the subject, interviews with Federal, State, local and other officials,
and field investigations of representative regional offices in Georgla
and Tennessee,

The following chapters present the historical development of
substate districts, the establishment and organization of Georgia's
and Tennessee's districts, an evaluatlon of the agencles, and recom-

mendations for improving regional planning commissions.



CHAPTER II

HISTORY AND DEVELORMENT OF SUBSTATE

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS

The rapid population and technological changes of the past two
decades have put a tremendous burden on local governments. In areas
such as housing, transportation, lend use, and economic development,
local governments have been hard pressed to meet their citizens' needs.
As one report stated:

The rapid growth and modernization of our nation has brought
with it a highly mobile, highly demanding public which is involved
daily with a number of local govermments. Today's citizen rarely
works, lives, shops, and enjoys his recreatlion within a single
Jurlisdictlon.

However, the development of & regional community has not been
accompanied by the development of & political process or governmental
system which relates to these new communities and their challenges8.

Most State governments have been slow to develop a new "political
process or governmental system” which addresses itself to multijuris-
dictional problems. Although limited to urban problems, an ACIR study
perhaps best summarized the entire problem of jurisdictional frag-
mentation in both metropolitan and nommetropolitan areas:

As the road to the present urban hell was paved, many major sins
of omission and commission can be ascribed to the States., Cities
and suburbs, counties, townships, and boroughs slike are, after all,
legal creations of the State. The deadly combination of restricted
annexation and unrestricted incorporation; the chaoctic and uncon-
trolled mushrooming of special districts; the limitations upon
municipal taxing and borrowing powers; the deliverance of the all
important police powers of zoning, land use and building regulation
intc the hands of thousands of separate and competing local govern-
ments -- these are but a few of the by-products of decades of State
govermment nonfeasance and malfeasance concerning urban affairsg”.



Regional or substate plenning districts are one solution to
Jjurisdictional fragmentation. Nevertheless, the obstacles to forming
a mofe efficient planning system are formidable, According to ACIR
figures, in 1972 there were 600 regional councils of governments,
25,000 special districts (for transportation, natural resources, fire
protection, and other purposes), 1,800 Federally encouraged single
purpose substate districts for health, manpower, law enforcement, and
similar activities, and 488 substate districts in 40 States. The same
report atated that today a typical metropolitan area includes the
following: +two counties, 13 townships, 21 municipalities, 18 school
districts, 31 special districts and authorities (local and area-wide),
three to four Federally supported area~wide planning districts, and one
regional councill A-05 Clearinghouselo. It is obvious that meny of these
governmental bodies may overlep and duplicate each other's functions

and responsibilities.

Federal Incentives

Historically regional planning commissions have formed in
response to two main factors: (1) the requirements for participation
in certain Federal programs and (2) the local recognition of the need
for cooperation among other govermmental units. In a 1967 survey con-
ducted by the National Association of Regional Councils, it was dis-
covered that over 60 percent of the existing regional councils had
formed as a result of these two above reasonsll

Beginning in the 1960s, the Federal government passed legislation

in the areas of transportation, health, housing, and economic development
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which were previously the concerns of State and local governments. Six
of these Federal acts have greatly influenced the development of sub-
state planning districts. They were: (1) Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965 and the Public Works and Economic Development Act of
1965, (2) Housing Act of 1954, Section 701, as amended, (3) Federal Aid
Highway Act of 1962, and (4) Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan
Development Act of 1966 and the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of
1968. A close examination of these six acts reveals their importance

to the districts' formation.

Appalachian Regional Development Act of 1965 and the Public Works and

Economic Development Act of 1965

The Appalachian Regional Development Act was passed prior to the
Public Works and Economic Development Act. Nevertheless, both acts
addressed themselves to providing new industries and Jjobs in economi-
cally depressed areas through formetion of local multi-county develop-
ment districts. The districts' jobs were "to determine the causes of
economic distress and to formulate, coordinate, and implement programs
to eliminate the causes"lQ.

At the Federal level the Economic Development Administration
(EDA) is under the Department of Commerce and consists of five multi-
state regional commissions. They are the Coastal Plains, Four Corners,
New England, Ozarks, and Upper Great Lekes Regional Commissions. At
the substate level economic development districts (EDDs) usually con-

sist of five to ten counties with one designated an economic growth

center. The district must degsign an Overall Economic Development FPlan
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(OEDP) which outlines necessary steps for improving the area's economic
situation., Planning grents are available on a 75 percent metching basis
to pay the EDD's costs of employing a full-time professional planning
staff. Thé Economic Develcpment Administration also provides grants

and loans for the construction of facilities which will ameliorate the
ares's economic problemsl3.

On the other hand, the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) is
s separate agency independent of the EDA. Similar to EDA, the Appsa-
lachian Regionel Commission also funds Local Development Districts (LDDs)
which employ full-time staffs for developing plané to improve the area's
economy. In those cases where counties are eligible as EDDs and lie
within ARC's jurisdiction, the same planning staff is often funded by
both agencies. Nornally EDDs and 1LDDs are either set up as non-profit
corporations or under special State enabling legislation.

The ARC 1s a Federal-State Commission under the control of the
governors of the 13 Appalachian States and s Federal co-chairman appointed
by the President. The governcrs elect a State co-chairman from amcng
themselveslh. The Economic Development Administration has a similar
governing board for the five regionel commissions. However, the Federal
government retains most of the power on the commissions. The Secretary
of Commerce has responsibility for designating an area as anh economic
development district and he reviews all plans. Additionally the President
has veto power over any plans or programs which are submittedlﬁ.

Housing Act of 1954, Section 701, as amended

Under the original Housing Act of 1954, Section 701, Federal

funds were avallable only for urban planning agencies. However, through
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various amendments in 1965 and 1968, almost any planning agency became
eligible for Federal financlal essistance. To qualify for related
Federal categorical grants-in-aid, the 1965 amendments required that
metropolitan connunities must have comprehensive regional planning
programs for water and sewer facilities, open space, and land usel6
Under the 1968 amendments, multi-county, multi-state, and nommetro-
politan areas were added to those eligible for "701" planning monies.
All eligible planning agencies could use "701" funds for planning for
land use, public facilities, government services, human and natural
resource development, "and coordination of all related plans and
activities of the State and local govermments and sgencies concernele."
Section 70l grants are provided on a two-thirds matching basis
except in areas designated as Economic or Local Development Districts

where 75 percent Federal matching funds are available.

Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962

In 1962 Congress passed the Federal Aid Highway Act which affected
all metropolitan areas of 50,000 or more population. It stated that no
Federally aided highway project would be approved in a metropolitan area
after July 1, 1965, unless it was part of a comprehensive regional
trangportation plan, The Act provided 70 percent matching monies to
eligible agencies for undertaking the necessary transportation studiesla.

Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966 and

Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968

The Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Development Act

(Section 204} requires that a regional planning agency in metropolitan
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areas must review and comment upon local govermments' applicaticons for
certain Federal programs. The planning agency is requlred to review

the application request in terms of its effect on regional plans,
policies, and guidelines. ZResponsibility for administering the program
at the Federal level lies with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).

The above act and Title IV of the Intergovemmental Cooperaticn
Act of 1968 (which extends Section 204 review to nommetropolitan areas --
Bureau of the Budget Circular A-95) grant extensive program review
powers to the regional commissions. Although regional planning districts
can only comment upon Federal applications, they can often persuade
local govermments to make recommended changes before submitting the
proposed projectlg.

The Federal government through its categorical and block grant
programs has had a tremendous impact on regional planning commissions.
Although some lecal govermments initiated regional planning commissions
prior tc the Naticnal legislation, the Federal assistance programs have
greatly influenced almost every commission. In fact, a 1968 survey
showed that a typical regional council received 60.1 percent of its
total funds from Federal sourceseo

The President's special revenue sharing proposals, coupled with
his moratorium on several key Federal programs, may drastically change
the tranditicnal functions of the regional agencies. Uevertheless,
the districts will probably continue to operate even if special revenue

sharing is implemented.
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Historical Development of BSubstate Districts

In the past forty years there have been several developments at
the Federal level which influenced today's substate districts. The
National Planning Beard was established during Franklin Roosevelt's
first administration to help prepare public works programs in the
Depression. lLater (1939) the Board was renamed the National Resources
Planning Board and it "sponsored the establishment of State and regional
planning boards, since most of the Pederal projects required at least
State cooperation"el. The States backed this planning because of their
desire to receive public work funds. The Board was eventually abolished
in 1943.

Similarly the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) was one of the
first Federal attempts to solve multi-jurisdicational problems on an
area-wide basis. The Authority's criginal mandate was to construct
dams and watersheds throughout the Tennessee Valley for flood control
and to provide electricity and recreational facilities, Today the TVA
has become involved in & myried of projects that include fertilizer
production, reforestation, and conservation22

The Federal legislation of the 1960s also encouraged the formation
of regional planning commissions. The Housing Act of l95h, a8 amended,
the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, and the Inter-
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968 were all strong Federal incentives
for initiating substate and multi-state commissions. The more important
Federal programs were described in the previous secticn.

At the State level, Tennessee passed legislation in 1935 creating

the State Planning Commission which was directed to "make and adopt a
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peneral state plan for the physical development of the state"23. The

Commission was divided into state and local planning divisions. The

State Planning Division acted as s liaison with the Office of the Governor
and other State departments, while the Local Planning Division provided
planning assistance to local governments in Tennessee's 99 counties.

The Local Planning Division initially had five (today there are seven)
regional offices to provide planning and technical assistance at the
municipal and county leveleu.

In Georgia the State Planning and Programming Bureau (today the
Office of Flanning and Budget and the Department of Community Develop-
ment) was created under State legislation in 1967. Through additional
legislation in 1970 the Bureau's responsibilities included: (1) review-
ing State agency plans filed with the Federal government, (2) assessing
the State's progress in meeting the goals of the Biennisl Development
Program, and (3) maintaining an inventory of grant-in-aid programs, on
request, to local governments25.

Third, local governments formed a variety of govermmental struc-
tures which were the predecessors of today's substate districts. New
York City's borough system was created in 1898 as a federated govern-
mental system. Local authorities (boroughs) maintained certain res-
ponsibilities while relinquishing others to the Federation of the govern-
ments' representatives26

The Twin Cities Metropeclitan Council in Minnesota was another
attempt by local leaders to initiate substate planning. Under 1967
State legislation a 30 member elected metropolitan council was set up

to undertake regional planning and related functions in St. Paul and
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Minneapoli527. However, unlike other subatate planning districts, the
Twin Cities' council was given taxing authority and "the power to
coordinate the overall scocial, physical, and economic development of
the area“ .

The Atlanta Metropolitan Planning Commission was formed in 1947
and included Atlanta as well as two surrounding counties. This agency
was one of the first metropolitan planning commissions in the United
States. A 1960 amendment to Georgia's 1957 general planning enabling
legislation prermitted 11 Coosa Valley counties in Northwest Georgia to
form a multi-county planning and development commission. The Cooss
Valley Ares Planning and Development Commission (APDC) was operating in

early 1961, well before the advent of Federal programs for regional

councils.

Summary

In conclusion, all three levels of American govermment have been
involved in the evolutionary development of substate planning districts.
The Federal govermment has had an important influence on the districts
through its programs of financial assistance. Nevertheless, many of
the forerunmers to today's regional agencies were formed prior to the
Federal legislation of the mid 1960s. TIn the final analysis, the frag-
mentation of local political jurisdictions, concomitant with such
regional problems as economic development, land use, water and sewer
facilities, and the need for an efficient transportation system, were

the most important factors in the districts' development.
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CHAPIER III

ESTABLISHMENT AND ORGANIZATION OF

APDCg IN GEORGIA

This chapter examines the historical, legislative, and organi-
zational background of Georgia's Area FPlanning and Development Commis -
sions {APDCs). The commissions governing bodies' characteristics,

financing, and representative work programs are also studied.

