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A, INTRODUCTION

Adlai Stevenson once remarked that "if we paid more attention to States'
wrongs, there would be less controversy about States' Rights." 1In a sense,
that is what this report is all about. For far too many years, the States--
taken as a group--have abdicated their responsibilities toward urban America.
Into the vacuum has stepped the federal government. Now the States are
becoming what Professor William I. Goodman of the University of Iliinois has
described as an "awakening giant." This poses both a threat and a challenge
to the other units of government involved in the urban renaissance. The
problem is: How do you work with the States in helping them make up for the
wrongs of the past while treating the needs of the present and future?

There is no doubt of the stated intention of the Administrationl and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development2 that the federal govermment welcomes
the States as an equal partner in the adventure known as Creative Federalism.

In addition it is clear from an examination of the Congressional hearings
preceding the passage of legislation creating HUD, that it was the intent of
the Congress to include the States as a full partner in executing the programs

administered by HUD.

1 - President Johnson (March 2, 1966): '"The Secretary has responsibility under
the Act (creating HUD) to consult and cooperate with State Governors and State
agencies...with respect to Federal and State programs for assisting communities
in developing solutions to community and metropolitan development programs..."

2 - Secretary Weaver (June 15, 1966): "Our cities face critical problems. To
meet them will require the vigorous and cooperative actions of the States, the
Federal Government and the localities themselves. Eoch level of government must
use its capacities to the utmost if we are to succeed, "
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The notion of Creative Federalism now has become part of the "conventional
wisdom." It is this year's vogue expression for the working relationship that
everyone professes to want, but no one expects to get, among the various levels
of government: Federal, State and local.

By and large, there is no such concept as Creative Federalism at work. The

word "Creative" implies accomplishment - it would be far more accurate to talk in

terms of the challenge: Creating Federalism.

It is a mistake, then, in my judgment, to try to rationalize the "fact"
(Federal-local relationships) with the "wish" (Federal-State-Local relationships)
and complacently talk of both as Creative Federalism,

An excellent example of this phenomenon can be found in LeRoy F. Harlow's
report of May 1966 entitled "Implementing the Metropolitan Desk Concept,” where
the acthor states (page 65):

«++(T)he national government is making a valiant effort to enlist the

active participation of the urban governments in this national war on

urban problems., This combined national and local effort is part of what
the President calls "creative federalism,' Titalics supplied)

To my mind that is somewhat like announcing the folk-singing group of Peter,
Paul and Mary--but Mary isn't there.
Or again, on pages 89 and 90 of the Harlow report:

HUD's program relations with the state g vernments will result from the
state's role as agent for one or more local govermments, or acting in
its own behalf. In either case, the state government is likely to be
well enough 'informed and have sufficient staff to get along without
"Metropolitan Desk" assistance. Thus, there is no need to describe the
state environment in which "Metropolitan Desk" employees will have to
operate.

Hopefully this report wiil show the inadequacy of this cavalier approach
toward State participation,

As the result of visits to eight State Capitols throughout the country, I
learned that most State officials believe that, with regard to Creative Federalism,
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there is a world of difference between the word and the deed. They feel the
federal establishment is giving lip-service to the role of the State while, in
reality, ignoring it as a viable unit of government. It must be said, in all
candor, that talks with certain officials in Washington support this reaction,
although I would describe the federal attitude as one of skepticism rather than
hostility.

These cynics say that genuine State participation is an exercise in futility.
As one HUD official expressed it: "The cities have their role to play. The
States have their role to play. The two should get together--but never will,

And you can research as long as you want, but I bet that's what you will come
up with in the end."

The recommendations in this report will determine who wins that bet.

Although it is important to understand the thinking within the Department, we
are here concerned with what the States think and why. Like the tort of "assault,”
the determining factor is not what the aggressor intended but rather what the
victim thought the aggressor intended.

What are the facts concerning the status of Creative Federalism vis-a-vis the
program of HUD?

Because the cities--and more especially the large cities--are the natural
constituency of HUD (as distinguished from other federal agencies such as HEW,
whose natural constituency is the State), there has been established a tradition
of the federal govermment's working directly with the cities, almost completely
by-passing the States. The lines are being drawn non-stop beiween Washington and

the cities,
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Why? Partly because the major object of HUD's program is the city. But
largely because of the States' past failure to come to grips with contemporary
problems--their unwillingness to modernize--their stubborn insistence on retaining
horse-and-buggy methods in the nuclear age,

But Jjust because the States have acted irresponsibly in the paat does not
mean that we should wring our hands in despair and ignore them.

For those who are genuinely concerned about a monopoly of federal control,
there is only one real alternative: strengthen the States. Any federal progrsm
that is as ambitious and all-encompassing as that administered by HUD must involve
everyone if it is to work. Without State participation, you have a vitel missing
link that can cause the breakdown of the whole machinery. There 1s room for both
the fedgral government and State government, since each should complement the work
of the other,

Legislation in the field of urban development can never be static. "Urban
Renewal," only a few years ago considered revolutionary, now is practically "old
hat." Today we talk of "Rent Supplements,” of "New Towns" and "Demonstration
Cities'"-~of horizontal programs invelving many agencies, rather than vertical
programs on & Department-by-Department approach.