Background and Present Status

With 728 units of local govermment including 159 counties and
569 cities (59 percent under 5,000), Georgia was a classic example of
fragmented and outdated political jurisdictionszg. However, beginning
in 1959 in the northwestern Coosa Valley section of Georgia, a movement
started among local governments, university officials, and private
industry to develop a regicnal agency which would stem the area's out-
migration and attract new industry into the region. In the process the
11l counties set in motion a mechanism through which all of Georgia's
159 counties would be organized into 18 regional planning commissions
by 1970 (Map 1).

The numerous local units of govermment are still intact, but the
APDCs offer a potential means by which these govermments can solve some
of their mutual planning and development problems. Although some sub-
state districts were formed as conduits for Federal planning and con-

3

struction funds which started flowing in the mid-1960s, 0 today a few
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commigsions are develeping intc bona fide regional planning commissions.
Nevertheless, there is an imminent danger that the APDCs may be institu-
tionalized intc another unit of bureaucracy. They are now under fire

31

to prove their worth to State and local govermments

State Enabling legislation

The Georgia General Assembly has passed six legislative acts
during the past 17 years which affected State and regional planning.
The most important aspects of these acts are discussed in the following
sections.

Act No. 358, 1957

Georgia's general planning enabling leglglation of 1957 empowered
counties and municipalities to establish local and joint planning
commissicns. The act outlined the commissions' general dutles, powers,
and procedures for appointing members. The police powers of zoning,
subdivision regulations, and the official map were also given to the
comnissions. However, the general planning enabling legislation did
not provide for the formation of multi-county planning commissions32.

Act 368, 1957

In the same year the General Assembly passed legislation creating
the State Planning Division under the Department of Commerce. The
Planning Division's duties were to "meke careful and compréhensive
surveys and studies of the existing conditions and probable future
growth of the State of Georgia and to prepare plans for the physical,
social, and economic development of the State"33. Although the Planning

Division was not a separate and autonomous department, it did demonstrate
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an initial awareness of the need for State planning.

Act No. 756, 1960

It was not until 1960 that Georgia's general planning enabling
legislation was amended to permit eny two or more counties to create a
Joint planning commission. The legislation further stated that "any
one or more counties and any one or more municlpalities in any one or
more of these counties are authorized to create a joint planning

1[3!4'

comaission All multi-county planning commissions established under
this legislation were formed through adoption of local ordinances and
rescolutions.

Eleven counties in Coosa Valley were the first to take advantage
of the legislation and became the first multi-county substate planning
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and development commission in the United States The commission
formally began functioning in April of 1961. During the next nine years
the remainder of Georgia's locel governments formed multi-county plan-

ning commissions (Table 1).

Act No. 123, 1967

The act created the State Planning and Programming Bureaun as a
separate unit of the Executive Department. The Bureau's main responsi-
bility was to promote "the orderly growth and development of the State

|l36

of the affairs of State Government The Bureau's duties were to act
as the coordinator and clearinghouse for State planning activities.

In addition, the new Bureau was to administer any funds which
the General Assembly might appropriate for APDCs' use. According to a
1967 Bureau publication, those APDCs that met the following three

criteria were entitled to State matching funds: (1) minimum of five
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Table 1. Year Organized and 1970 Populatlon of APDCs

1 Year Ares
Name of AFDC Organized Population
(1970)

Altamaha 5 1963
Georgia Southern 1965 121,004
Central Savannah River 1961 302,032
Chattahoochee Flint 1964 146,995
Coastal 1965 298,486
Coastal Plain 1963 156,776
Coosa Valley 1961 302,491
Georgia Mountains 1964 192,598
Heart of Georgia 1963 101,474
Lower Chattahoochee 1962 232,396
McIntosh Trail 1969 152,953
Middle Flint 1963 86,778
Middle Georgia 1965 259,511
North Georgia 1970 131,086
Northeast Georgia 1961 192,941
Oconee 1964 92,013
Slash Pine 1963 97,771
Southwest Georgia 1963 285,295
TOTAL 3,152,600

lBetween 1968 and 1972 several APDC boundaries and member counties
were realigned.

2Altamaha and Georgia Southern APDCs combined in July 1972; three of
Georgia Southern's previous counties were combined into the Altamaha-
Georgla Southern APDC and two transferred to the Coastal APDC.

Sources: Robert L. Flanders and John D. Tracy, "Georgia's APDCs and
the New Federalism: A Critical Juncture for Sub-State Dis-
tricts," AIP Confer-In '73 paper, (Atlanta, Georgia), October
23, 1973, p. 9 and State Demographic Center, O0fflce cof the
Governor, "Preliminary Statistical Profile of Georgia's Plan-
ning Areas and Economic Development Regions," {Atlanta,
Georgia), March 1972, p. L.
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participating counties, (2) $15,000 raised anmially in local funds, and
(3) a full-time qualified executive director37. The APDCs raised their
local funds by assessing 10 to 25 cents per capita dues con the districts’
population.

If an APDC qualified, it would receive two dollars of Bureau
funds for every local dollar raised up tc a maximum of $30,000. After
that the commission would receive dollar for dollar from the Bureau for
the next $20,000. Thus, a total of $50,000 in Bureau funds could be
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obtained by raising $35,000 in local dues The same funding formuls
has continued until the present.

Act No. 1066, 1970

This act was passed in response to the requirements of the Federal
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 and the Bureau of the Budget
(tcday Office of Management and Budget) Circular A-95. The act changed
the Bureau's name to the Bureau of State Planning and Community Affairs
while maintaining its Executive Department status. The Bureau was also
mandated to prepare and annually update a State Biennial Development
Program (BDP). The State BDP was to consist of a two-year plan and
analysis with budgets of all State agencies' programs. The AFPDCs were
designated to prepare regional BDPs with objectives and an analysis of
area development as well as a six year schedule of area capital improve-
ments39. The legistlaticn, however, did not mention how the regional
BDPFs would be tied into the State's.

The act established a State Planning and Community Affairs Policy

Board which was to "establish policy and direction concerning State

planning and programming and community affairs for the development of
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the State's physical, economic, and human resources"ho. Under Section

11 the Board was alsc given respensibility for establishing the AFDCs'
permanent boundaries in consultation with the APDC Advisory Committeehl.
The legislation stipulated that the Policy Board would be composed of
11 members: (1) the Governor, (2) three gubernatorial appointees, (3)
one member each appointed by the Lieutenant Governor and Speaker of the
House, (4) two legislative committee chairmen, (5) one official each
from the Georgia Municipel and the County Commissioners Associations,
and (6) the State planning officerl+2

Through this act and related executive action, the Bureau was
designated as the A-95 State clearinghouse for reviewing and commenting
upon certain Federal grant applications; the AFPDCs were selected as the
A-95 regional clearinghouses, The regional commissions were also
empowered by the act to prepare planning studles of their areas and to
administer, when appropriate, funds invelving more than one political
subdivisionh3.

Executive Reorganization Act of 1972

In 1971 the General Assembly passed legislation mandating the
reorganization of the Executive Branch. As a result, Governor Carter
proposed the realignment of the existing 300 or so agencies into 19.
The State legisglators approved his reorganization plan in April of
1972hh.

The Office of Planning and Budget, created and placed directly

under the Governor, incorporated the previous Budget Bureau and the

state-wide planning secticns of the old Bureau of State Planning and
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Community Affairs. The responsibility for comprehensive community
development and liaiscn with APDCs and local planning commizsions was
placed in the Office of Regional Planning under the Department of
Community Development (formerly the Department of Industry and Trade).
Thus local and regional planning activities were organizationally

separated from state-wide planning (Figure 1).

Office of
the
Governor
Department of Community -
Development Office of Flanning and Budget
1. Community Affairs 1. Intergovernmental Relations
Division Division (A-95 review)
2. Industry and Trade 2., Budget Division
Division 3. Planning Division (state-
3. Office of Regional FPlan- wide)
ning (liaison with APDCs) Ik, Management Improvement
4, Office of Local Assistance Division (with State
agencies )

Source: State of Georgla, Reorganization and Management Improvement
Study, (Atlanta, Georgia), November 1971, p. 60 and 78.

Figure 1. Organization of Georgila State Plamming

jeorgia Land Sales Act of 1972 (Act No. 1203)

Under this act any land which is subdivided into 150 or more
lots and advertised for sale under one name has to be registered with
the Secretary of' State. The subdivider must file a report with the

Secretary of State containing information similar to HUD's Interstate
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Land Registration requirements.

The proposed development must be approved by either the loesal
planning and zoning commission or by the APDC if there is no local zoning
ordinance in effect. The APDC (or planning and zoning commission, if
applicable) then has 30 days to review the proposed development. If
corrections are needed, the developer has 15 days to resubmit his appli-
cation. Finally, the developer is required to (1) post a performance
bond, (2) obtain a letter of credit from a commercial bank, or (3) have
a net worth of one and a half times the subdivision's development costsu5.

The impetus for forming the APDCs has come almost exclusively from
the local level. The State only passed legislation after the majority
of APDCs were already organized and functioning. This legislation has
given the districts decision-meking powers with minimal State control
and involvement. The result has been that the APDCs have more autonomy
than many substate districts have. However, this emphasis on local
decision-making has alsc weakened the 3tate's ability to coordinate its

programs and goals with those of the regional commissions.

Delineation of Boundaries

Prior to Act 1066 of 1970 ther were no legislative requirements
concerning APDCs' boundaries. Non-member counties were free to form a |
new commission, Jjoin an existing one, or remain outside of any substate
district. The State Planning Division in 1961 did propose the following
general rules for any counties interested in forming a commission:

(1) The spheres of influence of natural and cultural environ-

mental factors should be taken into account.
(2) Each substate district should lie within Georgia (the need



26

for interstate cocperative arrangements was recognized in certain
instances, but no provision was made for multi-state APDC's).

(3) The county should be the basic unit or building block and
every county should be in conly one substate district.

(L) State senatorial districts should remain intact, as nearly
as possible, with substate districts being defined to include one
or more State senatorial districts.

(5) The optimum size for a substate district should range
between five and fifteen counties, with a maximum distance of 100
highway miles between the farthest points in a districth6.

However, local governments did not have to follow the above
guidelines. If they did not, however, it was probable that the State
Planning and Programming Bureau would consider them ineligible for
State matching funds.

By 1970 all but four of Georgia's counties had voluntarily become
members of one of the existing nineteen APDCs. Those counties and
municipalities that had not joined a commission were not represented by
any commission. However, pressure was building for the State to step
in and permanently align the APDCs' boundaries.

As previocusly mentioned, the General Assembly under Act 1066 of
1570 established the State Planning and Community Affairs Policy Board.
The 1l-member Board was requested by the Legislature to report within
12 months to the governor its recommendations for permanent substate
district boundaries. The legislators further provided that nc county
could be divided and that existing APDCa' boundaries should be used if
practicablehT.

In August of 1971 the Board passed Resclution No. 2 which the
Governor accepted. It dissolved one substate district and realigned 11

previous APDC member counties into other commissions. The four previous

. . ‘e cns 48
non-member counties were placed into existing commissions ~. The net
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result was 18 APDCs (including the Atlanta Regional Commission) which'
blanketed all cf the State's counties.

Although the State did realign the commissions in 1970, there is
no continuing method for assessing the APDCs' boundaries. Under the
present system there may be a drastic change in the demographic or
economic make-up of a particular APDC, but there is no mechanism for
regrranging its geographic area of responsibility. It would be better
if there were a permanent committee which would periodically evaluate

and recommend any necessary boundary changes.

Governing Body Characteristics

Under State law the APDCs are only required to have "a minimum
of cne representative of each county and a representative of at least
one municipality within each county" on their boards of directorshg.

There is no requirement that any board members be elected officials.
Nevertheless, most commissions have traditionally appointed some elected
officials to their boards. The duties, powers, and rules of the board
are left to each commission to spell out in its by-laws. A copy of the
resolution establishing the Middle Georgia AFPDC can be found in the
Appendix (Appendix I).

The Federal government, however, is requiring that all substate
districts!' governing bodies be composed of certain representative members.
Under HUD "701" requirements at least two-thirds of the board members
have to be elected cfficlals or persons.directly responsible to themSO.
The EDA requires that boards must have minority representation in direct

51

proportion to the area's minority population”—,
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When a particular commission receives both HUD and EDA grants,
it is almost impossible to meet both sets of requirements. In some
cases, the APDCs are setting up advisory committees to the boards of
directors to meet the Federal regulations. HUD and EDA are accepting
this form of representation.

There 1s a movement underway by the General Assembly to require

52 This would

a minimum of 50 percent elected officials on the boards
satisfy HUD as that department will allow State law to override its
regulations. Nevertheless, it is uncertain how EDA would react if not
encugh mincrity representatives were placed on the beards.

Table 2 shows the total number of board members, elected officials,
and minority representatives for each commission in 1972 and 1973. It
demonstrates how Federal requirements have transformed the bosgrds’
composition. The number of elected officials and ﬁinority representa-
tives in 1973 increased 32.4 and 309 percent, respectively, over the
previous year.

Becguse APDCs are associations of local goverrmments, it is
imperative that they have the active support and involvement of local
elected officials. It can be seen from Table 2 that the distriects
presently do not have a majority of elected officials on their boards
(a typical board has about 45 percent}. However, the percentage has
been increasing over the past several years because of the previously
mentioned Federal guidelines and legislative pressure. If their plans

and programg are to be implemented, the commissions need to increase

the number of elected board members to at least a majority.
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APDCs' Board Membership 1972-1973
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Total No. Total No. Total No.
Board Elected Minority
Name of APDC Members Off'icials Bd. Members
1972 & (73) 1972 & (73) 1972 & (73)
Altamsha Georgis
Southern ok (24) 17 (18) 0 ( 0)
Central Savannah River 29 (33) 14 (12) b4 ( 8)
Chattahoochee Flint 12 (15) i ( 8) 1 ( 3)
Coastal 22 (30) L (21) 5 {7)
Coastal Plain 18 (28) L (L) 0 { 9)
Coosa Valley 22 522) 6 ( 8; 3 ( 3;
Georgia Mountains 25 29) 17 (15 0 (3
Heart of Georgia 18 (18) 7 ( 8) 0 ( 0)
Lower Chattahoochee 18 (23) 1k (17) 1 ( 6)
McIntesh Trail 17 (16) 3 ( 3) 0 { 0)
Middle Flint 16 (21} b ( 8) 0 {5)
Middle Georgia 21 (21) 3 (12) 2 ( 2)
North Georgia 24 (24) 12 {12} 0 ( 0)
Northeast Georgia 20 (25) 1 (1) 1 ( 6)
Oconee 14 (19) 6 { 8) 0 { 5)
Slash Pine 18 (21) e ( 3) 0 (5)
Southwest Georgia 27 (25) 9 ( 8) 0 (10)
TOTAL 35 (39k) ik (179) 17 (72)

Source: Robert L. Flanders and John D. Tracy, '"Georgia's APDCs and the
A Critical Junecture for Sub-State Districts,”
AIP Confer-In '73 paper, (Atlanta, Georgia), October 23, 1973,

New Federalism:

p. 13.
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Staff Resources and Qualifications

It would appear that the qualificatlions of APDCe' staff vary
widely. An attempt was made to cobtain a complete survey of the educa-
tional and professional experience of the personnel in each commission.
However, the survey was never completed because of many executive
directors’® reluctance to release such information.

Very few of the commissions seem to employ generally accepted
personnel standards with the result that staff capabilities vary greatly
among the seventeen agencies. In some cases, key personnel such as
executive directors and planning directors may only have limited pro-
fessional experience and undergraduate degrees in geography or publie
administration. On the other hand, a few APDCs have extremely competent
persons with extensive experience and graduate degrees in law, planning,
and related studies.

Few commissions have engineers on their staffs. As a result,
most APDCs involved with transportation faclilities, water and sewerage
systems, and similer projects contract with consulting engineers. This
excessively costly use of consultants draws heavily on limited funds.
There appears to be no apparent reason for this almost universal lack
of staff engineers.

Minimum professional standards should be adopted. The present
situation is dangerous because undqualified persons can be hired result-
ing in a weakening of the APDCs' credibility and effectiveness with

local governments,
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Funding

Georgia's 17 substate districts utilize a variety of financial
regsources for their operations. These include funds from Federal,
State and local govermments.

Federal

As of March 1973, all APDCs were using HUD "701" and law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration (ILEAA) planning grants. A majority of
the commissions were alsc recipients of HEW, EDA, and Emergency Employ-
ment Act (Department of Labor) grants. The sources and amounts of
Federal grants for Fiscal Year 1973 are shown in Table 3.

State

As established under Act 123 of 1967, the State provides each
commission up to $50,000 on a matching basis (page 22). An additional
$15,000 non-matching grant is given annually to each APDC to complete
the regional Biennial Development Program., In Fiscal Year 1973 only
two commissions (Héart of Georgia and Oconee) did not raise enough
local funds to receive the State's maximum allocationss.

It is important to note that the State's funds are allocated
annually by the General Assembly. There is no permanent State allo-
cation for the commissions. As Governor Carter writes, "there is no
legislation currently on the books requiring the State to put funds in
APDCs. The only authority for the State doing so is the annual budget

5k

appropriation” The legislature retains the prerogative to cut back
or to eliminate the APDC appropriation, but it has never done so.

Table 4 presents the State's total annual appropriation since 1970.
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Table 3. Sources and Amounts of APDCs'
Federal Grants FY 19731

No. Total Grant
Federal Program APDCs Amount  ($)
HUD 70l1--Planning and Management 17 1,006,389
LEAA--Criminal Justice Planning 17 383,783
HEW--Social Services and Compre-

hensive Health Planning 1k 534,506
Department of Labor--Emergency o

Employment 14 (175,371)
EDA--Econcmic Development Planning 12 530,456
ARC--Iocal Development, Bpecial

Projects, and Child Care 10 830,181
Office of Aging--Planning and

Nutrition Programs 5 173,598
Coastal Plains--Economic

Development Planning 5 133,384
Intergovernmental Personnel Act--

Management 3 56,968
EPA--Sclid Waste Planning 2 57,976
FHA--Water and Sewer Planning 1 13,000

TOTAL $3,720,241

(+ $175,371 EEA grants)

l’I'he Atlanta Regional Commission's grants are excluded.

2Emergency Employment Act grants are included under individual pregrams
but separated from the total budget. These are mainly "pass-through"
funds.

Source: Department of Community Development, "Federal Programs Parti-
cipation,” (Atlanta, Georgia), March I, 1973, interoffice
correspondence.
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Table 4, Total State Financial Aid to APDCs

Fiscal Year Amount
1970 $  8ul, 93k
1971 $ 890,819
1972 $1,173,898
1973 $1,170,000

Source: Robert L. Flanders and John D. Tracy, "Georgia's APDCs and the
New Federalism: A Critical Juncture for Sub-State Districts,”
AIP Confer-In '73 paper, (Atlanta, Georgia), October 23, 1973,
p. 8.
Local
Member counties and municipalities contribute approximately 25
cents or more in per capita dues annually to thelr APDC, The loecal
governments, which are represented on the commissions' board of directors,
vote on their preoportionate share of the local dues. These local funds
are certified by a public accountant and can then be used by the dis-
trict in matching State and Federal grants.
The APDCs' total budgets, including Federal, State, and loeal
contributions, for 1968, 1970, and 1973 are presented in Table 5.
There is a discrepancy between the total budget figures in Table 3 and
the last column of Table 5 for two reasons. Table 3 does not include
State grants and local dues. Similarly the budget figures in Table 3
are from an early 1973 survey and Table 5's figures are from the fall
of 1972. Nevertheless, both tahles present an accurate representation
of the APDCs' relative financial status.

In summary, the APDCs recelve the majerity of thelr operating

funds from Federal grants. Also the State of Georgia is not required



Table 5. APDCs' Total Budgetsl
1968 Fiscal 1969 & 70 Fiscal 1972 & 73 Fiscal
Name cf APDC Year Budget or Calendar Year or Calendar Year

Budget Budget

Altamaha Georgia FY 70 and
Southern $136,825 CY 69 $190,520 FY 73 $157,400
Central Savannah River $147,423 FY 70 $217,700 FY 73 $240,000
Chattahoochee IFlint $132,485 CY 70 $141,613 CY 72 $210,936
Coastal $103,132 FY 69 $189,913 FY 73 $450,000
Coastal Plain $171,028 CY 70 $168,037 FY 73 $430,000

(+$b45,954 CE0)

Coosa Valley $241,750 CY 70 $219,387 FY 73 $472,978
Georgia Mountains $209, 944 FY 70 $282,900 FY 73 $350,000
Heart of Georgia $135,183 FY 70 $354,002 CY 73 $150,000
Lower Chattahoochee $ 57,0uk FY 70 $138,143 CY 72 $400,000

McIntosh Trail
Middie Flint
Middle Georgia
North Georgia
Northeast Georgia
Oconee

Slash Pine
Southwest Georgia

TOTAT

(+$1,311,898 CEO)
Not Organized

$ 95,753
$125,895

Not Organized
$157,568
$138,462

(+$1,304,503 OEO)
$196,77h
(+$887,070 OEC)
$220,829
$2,270,09
(+$3,9%49,425 CEO)

CY 69 $ 63,589
CY 70 $133,L435
FY 70 $221,708
?Y 70 $159,890
Y 69 $243,520
FY 70 $132,087

FY 70 $209,350

FY 70 §217§949
3,283,743

(approximately)

$260,000
(approximately)
FY 73 $250,000
(approximately)
FY 73 $393,603
FY 73 $273,000
CY 73 $312,L%
cY 73 $234,876

FY 73 $338,500

CY 72 $382,0%
$5,130,510

(+$175,371 EEA grants)

lBudget figures include Federal, State, and local grants but do not include in-kind contributions.
A total of $175,371 in BEEA grants for budget year 1973 is separated from the total budget.

Source: Robert L. Flanders and John D. Tracy, "Georgia's APDCs and the New Federalism:

A Critical

Juncture for Sub-State Districts," AIP Confer-In '73 paper, (Atlanta, Ga.), Oct. 23, 1973, p. 9.

He
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to allocate any funds at all to the commissions.

If they are to have a strong and diversified financial base,
then the regional agencies must increase the amount of_local financial
assistance. In addition, legislation should be passed requiring that
the State annually appropriate a minimum amount of funds to the APDCa.
If these recommendations are implemented, then the commissions should
be able to increase the amount of local and State funds to about 50

rercent of their total budgets.

Programs

Bach APDC is involved in a variety of planning and other programs.
The commissions have a wide latitude in what fthey can undertake. Act
1066 does outline some general areas in which the commissions can become
inveolved:

(1} prepare studies of the area's resources as they affect
industry, commerce, transportation, population, housing, local
govermments, and other matters;

(2) collect, process, and analyze social and economic statistics
of their region;

(3} participate with local, State, and the Federal governments
in the cocrdination and implementation of research and development
activities;

(4) coordinate area planning and development activities with
those of the Federal, State and local units of govermment in the
coordination and implementation of research and develcopment activities;

(5} carry out other programs as its governing body shall require;
and

(6} when appropriate, administer funds inveolving more than one
political subdivision25,

Thus, the commissions do not all perform the same activities.
However, many of them are involved in the following broad work cate-
gories: (1) review of grant applications, {(2) social services planning,

(3) planning and technical assistance to Federal, State, and local
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gyovermments, and (4) the Biennial Development Program (BDP),

Review of Grant Applications

The AFDCs are designated as the A-95 review regional clearing-
house. The staff analyzes certain Federal grant applications proposed
by local govermments and by some non-goverrmental agencies. Presently,
there are approximately 100 (to be increased to 160 during 197L4) Federal
grants which fall under this review process

The commissions review the applications in terms of their effect
on regional policies, plans, and guidelines, and the boards comment
favorably or unfavorably upon the request. The application is then
sent to the State Office of Planning and Budget (Intergovernmental
Relations Division) for its comments. The appropriate Federal office
then reviews the State and regional agencies' comments before approving
or denying the grant request.