Tomorrow there surely will be new developments--new techniques requiring new
legislation., To pass that legislation, political considerations must come into
play. Today HUD's constituency is the city. Tomorrow it must enlist the State,
if there is to be a reasonable likelihood of getting future programs passed by the
Congress., For the States are beginning te flex their political muscles,

Certainly many of the States stood by apatheticully while the lines of
communication were being forged between Washington and the clties. Now, however,
the States are springing into action., They are forming coordinating agenciee to

cope with urban problems. This is the urban generation--u.nd the States finally

have come alive.
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Some cities still blame the States for their 1ills, Some states blame the
federal government., The reverse also is true. (See Section entitled "Attitudes".)
Continuation of this process of "placing the blame” is self-destructive. The fact
is that all levels of government share some responsibility for the erosion of our
cities. Until recently, the American power structure has not faced up to the
urgency of the urban crisis or taken steps to meet it.

The States now are ready to assume the role of full partnership assigned them
by the President and Congress. HUD can help make this transition possible.

While it is not its mission to revitalize the American form of govermment,

I suggest that the need is clear and the opportunity at hend for this Depart-
ment to play a singular role in helping re-create our system of federalism.

This report will attempt to show "how."
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B. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: AN ACTION PROGRAM

For convenient reference, there is listed in this section a compilation of
those recommendations which will be made throughout the report. By referring to
the appropriate sections, the reader can obtain the explanatory materiel that
supports each recommendation. The first three suggestions are general and go to
"attitude'--the others are more specific in nature,

1. The Department should adopt a policy of ESCALATION OF RESPONSIBILITY toward
the States. Simply stated, this means that when the States demonstrate by specific
actions--whether it be the creation of a State Department of Local Affairs, or
buying into the federal Urben Renewal and Housing programs--that they recognize
their responsibilities toward urban areas and are willing to act, they should be
given more and more responsibility and recognition by the Department. This
responsibility and recognition can take various forms. Examples would be giving
the States an opportunity to comment on local applications for federal aid, solicit-
ing the views of the States on forthcoming Departmental legislation, working with
the States to establish guidelines for programs, setting priorities within a State,
and even allowing the States to carry out the adminisgtration of HUD programs. The
degree of responsibility granted by HUD would increase or decrease in response to
State action or inaction.

2. The Department should adopt a FLEXIBLE APPROACH toward the States. This is

a correlary to the "Escalation of Responsibility" doctrine., It means that States
should not be lumped together with one rule for all. Rather each State must be
treated as an individual entity with recognition given to its geography, economy,
traditions, and political attitudes. A Flexible Approach necessarily rejects

rigidity. It would eliminate the posture that a Departmental decision sets a
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precedent which must be followed in the future. It means that various approaches
may be used concurrently, such as placing a HUD man in a State Capitol when a
Governor so requests--or working through the conventional Regionsl Office system
wvhere the Governor does not.
3. The Department must abandon a PASSIVE in favor of an ACTIVE attitude toward
the States. This means that HUD officials should no longer wait until they are
contacted by the States regarding specific problems. They must initiate conver-
sations with State officials and offer to help wherever possible. They must seek
out the States and show how HUD can provide information or services the States can
use, They must encourage the States to provide financial assistance to localities,
to enable metropolitan planning, to formulate State plans, to coordinate all State
agencies and programs dealing with urban problems, etc,
4, Establish a STATE DESK in Washington manned by a Special Assistant for the
States. This would be a contact point for the States when they seek help or advice
from HUD in Washington. Some of the fesponaibilitie: a State Desk would have are:
a) Arranging appointments for State officials with appropriate HUD officials;

b) Acting on behalf of States to obtain information or help expedite applica~
tions for funds; shepherding State officials through Washington red tape;

c) Provide full informational service to the States of HUD programs and
important administrative decisions; speech material for Governors when
requested; current information on appropriations available for programs;

d) Solicit opinions of State officials on proposed HUD legislation, as well
as review of existing legisiation with an eye to perfecting amendments;

e) Encourage State cofficials tc testify on behalf of HUD legislative programs
and requests for Congressional appropriations; assist in preparation cf
testimony for Governors;

£) Act as Clearinghouse so States can swap information on their programs and
progress in handling urban problems;
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g) Promulgate Model Codes and assist States in reviewing their legislation
(establishing State Departments of Local Affairs, enabling Metropolitan
Planning, etc.);

h) Encourage States to participate more fully in HUD programs, to publish
catalogs of State programs by function which mesh with federal prograw:
to buy into HUD programs, to establish State Departments of Local Affair .,
etc.;

i) ~"Evaluate the performance of each State and recommend to the Becretary how
much responsibility each State should be given;

J) Work with HUD officials in Washington, with Regional Office officials, and
with HUD men in State Capitols and Metro Expediters to encourage increased
contacts with States and promote constructive attitudes toward Btate
participation; and

k) Organize workshops, seminars, and periodic meetings with the States.