The APDC can often suggest possible improvements in the grant
request. In many cases, the grant applicant will modify his propesal
but he is under no obligation to do so.

Social Service Planning

Several commissions have received grants from HEW and the State
Department of Human Resources t¢ undertake social planning studies.
This planning has ranged from an inventory of human resources and needs
in an area to designing an area-wide health delivery system. Some
commissions have even set up separate non-profit corporations under
Title IV-A of the Social Security Act to provide day care services to

ares children.
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Planming and Technical Assistance to Federal, State, and Iocal

Govermments

The Federal govermment is assisted by the APDCs under A-95 review
and under the commissions' involvement in HUD, HEW, and EDA programs.
Some Federal grants to local govermments are even administered by the
substate districts. For example, the districts have been responsible
for public employment grants under the Emergency Employment Act.
Similarly LEAA grants are administered by the State Crime Commission
which in turn has contracted with the APDCs to provide local criminal
Justice planning.

State and local planning assistance varies from aiding the
Governor in his Goals for Georgia Program to designing zoning and sub-
division regulations for local govermments. Many APDCs were involved

in a State Govermment Coocrdinaticn Study and in the State Comprehensive

Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). All 17 have also recently been awarded

State Department of Transportation grants to do regional highway studies.
At the local level, APDCs provide most of the following services

to their member governments:

(1) Preparation of grant applications for local goverrments.

{2) Representation of local govermments before State and Federal
departments and agencies,

(3) Implementation of the Intergovermmental Personnel Act through
the development of a Regicnal Personnel Consultant Program designed
to provide technical assistance to smaller leccal govermments.

(4) Sponsorship of training programs.

(5) Preparation of those local planning elements required to
obtain Federal grants for water and sewer facilities, solid waste
facilities, and local Emergency Employment Act projects57.

The work activities of one representative APDC are shown in Table 6.

Additional information on the regicnal districts' programs cen be found
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Table 6. Middle Georgia AFDC's FY 197k
Major Work Elements

Records Keeping System for Housing Starts

Housing Data File

Housing Incentive Program

Human Rescurces Program

Annual Report

Newsletter

Housing Coordination
Program

Model Codes Information
Study

Citizen Participation
Program

Student Assistants
Program

Transpeortation System
Update

Technical Assistance to
Local Governments

Training Program for
Local Governments

Regicnal Improvements
Program

Airport Systems Plan

Urban Area Transit Study

Industrial Site Survey

Regional Sclid Waste FPlan

Project Review

Regional Natural
Resources Study

Recreation and Open Space
Update

Water and Sewer Plan
Update

Water Quality Management
Study

Overall Program Design
Update

Public Information
Program

Arnnual Law Enforcement
Plan

Regional Public Adminis-
tration Program

Program Development

Source: Robert L. Flanders and John D. Tracy, "Georgia's APDCs and the
New Federalism: A Critical Juncture for Sub-State Districts,”
AIP Confer-In '73 paper, (Atlanta, Georgia), October 23, 1973.

p. 6.
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in Table 3.

Biennial Nevelopment Program

Fach commission is required to complete a BDP study annually
under Act 1066. This report is to include an overall analysis and
plans for the area's physical, economic, and social development.

However, in 1973 only six of the 17 APDCs submitted a BDP to the
State planning officesSB. This has raised a legal question because the
State's annual appropriation of $15,000 was partially intended for com-
pleting the BDP. Until now no one has apparently tried to withdraw
funds from those substate districts which have not completed the study.

There is no doubt that Georgia's substate districts provide
valuable services to local, State, and Federal agencies. The major
problem with the present system is one of coordination smong govern-
mental units. The BDP is a potential means for providing coordination,
but unfortunately niether the State nor APBECs are utilizing it effec-

tively.
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CHAPTER IV

ESTABLISHMENT AND ORGANIZATION OF

DEVELORMENT DISTRICTS IN TENNESSEE

This chapter contains an analysis of Tennessee's substate dis-
triets including: (1) their background and present status, (2) State
enabling legislation, (3) governing body composition, (4) staff resources
and qualifications, {5) financial resources, and (6) programsp Where
appropriate, differences between Tennessee's Development Districts (DDs)

and Gecrgia's APDCs are pointed out.

Background and Present Status

Although Tennessee has had regional State planning offices since
1935 (Chapter II), it was not until 1966 that the first regional sub-
state development district was formed. In 1965, the State Legislature
passed the Economic Development District Act which permitted counties
and cities to organize on a regional basis to carry out "comprehensive
pianning and development activities, such that would provide coordinated,

"59. In April

efficient and orderly economic development of the state
of 1966 the First Tennessee-Virginia Development District was organized
in Northeastern (Johnson City) Tennessee. It was composed of eight
counties in Tennessee and one in Virginia for a total of 31 units of

local governments6o. Within seven years the rest of Tennessee's counties

and municipalities were members of Development Districts (Map 2).
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Unlike Georgis where all but four counties were voluntary members
of APDCs prior to Act 1066, Tennessee's cities and counties began organi-
zing only after passage of the 1965 State legislation. The majority of
Tennessee's districts have organized within the past four or five years
(Table 7) while most APDCs have had almost 10 years of experience in
regional planning and development. Ewven though the two States' regional
commissions have had different impetus for their origins, they do per-

form similar functions and are faced with many of the same problems.

State Enabling Legislation and Executlve Orders

Tennessee's districts were formed as a result of State legis-
lation which was passed to meet the Appalachian Regional Commission's
and the Economic Development Administration's requirements. The most
important legislation was the Economic Development District Act of 1965
and three Executive orders.

FEconomic Development District Act of 1965

Although Tennessee's 1935 general planning statue provided a
legal basis for forming regional planning commissions, it specifically
prohibited elected officials from constituting a majority on the commis-
sions' governing boards. However, the 1965 Federal Public Works and
Economic Development Act required strong representatlion of local elected
officials on Economic Development Districts boards6l. Similarly the
1935 statue only permitted State matching monies to be utilized for
regional agencies delineated by the State Planning Commission. Yet the
ARC and EDA required different methods of delineation than those used by

the State Planning Commission in organizing its regional offices. The
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Table 7. Year Organized and 1970 Population of DDs

Year Aren 1
Neme of DD Organized Population (1970)
East Tennessee 1966 700,985
First Tennessee-Virginia 1966 359,441
Memphis Delta 1973 793,075
Mid-Cumberland 1967 793,897
Northwest 1971 221,170
South Central 1972 261,828
Southwest 1969 419,656
Southwest 1971 181,130
Upper Cumberland 1968 193,745

TOTAL 3,924,927

lPopulation figures include only persons residing within Tennessee.

Source: Interview, Mr, E. V. King, Office of Urban and Federal Affairs,
Washville, Tennessee, December 11, 1973.

Tennessee legislature in 1965 therefore passed the Economic Development

District Act to resclve the differences over bhoard membership and the

delineation of districts62

The Act is divided into four main parts: (1) procedures for
creation of districts, (2) board membership, (3) duties and powers,
and (4) funding.

In crganizing a district, the Temmessee State Planning Commission
was required to poll all county judges (county commissioners) and mayors
in a proposed DD. If three-fourths of the counties and cities in the
DD approved, then the District could be formed. Once approved, the
following formula was used in creating the governing board:

{1) one representative of each county appointed by the county
Jjudge or chairman of county court;
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-(2) one representative of each municipality appointed by the
mayor, and

(3) one representative from each county who was involved 1n
industrisl development selected by the county Judge or chalrman 3.
The board members are appointed for four years and may select
an executive committee tc oversee the districts' operations. All boards
delegate their powers to an executive committee simply because of the
size of the full becard. For example, the First Tennessee-Virginia
Distriet has a full board of 63 members and an executive committee of
236u. The full board members meet at the beginning of their terms to

appoint usuaelly one representative of each county on the executive com-

mittee. The executive committee meets monthly while the full board

convenes once a year.

The DDs' duties and functions are similar to Georgia's commissions.

They are:

(1) prepare plans for the economic development of the district;
(2} receive and expend funds from any sources;
(3) cooperate and coordinate DD's activities with those of local

and State Planning agencies;
(4} compile, prepare, publish, and disseminate information about

the districts economic resources; and
(5) enter into compacts or contractual arrangements with planning

agencies ?f other adjoining or neighboring S?atgg for the purpose
of preparing plans for a broader area or regio .

The DDs' boards are specifically permitted to spend funds on
interstate planning activities. In Georgia no such authority is granted
to APDCs under present State legislation.

The State is empowered to provide the DDs with up to $60,000
annually66. The State provides two dollars for every one dollar raised

locally. The dues received from local counties cannot exceed 10 cents

per capita and the counties are prohibited from providing over $5,000
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anmually to a‘DD. However, those counties in excess of 10,000 population
can contribute up to $7,400 annually. If they wish, cities and towns
within the counties can pay up to one-half of the total county appro-
priaticn. The limitations on maximum county participation is a means
of preventing large metropolitan counties from "buying' the district

67

staff”', The Office of Urban and Federal Affairs in the Governor's

Office administers the State's funds {Figure 2).

Office of the

Governor
Office of Urban and Office of Policy
Federgl Affairs Planning
Local and Federal State Planning Local Flanning
Urban Affairs Affairs
1. DD liaison 1. A-95 review 1. Statewide 1. BSeven reg-
2. TFederal planning ional plan-
grants ning offices

Department of Finance
and Administration

Source: Interview, Mr. Rick Hinderlight, Office of Urban and Federal
Affairs, Nashville, Tennessee, December 11, 19Y3.

Pigure 2. Organization of Tennessee State FPlanning

Georgia has no similar limitations on local dues. The only
restriction is the maximum $50,000 annual State matching appropriation;

local governments can contribute as much as they wish.




Executive Orders No. 17, 10, and 7

Both Governors Ellington (1967-71) and Dunn (1971-75) have issued
executive orders affecting the DDs. Under Governor Ellington Executive
Order No. 17 and its later 1970 amendment changed the number of DDs from
eight to nine68.

Executive Order No. 10 issued by Governor Ellington created the
State Office of Urban and Federal Affairs within the executive branch.
The office's two main respensibilities were to:

(L) wmaintain a constant surveillance over federal grant-in-aid

programs that affect State and local govermments, and (2) provide

technical assistance and guidance to local govermments that were
seeking %o garticipa.te more fully in federal and State grant
9

programs.”

Governor Dunn with Executive Order No. 7 urged all State agencies
in the Executive Branch tc¢ bring their plamning, programming, and service
areas into conformance with the nine DDs' boundaries. The Governor gave
the State agencies over a year in which to bring about the necessary
changes. Any agency that did not realign its boundaries with the DDs'
wag required to give its reasons for not doing so to the Govermor within
81ix monthsTO. Presently, cnly three State agencies have not aligned with
the DDs' boundaries -- Game and Fish Commission, State Highway Patrol,
and State Libraries. All Federal agencies have changed thelr adminis-
trative boundaries to be coterminous with the Districts'7l.

Georgia's Governor Carter (1971-75) has never issued an executive
order requiring State agencies to utilize AFPDCs' boundaries. TInstead,

he believes that 'State agencies must be encouraged steadily to use

APDCs (and their boundaries) so that the value of cooperation will
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become engrained into a new process."”

The DDs' close working reletionship with the State strengthens
their ccordinative and planning capabilities. The Governor has estab-
lished common administrative boundaries among the DDs and State and
Federal preograms. The result of This close alliance of DDs with the
State is better coordination among all goverrmental programs.

On the other hand, the limitation on counties' financial parti-
cipation is unusual and probably unnecessary. The arbitrary maximum on
counties' dues only puts an unnecessary restriction on the DDs. The
present financial resgtriction can only hinder an aggressive district

from carrying out programs that its region may need.

Delineation of Boundaries

In the mid 1960s the State Planning Commission delineated the
DDs' boundaries in eastern Tennessee for Appalachian Regional Commission
programs. The boundaries selected were based on economic and social
factors outlined in the 1965 Federal Act. In 1967 Governor Ellington
(Executive Order No., 10) created the executive office of Urban and
Federal Affairs. The office (Figure 2) was given responsibility for

73. The office involved

contacting counties interested in forming DDs
local governmental officials in organizing the districts before sub-
mitting its recommendations for approval to the State Planning Commission
and the Governor,

Later (1968) the Office of Urban and Federal Affairs and the

State Planmning Commisgion divided the entire State into substate dis-

tricts. Although the 1968 study proposed eight DDs, Governor Ellington
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in 1970 (Executive Order No. 17, as amended) changed the total number
to nineTu.

Teday three of the nine DDs encompass local govermments of cother
States. The Memphis Delta, Southeast Tennessee, and First Tennessee-
Virginia DDs include member governments of Arkansas, Georgia, and Virginia,
respectively. The 1965 State Legislation specifically permits the
expenditure of State and local funds for interstate planning. The

three Districts also contain metropolitan areas (Memphls, Chattancoga,

and Bristol) which cross State boundaries. It is thus logical that the
regional Commissions develop plans which encompass the entire area.

In cne case, the Southeast Tennessee DD and the Coosa Valley
APDC overlap Jurisdictions. The three Georgia counties of Catoosa,
Dade, and Walker are members of each State's substate districts. Pre-
sently, both agencies wish to develop a regional housing authority for
their respective areas. However, there is a dispute over which agency
should have responsibility for the three counties in GeorgiaTS. At
the moment the Southeast Tennessee DD and the Coosa Valley APDC are
developing their own separate housing authoritie576.

Finally, the State Planning Commission recently redrew the
boundaries of its Local Planning Division's offices to be coterminous
with the nine DDs. There are now seven State regional offices; two
of which serve four DDST7.

Similar to Georgia, there is no method for periodically review-
ing the DDs' boundaries., The present boundaries appear to be working

well, but future population and economic changes could make realign-

ment necessary. Also the relationship with other States' regional
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districts needs to be clarified. There is definitely a duplication of
effort between the Coosa Valley APDC and the Southeast Tennessee DD,
but neither the States nor the districts are stepping in to resolve

the problem.

Governing Body Characteristics

The number of full board and executive committee members for
each DD is presented in Table 8. Because of the 1965 State legislation
concerning board members, the number of elected officials on the DDs'
executive committees is about 70 percent. This figure is considerably
higher than Georgia's current 45 percent. Approximately 9 percent of
the executive committee members are minority representatives. The
latter figure for APDCs is 18 percent.

All nine DD boards have alsoc recently amended their by-laws to
permit either a simple majority or weighted voting system. When
requested by a member, the board can vote on an issue based on each
member's representative population. As of this writing no district has
yvet used the representative voteT8. To the author's knowledge, no APDC
has ever adopted such a system.

For all practical purposes, Tennessee's executive commlttees are
the governing boards. The high percentage of elected officials on the
executive committees combined with the one man, one vote opticon make
the DDs responsive to their local govermments. The only major draw-
back to this system may be the boards' over-emphasis on local matters

to the detriment of regional concerns.
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Table 8, DDs' Board Membership 1973%

Total No. Total No. Total Nb.2 Total Nb.2

Name of DD Board Executive Elected Minority

Members Committee Officials Members
Fast Tennessee 76 20 11 1
First Tennessgee-

Virginia 63 23 1k 1
Memphis Delta L8 13 10 3
Mid~Cumberland 61 23 16 3
Northwest 56 12 9 1
South Central 61 15 12 2
Southeast 7L 19 17 2
Souttwest 54 11 9 0
Upper Cumberland 60 19 11 1
TOTAL 550 155 109 1k

lNo comparison is made with 1972 board membership because two DDs were
not organized until after 1972,

2'I‘he figures represent the number of elected cfficials and minority
members who are on the executive committee. The executive committee
meets monthly and makes policy decisions for the DDs while the full
board only meets annually and reviews the previous year's work,

~Source: Author's letter survey, December, 1973.
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Staff Resources and Qualifications

The Office of Urban and Federal Affairs does provide minimum
staff standards for key positions such as executive director, assistant
director, regional planner, economist, health planner, and housing
specialistTg. These standards are only guidelines and are not imposed
on the DDs. However, many districts use them in hiring new personnelBO.

The DDs seem to have almost as much variance in staff capabilities
as do the APDCs. Interviews with executive directors and State personnel
indicated that some districts have competent staff members with back-
grounds in physical planning, health planning, human resources, trans-
portation planning, and related fields. Yet, there are districts
staffed with pefsons whose education and experience do not qualify them
for the positions that they hold. It is also interesting to note that
gseveral persons mentioned a need for engineers con their staffs. One
can only speculate that either Georgia's and Temmessee's districts do
not have enocugh programs to reguire full-time engineers or that for
scme unknown reason engineers are not interested in working with the
agencles.

In coneclugion, Tennessee uses minimum staff standards. The
overall result is generally better qualified staffs than those of the

APDCs. However, ungqualified persons administer some DDs' prograns.

Funding

Tennessee's Development Distriets receive financial assistance
from Federal, State, and local govermments. The following sections

analyze the sources and amounts of these governmental funds,
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Federal

In Fiscal Year 1974 the DDs will receive over $3 million in
Federal grants (Table 9). Seven of the districts are to receive an
additional $3 million in Emergency Employment Act grants. However,
most of these grants are given to the substate agencles to "pass-
through" to local governments for employing additional staff. These
grants are, therefore, separated in Table 9 as only a small percentage
of the funds is retained for the DDs' operations.

Similar to the APDCs, many of Tennessee's Districts utilize LEAA,
HUD "701", ARC, and EDA grants. The major difference between the two
States is Tennessgee's involvement with the Office of Economic Opportunity.
Eight DDs are receiving OEQ funds in 1974 whereas most APDCs withdrew
from OEQ programs in 1970,
State

Tennessee's Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended, permits
the State to contribute on a two-to-one basis a maximum of $60,000 in
matching funds to each substate district. The State's maximum allo-
cation 1n 1972 was $30,000, but the legislature increased the maximum
to $60,000 in the 1973 session. Table 10 contains information on the
State's grants to the DDs during FY 1974. However, all of the districts
were not immediately able to match the State's new maximum allocation.
In addition, DDs with a population of less than 300,000 may receive an
additional grant of $10,000 annually once they match the $6o,00081.

In FY 74 two DDs (Memphis Delta and Southwest) do not have

sufficient local funds to receive the State's 1972 maximum allocation
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Table 9, Sources and Amounts of DDs’
Federal Grants FY 1974

Total Grant

Federal Program No., DDs Amount  ($)
OEQ--Bocial Services 8 455,650
IEAA--Criminal Justice Planning 8 370,298
Department of Labor--Emergency 1

Employment 7 (3,289,913)
HUD 70l--Planning and Manasgement 7 621,323
DOT--Highway Safety Planning 7 127,440
HEW--Scocial Services and Compre-

hensive Health Planning 5 205,990
ARC--Health and Junk Car Programs 5 835,502
Office of Aging--Planning and

Nutrition Program 3 116,169
EDA--Economic Development Planning 3 106,210
Department of Labor--Manpower

Planning 2 125,676

$3,264,258
(+$3,289,913
EEA grants)

lI-]EA grants are separated from the total budget because they are mainly
"pass-through' funds.

Source: Office of Urban and Federal Affairs, State of Tennessee,
Tennessee's Development District Program, (Nashville, Tennessee),
August 1973, p. 9-49.
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Table 10. Total State Funancial Assistance
to DDs FY 1974

Name of DD State Funds
East Tennessee 60,000--State Match
35:700--State Health Planning
95,700
Pirst Tennessee-Virginia 29,799--5tate Match

15,290-~-State Health Planning
25,500--Tourism

70,589

Memphis Delta 29,192--State Match
Mid-Cumberland 60,000--8tate Match
Northwest 54,195--State Match

South Central 52,368--State Match
13,342--State Health Planning

65,710

Southeast 46,652--State Match
22,536--State Health Planning

£9,188
Southwest 2L,722--State Match

Upper Cumberland 48,748--8tate Match

TOTAL $515, 04k

Source: O0ffice of Urban and Federal Affairs, State of Tennessee,
Tennessee's Development District Program, (Nashville, Tennessee),
August 1973, p. 9-h0.
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of $30,000. For all nine DDs the State will contribute $515,0uk,
Included in the State allocation for 1974 are additional State funds
that some DDs receive for undertaking tourism and comprehensive health
planning projects.
Local
The procedures for DDs' local dues are explained in the State
enabling legislation section (page 4”). The total amount of loeal
contributions in FY 1974, excluding in-kind contributions, is $5h6,86882.
For the nine DDs approximately 11 percent of their total budgets comes
from local sources. In Georgia the APDCs receive about 15 percent of
their budgets from local governmentsSs. Table 11 presents the DDs'
budgets for FY 1974 including Federal, State, and local grants.
Tennessee's districts depend heavily upon Federal funds for
their programs. Almost three-fourths of a typical DD's budget comes
from Federal sources. This heavy financisl dependence hampers the

districts' ability to work with local govermments and can weaken local

invelvement,

Programs
Similar to APDCs, Tennessee's substate districts perform many of
the same functions. The DDs are eclectic in their work and it is rare
when two regional agencies undertake the same activities. The follow-
ing sections provide a general description of the distriets' activities.
The districts' programs are divided into three categories: (1) review
of grant applications, (2) planning and technical assistance to Federal,

State, and local govermments, and (3) DDs'-COGs' relations.
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Table 11. DDs' Total FY 7h Budgetsl
2
Name of DD FY 74 Budget
East Tennessee $ 616,501
First Tennessee-Virginia 526,822
Memphis Delta 458,701
Mid-Cumberland 326,303
Northwest 249,304
South Central 236,522
Southeast 574,602
Southwest 116,258
Upper Cumberland 996,406
TOTAL $4,101,509

lBecause four of the DDs were organized only within the past two years,
no prior year budgets are included. There are too many recently formed
districts to make valid comparisons with previous years' budgets.

2Each ID's budget figures include Federal, State, and local grants but
not in-kind contributions or EFA grants.

Source: Office of Urban and Federal Affairs, Tennessee's Development
District Program, (Nashville, Tennessee), August, 1973, p. 9-49,.
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Review of Grant Applicaticns

The DDs act as regional clearinghcuses for approximately 100
Federally funded programsau. Their A-G5 review functions are similar
to the APDCs'.

The Office of Urban and Federal Affairs is the State Clearing-
house and works closely with the districts in reviewing grant appli-
cations.

Plenning and Technical Assistance to Federgl, State, and Local Govern-

ments
The DDs are closely associated with the Federal govermment

through thelr involvement with HUD, OEQ, EDA, LEAA, and other Federal
agencies. The districts are also the regional clearinghouses for the
OMB A-95 review process.

The State and local govermments are assisted by the districts'
involvement in area manpower, economic development, comprehensive
health, and human resources planning. The substate agencies also
provide "grantsmanship” services to local governments in applying for

Federal and State grants.

The functions that a typical DD performs are outlined in Table
12. Although the progrems presented are those of the First Tennessee-
Virginia Development District, they are representative of the other
eight regional agencies' activities.

DDs'-COGs' Relations

Four of Tenmessee's DDs are unique in that they are closely
associated with Councils of Govermments (C0Gs). The four are: (1)

Fast Termmessee (Knoxville), Memphis Delta {(Memphis), Southeast Tennessee
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Table 12. First Tennessee~Virginia Development
District's 1972-1973 Activities

Transportation Planning Law Enforcement Planning
Tourism Development Health Planning

Project Reviews Manpower Development
Housing Analysis Education Development

Land Use Planning Human Resources Planning
Information Clearinghcuse Azing Program

Community Assistance Water Quality Improvement
Public Information Program Regional Economic Planning

Television Programming Project

Source: First Tenmmessee-Virginia Development District, Overall Program
Design Update: 1973-74 (Johnson City, Tennessee), June 1973,
p. 65-72.

(Chattanooga), and Mid-Cumberland (Nashville). All the DDs and COGs
have the same office, staff, and work together on issues which affect
both agencies. Tc the author's knowledge, none of the APDCs has any
connection with the three existing COGs in Georgia.

The COGs may undertake direct services to member govermments.
However, the DDs are specifically prohibited under State legislation
from exercising the power of eminent domain or engaging in construction
projects85. The C0OGs may establish regional agencies to deal with
solid waste disposal, water and sewer facilities, and similar projects
with which its member govermments may wish to become involved. Thus,
the close working relationshlip between the COGs and DDs can potentially
provide a planning as well as implementation power to the agencies.

Yet, there are drawbacks to the COG-DD arrangement. One writer
who studied the Southeast Tennessee DD (SETDD) and the Chattanocga Area

Regional Council of Governments (CARCOG) pointed out that the agencies
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sometimes duplicate and overlap each other. Additionally, he had
reservations about a regional agency which might be set up to provide
govermmental services. He felt that any autonomous regicnal agency
would easily become politically unresponsive

It is too early to Jjudge the success of the DD-COG agencies,

They do offer an opportunity for ccoperation, joint plamning, and imple-
mentation, but it is easy for the two agencies to duplicate and obstruct
each other's efforts.

The majority of programs that the districts undertake are
important to all govermmental levels. Iocal governments could never
individually afford the expertise available from the districts,
Similarly, the Btate and PFederal governments benefit by having one
agency with which to deal in carrying out their programs. Nevertheless,
DDe still have problems coordinating their programs with those at cother

govermmental levels.
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CHAPTER V

EVALUATION OF GEORGIA'S AND TENNESSEE'S

SUBSTATE DISTRICTS

The sections below discuss the present status of substate dis-
tricts and then present an evaluation of the legislation, mixture of
funding, staff, programs, and governing body characteristics of Georgia's

and Tennessee's districts.

Present Status of Substate Districts

The 1960s saw the introduction of innovative programs to deal
with the Nation's expanding physical, economic, and social problems
(Chapter 11). Initially, it looked as though asscciations of local
governments were going to be a viable mechanism for dealing with many
of the country's ills, However, until now districts have been only
partially successful. In his study of America's Federal system, James
Sundquist summed up the present condition of multi-jurisdictional plan-
ning agencies by stating:

The creative innovations in community-level programs to meet the
problems of the 1960's have arisen predominately from two levels--
from the communities themselves, and from Washington, D. C. Rarely
have they come from the 50 state capitols . . . The states were
making little contribution to new policy for community-level pro-
grams; policies were made in Wagshington. And they were contributing

little to the implementation of those policies: administration was
a local responsibilityBT.

Based on his conversations with State leaders, the game writer

said:
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But when we talked with state officlals whc were advocates of
innovation we were surprised to find (particularly in the smaller
states) the criticism more often turned inward upon the state
itself. The complaints were familiar: legislatures were hope-
lessly conservative; they met infrequently, and adjourned before
the members could become familiar with emerging problems and come
to grips with them. The state leadership of both parties lived in
a world of political maneuvering and Jockeying; governors were
absorbed in their political rocle--exercising party leadership and
running for re-election or aspiring for higher office -- to the
neglect of program and administrative leadership®®.

It isg this author's opinion that substate districts can succeed
only where they have strong backing and involvement of Federal, local,
and particularly State levels of govermment. Home-rule notwithstanding,
local govermments are the creation of State govermment and both govern-
mental levels need to become actively involved in improving the regional
agencies' capabilitieng. Tennessee has & hetter relationshlp than

Georgie with its regional agencies, but both States are guilty of not

fully utilizing and modifying the commissions to meet today's needs.

Bvaluation of Georgia's and Tennessee's Subsftate Districts

Georgia's and Tennessee's substate districts can be evaluated on
the basis of six factors: (1) assistance to Federal, State, and local
govermments, (2) staff resources and qualifications, (3) financial
capabilities, (4) governing body composition and involvement, (5) plans
for and implementation of regicnal service or facilities, and (6)
accountability and evaluation of programs.

Districts' Assistance to Federal, State, and Local Govermments

The Pederal govermment has definitely benefited from the dis-
tricts' assistance. The A-G5 review and the administration of EEA and

IEAA grants have saved the national govermment time and money. Similarly,
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Tennessee's utilization of the DDs' boundaries for Federal and State
programs has helped to reduce duplication of efforts. Unfortunately,
Georgia has not followed Tennessee's lead. As an example, the QKO
agencies in the Middle Georgia and Georgie Mountains AFDCs have not
been relaigned with the districts' boundsries. This has meant that
both the districts and the OEO offices cannot even utilize g common
data bank on the area's economy and population.

Nevertheless, both the DDs and APDCs provide valuable assistance
to the Federal govermment. Although each substate district may have
different programs and goals, each one plays an impcrtant communication
and liaigon role between the local, State, and national govermments.

The districts also provide a variety of services to thelr res-
pective State governments. These services are similar to those provided
the Federal govermment. The regional agencies assist with State studles,
conduct regicnal reviews of grant applications, and often coordinate
State programs at the regional level.

However, there is a distinction between the DDs' and APDCs’
relations with their State govermments. The author believes that
Tennesgee's digtricts are better aligned with their State government
than Georgia's APDCs are. The O0ffice of Urban and Federal Affairs9o
keeps a close watch over the DDs' work activities. In fact, the Office's
Iocal and Urban Affairs section has a coordinating committee composed
of Local Planning, Department of Economic and Community Development
and Office of Policy Planning representatives who review the Districts’
91

work activities each year The committee does not approve or dis-

approve each agency's programs but, when necessary, it does offer



63

recommendations for improving the districts' plans.

On the other hand, Georgia's APDCs have several different State
agencies with which they are involved. The Department of Community
Development and the O0ffice of Regional Planning in the Governor's 0ffice
are the major agencies which deal with the Commissions. However, there
18 presently no one agency or group which has responsibility for coordin-
ating the State's and APDCs' programs. Instead, the regional agencies
deal on an ad hoc basis with departments like the Office of Aging, the
State Crime Commission, the Departments of Transportation, Human
Resources, and others. This arrangement does permit the AFYDCs to be
flexible in what programs they undertake, but it makes coordination of
State and regional efforts slmost impossible,

One Georgila House Representative mentioned that this above pro-
blem may be ameliorated when the new Department of Community Develop-
ments's governing board is organized., This board will consist of at
least 50 percent State and local elected officials who will annually
review each APDC's work. However, the board will not be fully organized
until 197592.

In summary, the substate districts have a different relationship
with their State goverrmments. Georgia's districts are less structured
in their dealings with the State whereas Tennessee has at least a
semblance of coordination between the State and regional agencies. In
evaluating the two States, Tennessee's system does help prevent dupli-
cation and provides a better mechanism for the two levels of planning

to work together.
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At the local level the regional agencies provide the most
importaent assistance. They offer local member governments a staff of
professionals which many govermments individually could never afford.
The main difference between the DDs and APDCs is one of emphasis,

Georgia's commissicns provide many local planning services which
Tennessee's districts do not. For example, municipal and county zoning
and subdivision regulations studies are performed in Tennessee by the
regional staffs of the Office of State Planning. In Georgla, the AFDCs
often undertake these local studies. It is difficult to state which

method is better.

In Tennessee the DDs spend more time on regional and multi-
Jurisdictional planning while local planning is left to the State Plan-
ning 0ffice. Although there are offices of the Local Planning Division
in the DDs, there is still the possibility for each agency to propose
different plans for the same geographic region. In Georgia the AFDCs
do provide local planning assistance but of'‘ten to the detriment of
regional planning. When a mayor or county commissioner requests staff
asgistance in drafting a zoning ordinance, the APDC will usually assign
personnel to do it, However, this takes staff time away from other
regional activities.

It may be that a better arrangement would be a local and regional
planning staff located in each substate district's office. Then local
govermments could draw on the staff for their own needs while permitting

other personnel to concentrate on regional issues.
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Otaff Resources and Qualifications

As mentioned in Chapters III and IV, the professional competence
of the two States' digtrict staffs varies widely. Tennessee does pro-
vide minimum staff standards and Jjobs descriptions for its key staff,
but the DDs are under no obligation to follow these recommendations.

In Georgia there is no uniform personnel classification system and
"qualifications among APDCs vary widely because of difference in wage
scales, working conditions, and program593".

In assessing the two States' staffs, no final conclusion can be
reached. The only measurement is in evaluating the substate districts’
work and then indirectly drawing conclusions about their resgpective

staffs.

Financial Capabilities

Chapters II and IV demonstrated the variety of programs and funds
that the substate districts utilize. Although the APDCs and DDs have
been eclectic in their selection of funds, they have relied heavily on
the Federal govermment for financial assistance. The percentage of
funds that the districts received in 1973 from Federal, State, and local
sources 1is contained in Table 13.

It can be seen that the agencies in both States are dominated
by Federal funding. The previous limit of $30,000 in State appropri-
ations to DDs explains the almost eight percent difference between the
APDCs and the DDs. The recently enacted $60,000 limit will probably
make the DDs identical with the APDCs in terms of Federal revenue,

The substate districts are in a precarious financial position

because of their heavy reliance on the Federal govermment., Each time
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Table 13. APDCs' and DDs' 1973 Funding by Sources

APCDs DDs
66.7% Federal 74
18.8% State 13%
14 ,5% Local 13%

Sources: Robert L, Flanders and John D. Tracy, "Georgia's APDCs and
the New Federalism: A Critical Juncture for Sub-State Dis-
tricts,” AIP Confer-In '73 paper, {(Atlanta, Georgia), October
23, 1973, p. 10 and Office of Urban and Federal Affairs, State
of Tennessee, Tennessee's Development District Program,
(Nashville, Tennessee), August 1973, p. 9-1t9

Congress or the President eliminates a program or reduces an appropri-
ation, the districts have tc search for other categorical grants to
replace lost funds. Additionally, if the proposed special revenue
sharing is approved, they will have to drastically alter their tradi-
ticnal reliance on categorical grants.

The main purpose of special revenue sharing is "to consolidate
categorical-grant programs in functional areas into large money pots
that could be used by State snd local govermments according to their
own priorities"gh. The functional areas would include the general
categories of law enforcement, manpower, urban and rural community
development, transportation, and education. Special revenue sharing
wonld transfer administrative and pclicy responsibility away from the
Federal goverrmment to State and local governments.

Assuming that special revenue sharing is implemented, the sub-

state districts will have to receive additional funds from State and

local govermments to replace lost categorical grants. However, only
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one-Tourth to one-third (Table 13} of their present budgets comes from
these two sources. 1t will take time while they rearrange thelr pro-
grams to meet the new State and local requirements. Nevertheless, if
properly funded and administered, special revenue sharing offers the
districts an opportunity tc undertake planning programs which should be
closely aligned with the State's and local priorities. The present
system of fragmented categorical grants often permits only highly
specialized studies which are mandated by Federal agencies and which
are not always applicable to every district.

In summary, both States' agencies are toc reliant on Federal
money Tor carrying out their programs. A typlcal DD receives almost
three-fourths of its meney from the Federal government, and an APDC
receives about two-thirds. If the districts are to function as associ-
ations of local govermments, they should putrmore emphasis on State and
local financial agsistance. A balanced substate district budget would
include approximately 50 percent Pederal, 25 percent State, and 25 per-
cent local governmental financing. This proposed budget would allow
the district meore financial automomy to perform those services
that its area needs.

Governing Body Composition and Involvement

If substate districts are to effectively plan, then they must
have elected officials cn their boards. Because the districts are
voluntary associations, they need the support and involvement of local
leaders to implement their plans.

Tennessee's districts have an already high percentage of elected

officials (Table 8) because of the 1965 State legislation. According to
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one official in the Office of Urban and Federal Affairs, about two-
thirds to three-fourths of a typical DD's full board is composed of

R Georgia approximately 45 percent of the APDCs’'

elected officials
board members are elected officials (Table 2). An optional percentage
would be approximately 60 to 7O percent.

In the case of minority representation, the districts have been
adding black board members. In Georgia 18 percent of the APDCs' members
are blacks. The DDs have about 9 percent. According to the 1970 census, |
Georgia's population is about 26 percent black and Tennessee's is almost
16 percent. Both States' agencies therefore have less than an average
percentage of black members.

The involvement of board members is difficult to assess. The
author's familiarity with APDCs’ boards leads him to believe that most
members routinely approve programs based on the staffs' and the executive
directors' recommendations, An advisor to the 0ffice of Governor Carter
has said that "Indeed, the work program, plans, and any promotion
regarding the efficacy of cooperative area planning and intergovern-
mental ccoperation seems to be left to the director and his staff"96.
The situation is apparently similar in Tennessee although one recent
incident of a board rejecting the staff's A-55 review reccrmendation
was mentioned97.

Board members in both States usually react favorably to the
districts' provosals. However, controversial issues such as the
location of a new highway or alrport can bring out antagonisms among

the members.

For example, the Middle Georgia APDC's board members were recently
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divided over a propcsal for a new airport. The existing regional air-
port is in the flight path of a large Air Force base and one of the
Federal Aviation Agency's and the APDC's alternative recommendations
was to move the municipal airport. The city of Macon had Invested
about one million dellars in the airport and was adamantly opposed to
the idea. However, several other commission board members were in
favor of the recommendation. No final sclution has been reached about
the proposal,

Most districts also involve their board members with special
adviscry committees. These committees are formed tc advise and direct
the staff in undertaking regiocnal highway plans, social services pro;
grams, and similar activities. Although the committees do not set the
agencies' policy, they do assist the districts in carrying out their
planning programs.

In the final analysis, a board's involvement is a result of two
interrelated factors. They are the percentage of elected officials on
a board and the programs with which the agency becomes invelved. Under
these conditions, one is led to the conclusion that Tennessee has a
better system. The DDs do have a high percentage of elected officials,
and they are involved with many of the districts' programs. HNevertheless,
AFDCs' boards will probably become more involved with the commissions'
affairs as the number of elected officials continues to increase. The
proposal before the General Assembly to require at least 50 percent
elected officials on AFDC boards should increase member involvement.

Plans for and Implementation of Regional Services or Facllities

The AFDCs and DDs undertake a variety of planning in the areas
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cf solid waste, transportation, land use, human resources, water
resources, and health, Most of the Federal programs in these above
areas require that the agencies do this planning at the regional level.
However, there are few area-wide plans which are already implemented.

In some instances, the agencies may be a catalyst for other
organizations to implement regional services. As an example, the
Georgia Department of Human Resources is presently switching to 23
regional offices. All the department's districts are coterminous with
the AFPDCs and the eventual goal is to provide soclal services at the
regional rather than the county level. The area-wide outlook fostered
by the APDCs is influencing the department's arrangement of the substate
system98.
The actual number of regional services which the substate dis-
tricts directly implement is few. From a review of the districts' work
programs and interviews with agency personnel, it is concluded that most
regional services are still in the planning stage. At least one of
Tennessee's districts is deing a water resources study which may lead
to a regional water quality control agency. Other DDs are also involved
in area-wide health and social services planning with recommendations
in some cases for regional health and welfare officesgg. Similarly,
AFDCs are undertaking regional recreation, open space, social services,
housing and transportatlon studies, but only one or twe commissions
have had a few of thelr proposals implemented.

Although few area-wide plans are operational, the most important

result of the districts' efforts may be the regional outloock they are

developing in their member governments. One DD executive director sees
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this function as "a feeling of regionalism -- a recognition of common

nlOO. With more time and

problems, common goals, and common objectives
confidence in the substate districts, local governmments may yet form
area-wide organizations to implement the plans,

In addition, several districts are working together on Joint
planning programs. Two DDs are performing a regional highway study
and three APDCs are involved in a comprehensive health planning project.
However, the majority of districts do not regularly work jointly with
their counterparts. As it presently stands, one district may propose a
plan for a river which is incompatible with the plans of & district
below 1t. Any future studies which deal with river basins, highways,
and solid waste will require more inter-district cooperation if they
are tc be useful.

The DDg' and APDCs' lack of cperating regional programs may also
be explained by their relative newness. The agencies are still attempt—
ingz to prove their worth to local govermments, and it has been "much
easier for them (member govermments) to comprehend a grant of $80,000
than it is to see the long-term value of research or a long-range develop-
ment plan”lOl.

Nevertheless, both States' enabling legislation stipulates that
one of the districts' functions is to perform regional planning. In
addition, there is State legislation which appears to provide the
agencies an opportunity to implement area-wide services through their
member governmments. Tennessee's Interlocal Cooperation Act of 1967

rermits any two or more public agencies te enter intc agreements for

providing police, fire, sewer, and health servicesloe. In a 1972
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referendum Georgisa voters approved Constitutional Amendment ‘9 which
permits any county, any municipality, or any combination of the two to
provide police and fire protection, solid waste collection and disposal,
urban redevelopment programs, air pollutlion control, and other serviceleB'
This legislation dees not empower the districts to undertake direct
services, but it does permit their member governments to do so.

If the agencies are to mature into bona fide regional planning
bodies, they need to utilize the above State legislation for implementing
their plans. The next two or three years will be crucial in the dis-
tricts' development. They can perform a valuabvle service by trying to
regionalize certain govermmental services in their areas, or they can
become simply another branch of local govermment. If they choose the
latter, they will lose the important geoal of regional planning and
coordination.

Accountability and Evaluation of Programs

The substate districts are under fire in Temnessee and Geocrgia
as a "threat" to local governments. The Executive Director of the
Georgia Municipal Association believes that:

To retain local autonomy, clty officials must agressively and
effectively strive to Ilmprove their local facilities and services.
It local governments fail to do this job, the feds and the State

will push APDCs toward becoming regional govermments -- as offieclal
arms of State governmentlo .

A similar concern is being voiced by the Tennessee Municipal Leaguelos.
It would appear that the present controversy with local govern-
ments is mainly the result of the poor accountability and evaluation of

the regional agencies' programle6. Tennessee's Office of Urban and

Federal Affairs does review the DDs' work, but it is not sufficient.
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The Office hags only advisory powers in relation to the DDs. In addition,
there is presently no formal administrative relation between this office
and the Local Planning Division which operates the seven State planning
offices.

Georgia has almost no system of evaluation. The Department of
Community Development is responsible for liaison with the APDCs, but it
only evaluates the "701" programs. The CPB works with the districts in
regards to A-95 review, the Biemnial Development Frograms, ARC, and the
Coastal Plaing programs. The Farmers Home Administration, EDA, Georgia
Department of Human Resources, and the State Crime Commission all deal
with the APDCs on a program basis, There ig nc one agency which reviews

and evaluates each district's work programs.

Summary

Table 14 presents a summary outline evaluating the two States’
substate districts. In terms of the six factors used to evaluate the
districts, Tennessee presently has a better system of regional planning
commissicns. One caution that should be added, however, is that the
differences between the two States are slight. TFor example, Georgia's
proposal for a majority of elected board members, if impiemented, would
greatly strengthen the APDCs' present position. Thus, the outline is
only intended to show the districts' present position with the under-
standing that either State could rapidly improve its regional planning

districts.



(1)

(2)

(3)

(5)

Table 14.

Bvaluative Factor

Assistance to Federal
State and Local Govern-
ments

Staff Resources and
Qualifications

Financial Capabilities

Governing Body Compeosition
and Involvement

Plans for and Implementatiion
of Regional Services or
Facilities

Summary Evaluation of Georgia's and Tennessee's
Ng g

(1)

(2)

(1)

(1)

(2)

(1)

Georgia
Emphasis on local (1)
planning and assis-
tance
Cooperation with State (2)

and Federal agencies

Large variation among (1)
APDCs' gtaff capabilities

Financial assistance (1)
from local, State, and
Federal governments with

67% of average budget from
Federal sources

Less than a majority (45%) (1)
of local elected officials

on AFPDC boards

No State regulations con- (2)
cerning elected officials’
membership

State constitutional (1)
amendment allowing local
goverments to provide

certalin regional services

Substate Districts

Tennessee

Emphasis on regional
planning with minimal

local planning assistance
Close alliance with State
planning efforts and cooper-
ation with Federal

Variation among DDs' staff
but minimal voluntary staff
standards and job descrip-
tions available from the
State

Assistance from all three
governmental levels with
major portion {74%) from
Federal

High percentage (70%) of
local elected officials

on DD boards

State requirements con-
cerning elected officials’
membership

Interlocal Cocperation
Aet providing for local
governments to set up
certain regional services

uts



Evaluative Factor

(6) Accountebility and
Evaluation of Programs

(2)

(1)

(@)

Table 14%. (Continued)

Georgia

Comprehensive health
planning and trans-
portation planning con
regional basis but few
plans implemented

Evaluation performed
mainly by agencies
granting funds

State mechanism for
evaluation (BDP) not
being utilized.

(2)

(1)

Tennessee

Instances of regional
soclal services and
water rescurces plan-
ning but few plans
implemented

Evaluation by agencies
granting funds as well
as by State 0ffice of
Urban and Federal Affairs

¢l
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Although Georgia's and Tennessee's districts are a relatively new
level of planning, they are proving that they can provide needed local
and regicnal services, However, they are now at a plateau, and the next
two or three years will be crucial for their continued development,
Studies of other States' regional districts present similar findings

. 107
about substate agencles' future .
The first section below presents general conclusions about sub-

state districts and the second section contains recommendations for

improving their effectiveness.

Conclusions
The proliferation of Federal and State programs combined with the
Zzrowth in COG's, substate districts, and special purpose districts has
resulted in "overlapping boundaries, duplicating functions, and confusing

1"108. However, until

responsibilities at the substate regional leve
local and State govermments are reorganized to deal more effectively
with regional and multi-state problems, substate districts are a
necessity.

Eight general conclusions can be reached based cn the preceding
analysis of Georgia's and Tennessee's substate districis.

(1) The regional commissions provide planning and other technical

assistance to local govermments. Many local units of government could
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not afford the expense of a full-time staff of professionals which the
commissions have, Similarly, State and Federal agencies often utilize
the districts tc plan and implement their own programs in conjunction
with local govermments,

(2) The majority of districts rely toc heavily on Federal funds
for their existence. A typical distriect presently receives more than
two-thirds of its operating funds from Federal sources. This heavy
reliance on PFederal funds, coupled with voluntery local dues, places
the districts in a dangerous financial pecsition. Such financial depen-
dence also poses the threat that the commissions will become nothing
more than local offices for Federal agencies.

(3) Originally formed as associations of local govermments, many
substate districts have a minority of elected officials and no state
officials on their boards. As a result, districts are often hampered
in carrying out their plans because they do not have sufficient support
and involvement from local and State elected officials. Racial minorities
are generally underrepresented in comparison to their propertion of the
regional population. Although it is difficult to represent all public
and private interests, many boards are overrepresented with nonelected
cfficials and employees of public agencies.

(4) The present A-95 review and comment process 1s basically
weak. Although most regional agencies now perform this function, there
iz a wide variation in its effectiveness. Some districts perform an
in-depth analysis of each proposal, while others routinely comment
favorably on every grant application.

(5) Because membership is voluntary, many substate districts are
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placed at the mercy of local govermments. A local govermnment can always
threaten to withdrew when a controversiel proJect is proposed. As a
result, the regional commisgion will often drop = project because of
such pressure.

(6) The regional commissions are presently either evaluated on
a program basis or not at all, Although theoretically the boards of
directors are ultimately responsible for thelr commissions' work, most
members have neither the time nor the expertise to evaluate their
agencies. In addition, most State and Federal agericies only evaluate
the districts based on their particular programs and not on the overall
work of the agency.

(7) The districts' goals of intergovermmental coordination and
regional planning are coften thwarted because many other agencies carry
out thelr own plans and programs on a different geographical and admini-
strative basis. It is not uncommon for a Federal or a State program to
be administered in a particular area and not coordinated with that
rezional planning commission's plans and programs.

(8) The most important issue to face regional commissiocns is,
and will continue to be, their ability to persuade lcocal government to
cooperate in undertaking programs which crcas their pelitical juris-
dictions. Substate districts will have very little beneficial effect

if their regional and intergovermmental plans are not implemented.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are presented as a means to improve

not only Georgia's and Tennessee's districts, but alsc other States'
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regional agencies.

(1) State and local govermments should increase their combined
financial assistance to approximately one-half of a typiceal regional
commission’s total budget. A substate district should receive approxi-
mately 25 percent of its total budget from local govermments, 25 percent
from the State, and 50 percent from the Federal govermment. Similarly,
minimum per capita dues should be mandatory for all local govermments.

Any State funds appropriated to a commission should be used
exclusively for regional and intergovernmental planning. ©Such a restric-
tion would prevent a commission from functioning exclusively as a local
Plenning agency and would provide the incentive for at least a minimum
smount of regional planning.

(2) At least 51 percent of a district's board members should be
local elected officials. This proposal could be accomplished through
State legislation which would require a minimum percentage of elected
officials. Minority representation should be increased and made a
requirement for participation in State and Federal programs.

Finally, there should be representation by State elected officials
on the districts' boards. Local State senators and representatives
should compose approximately ten to fifteen percent of the total board
membership.

Even with the above minimum representation requirements, a dis-
trict could still have almost thirty-five percent of its beard members
selected from the general populaticn.

(3} The A-95 review process should be expanded t§ include almost

every Federal and State grant toc govermmental, private, and semi-private
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agencies, The districts should alsoc be provided the necessary financisl
regources to do in-depth reviews. Under this proposal, reviews would be
either approved or disapproved by the board members with a board of State
and Federal officials having the final decision over any disapproved
grants. Any agency that funded a project over the district beard's
opposition would be required to submit in writing its reasons for deing
50,

(4) It should be mendatory for all local governments to be
members of their substate districts. If the regional agencies are going
to develop meaningful land use, housing, and envircrmental proposals,
local and State officials must be involved in carrying out their plans.
Mandatory membership is necessary because some proposals will not be
popular with every local govermment.

(5) The regional commissions should be periodically evaluated
in terms of their entire range of activities. An outside team of plan-
ning and related experts should perform these evaluations and report
their findings back to the commissions' boards of directors. In addition,
a State policy advisory committee composed of local and State officials
should be set up to review the evaluation team's recommendations. This
advisory committee would also have the responsibility to monitor the
commissions' efforts in carrying out the evaluation team's recommendations.

At a minimum, each commission should be evaluated in terms of its
(1) staff qualifications, (2) board composition and involvement, (3)
work programs and accomplishments, (4) A-95 reviews, and (5) financial
records. The findings from this review should be published in order

that each commission can be compared to its counterparts.
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(6) The State and Federal govermments should require their
respective agencies to use substate districts and their boundaries asg
much as possible. In some cases, such as a river basin study, it may
not be possible to use the district boundaries. Nevertheless, many
agencies could realign their programs to coincide with the districts'
regiong and could also use a district's staff on some projects. Less
duplication of effort and better program administration could result.

A list of programs of a typical substate district at all govermmental
levels can be found in Table 15,

(7) Finally, State legislation should be enacted to permit dis-
tricts to provide specified services contingent upon their boards’®
approval,

For example, local govermmental officials might wish to use one
computer center to handle &1l their tax and utility reccrds and billings.
If a majority of the board of directors approved such a proposal, the
regional agency should be empowered to set up and operate the center,

In some instances, a State agency might be better qualified to
provide g particular regicnal service, Therefcre, the necessary State
legislation should be enacted to permit State agencies to carry out any

services reguested by a majority of a commission's board of directors.

Summary
In their brief ten or fifteen year history, substate districts
have proved to be an effective and economical method of providing pro-
fessional expertise to local govermments. They have also demonstrated

thelr ability to improve intergovermmental cooperation among all three



Table 15. Examples of Bubstate District Programs

Functions

Examples

Local Services

Area-wide Planning

Program Administration

Coordination of State Services

Inter-Substate District Planning

Coordination with State Planning

Provision of Direct Services

Management, administrative, and land
use technical assistance

Land use, recreation, water and
sewer, housing, law enforcement, and
transportation

LEAA and manpower grants

Liaison with and location of State
agencles' district offices in sub-
state districts' headquarters

Health, human resources, and trans-
portation planning

Site location for educatiocnal
facilities, State transportation
plans, law enforcement, and solid
waste

Water and sewer, solid waste, and
others

Source: Georgia Regional Executive Directors Association, Program
Proposals for Coordinated and Cooperative Efforts by Georgla's

Area Planning and Development Commissions and State Agencies,

1972, p. 1-18 and interviews with Mr. E. V. King and Mr. Rick
Hinderlight, Office of Urban and Federal Affairs, Neshville,
Tennessee, December 11, 1973.
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levels of American government.

However, certain basic changes are needed if they are to remain
effective. If the recommended changes are made, it Is likely that the
regicnal commissions will increase their effectiveness in serving local
governments, improving intergovermmental cooperation, and implementing

regional plans and prcgrams.
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APPENDIX

A RESOLUTION OF THE COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

TO ESTABLISH THE MIDDLE GEORGIA AREA PLANNING COMMISSION

A Resolution to provide for the Middie Georgia Ares Planning

Commission.

WHEREAS, an Act of the General Assembly of Georgia, 1957 {No. 358),
as amended, {Georgia Code Annotated 69-12, et, seq.) provides for the
establishment and operation of regional, or area, planning commissiona;
and

WHEREAS, it appears to be advantageous to the welfare of
County, Georgia that a comprehensive and continuouws planning program be
undertaken; and

WHEREAS , the County Board of Commissioners made an
area planning commission to assist in the plaaning for the total develop-
ment of County and the Middle Georgisa ares which will, in
accordance with existing and future needs, best promote public health,
safety, morals, order, convenience, prosperity, and the general welfare,
as well as efficiency and economy in the process of development;

NCW THEREFCRE, BE 1T RESOLVED, that the County Board
of Commisgioners in cooperation with the governing authorities of other
Middle Georgia Area Counties and municipalities, hereby establishes the
Middle Georgia Area Planning Commission hereinafter called the Commission

to be governed by the following provisions:
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Section 1, Membership. The Commission shall be composed of

members from each of the counties participating in the Commission accord-
ing to the following:

(1) Population of Participating

Counties According to the Number of
most Recent U. 8, Census Directors

Over 125,000

75,000 to 125,000
25,000 to 75,000
Iess than 25,000

RN W\ oo

(2) The maximum elected and minimum non-elected officials who
may serve on the Board of Directors of the Commission based

on the 1960 U, S. Census:

Maximum Elected Minimum Non-
Officials Elected Officials

Bibb County-——=---eaccmeamaecaea S S 6
Crawford County---=-~vevemecemeu- l c e e 1
Houston County--~-==-rmecaccuw--.= Q mmmmmmrmmcmtmeammanaaa 1
Jones County--—=-=scomcmcmmcm e l mmemme e 1
Monroe County-=-—=cewecccmmcacaaa- ]l mmmmmmme e e 1
Peach County----=—emmcemcmccmaa—o 2 e 0
Twiggs County-=—--emmcccmacaaaaa I 1

TOTATLS 10 11

A majority of the members of the Commission shall be persons who
hold no other public office in the municipality or county from
which they are appointed.

Section 2. Term of Office. The term of office for all members

shall be four (4) years, except that the initial appointments from
County shall be as follows: one member appointed by the County for
year(s), and one member appointed by the participating municipalities
within the County for __  year(s). All municipalities within

County shall make the single appointment to the office in the order agreed
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upon by all participating municipalities. All elected officials appointed
from County shall be agreed upon jointly by all the participating
governing bodies within County. All persons appointed hereunder
shall hold office for the term designated, and shall be eligible for one
successive reappointment only. Any vacancy in membership shall be filled
for thé unexpired term by the governing authority making the appointment
which has become vacant. All members shall serve without compensation.

Section 3. Organization, Rules Staff, and Finances. The Commission

shall elect a Chairman and Vice-Chairman from smong the appointive members.
The term of office of the Chairman and Vice-Chairman shall be for one (1)
yvear and until their succegsors are elected, The Commission shall appoint
a Secretary-Treasurer whe shall be the Executive Director of the Commission
and who shall be a professional plaﬁner. The Commission shall meet at
least once each menth and at such other times as the Commission Chairman
and/or Executive Committee may determine; shall adept the rules for the
transaction of business and shall keep a record of its resclutions, trans-
actions, findings, and determinations, which shall be a public record.

The Commission may appoint such employees and staff as it may deem
necessary for its work. In the performance of its duties, the commission
may cooperate with, contract with, or accept funds from Federal, State,

or leecal public or semi-public agencies or private individuals or corpor-
ations, may spend such funds, and may carry out such cooperative under-
takings and contracts. It may make expenditures for the purchase of
required equipment and supplies. The expenditures shall be within the
amounts appropriated for the purpose by the participating governing

authorities, such appropriation amounting to twenty-five (25) cents per
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capita based on the meost recent official Bureau of the Census population
figures.

Section 4. Powers and Duties. It shall be the function and duty

of the Commission to make such careful and comprehensive research surveys
and studies of existing conditions and probably future developments and
to prepare such plans for physical, social, and economic growth as will
best promote the public hemlth, safety, morals, convenience, prosperity,
cr the general welfare as well as efficiency and econocmy in the planning
for the development of the Middle Georgia area and each political sub-
division participating herein. In general, the Commission ghall have
such powers and duties and responsibilities as set forth in Sections 2,
3, 4, 5, 6, and 2L of the General Plarning Enabling Act of 1957, as
amended (Act No. 358).

Section 5. Commission Advisory Only. The Commission shall act

in an advisory capacity only, and any plan, or part thereof, or amendment,
extension or addition thereto, adopted by the Commission shall constitute
8 recommendation only and shall have no binding effect on the governing
authority or any political subdivision in implementing any plans and/or
zoning laws.

Section 6. Effect on Local Planning and Zoning Commission. The

passage of this resolution shall in no way affect the powers and duties
granted to any existing local planning and zoning commission and any
future amendments related thereto, or in no way affect the future creation
of any local planning and zoning commission and any future amendments

related thereto.
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Section 7. Commission By-Laws. The Commission shall prepsare by-

laws that shall be effective only when approved by each of the governing
bodies of the participating counties and/or municipalities,

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this resolution shall take effect
upen the adopticon of a similar resolutlcon or ordinance creating the Middle
Georgia Area Planning Commission by at least a minimum of five (5) of the
following seven (7) counties ~- Bibb, Crawford, Houston, Jones, Monroe,

Peach, and Twiggs.

F e H NI M HEH M N X

Adopted this day of » 19, by majority vote of

the Board of Commissioners in regular session assembled.

Attest:

Chairman

Clerk
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