In terms of internal lines of responsibility, the State Desk would work closely
with the HUD Intergovernmental Division in order to strengthen Federal-State-local
relationships.

S. Expand the Regional Office operation to include STATE DESKS when requested.
Under this program, each Governor would be given the oﬁtion to have a HUD man
in his own State Capitol to serve as a resource person withim his State. These
State Desk men would report directly to the Regional Office., They would assist the
State and localities in preparing applications and advise them on methods of maxi-
mizing their effectiveness under HUD programs. )
6. Provide INFORMATIONAL MATERIAL TO STATES ON LOCAL APPLICATIONS FOR FEDERAL GRANTS.
As a start, automatically send a copy of every Form 101 application (for water
and sever systems and sewage treatment works) to the States. This gives them the
pover of comment. If the cslibre of the comment is high, and the results beneficial
to the Department, expand the process until all local applications for HUD programs
automatically go to the States. Note that Form 101 goes to other agencies as well.
HUD should take the lead in urging all agencies involved to follow this procedure of
informing the States. States also should be informed when the federal governmment

either approves or rejects a particular proposal.
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7. Conduct WORKSHOPS, SEMINARS, AND REGIONAL MEETINGS.

As a first step in implementing the new approach to the States, the Secretary
should call to Washington that person in each State most responsible for the
coordination of urban affairs (as designated by the Governor). The Conference
should explore ways and means of improving relations with the States, as well as
discussing HUD plans for the coming year. Most of the recommendations in this
report, if adopted by HUD, should be fully discussed.

As a second step, Secretary Weaver should meet with the Governors, preferably
on a regional basis, and ocutside of Washington. The same process should ensue, but
a far more frank discussion of the relationship between HUD and the States could be
conducted (for example, the Secretary could point out that HUD is prepared to take
positive steps to strengthen its relationships with the States, but he expects the
States in turn to become active in supporting the programs and legislation of HUD),

As a third step, a regular series of workshops or seminars could be conducted
for the States on a wide range of subjects such as: Problems of State Taxation,
Metropolitan Planning, Zoning, Conforming Administrative Districts, Interstate
Planning, etc.
€. Consider all local applications in light of STATE PIAN.

Within a short time, a number of States will have completed their Master Plans.
Grants to localities should, insofar as is possible and practical, be consistent
with the State Master Plan., In addition, the States should be urged to exercise
more responsibility in reviewing local and regional plans drawn up under the 701
prosJram to make certain they are 1) competent and 2) conform to the overall State

plan, Withholding funds should be a suggested safeguard.
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9. Work with States to CONFORM PLANNING DISTRICTS.

Wherever possible, HUD should urge the States to set the planning units and
then abide by this determination, working on the federal level to get all other
federal agencies to do the same,

10. FBarmark STATE PLANNING FUNDS., HUD should separate out funds for State planning
80 States are not placed in the position of competing with the localities for this
money.

11. FEDERAL GRANTS FOR STATE PUBLICATIONS. 1In addition to encouraging the States
to take advantage of Title IX of the Demonstration Cities Act by seeking federal
grants to establish State Departments of Local Affairs (or its equivalent), they
should be encouraged to seek grants for the purpose of publishing guides to State
programs, by function, which mesh with federal program guides.

12. IMPROVE INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS, HUD should update its own publications
on a functional basis and make them widely available to the States--more important,
a8 the coordinator of federal urban programs, the HUD guide should not be limited to
HUD programs but to a functional listing of all federal programs affecting urban
problems. Consideration should be given to proposals to provide computerized infor-
mation to the States and establishing such a computer information center at HUD.

13, Improve GUIDELINES, Effort should be made either to make more specific the
guidelines for administering HUD programs so as to avoid confusion and uncertainty,
or the guidelines should be made extremely broad and have States administer them
taking into consideration local conditions.

14, Improve FISCAL INFORMATION., Stites shouid be told how much money nas been
appropriated by the Congress for particular HUD programs, how much has been allo-
cated, and how much remains. This information should be kept current s States are

not applying for programs which have no funds to support them.



15, Consider HELLER PIAN. HUD might assist and encourage the States in their
efforts to develop a program along the lines of the Heller plan for consideration
by the Administration at a later date, when "Fiscal Dividends" are available.

16. The following actions should be taken with regard to the REGIORAL OFFICES:

a) Expand its service so each State can have its own HUD man, responsible
to the Regional Office, if the Governor 8o requests;

b) Implement the policy of decision-making in the field;

c) Issue a directive to the Regional Administrators urging them to work
with appropriate State officials so long as the States evidence the
interest and the capability. Recommend increased visits to State
Capitols;

d) Work on procedures for expediting application processing in the Regional
Office;

e) Consider the one-man-one-city decision making process; and

f) Give the State Desk man in Washington responsibility for coordinating
activities of Regional Offices and State HUD men regarding State
activities,

17. The following actions should be taken with respect to METRO EXPEDITERS:

a) If there is a HUD man in the State Capitol, establish a close liaison
with him, since he can assist the Metro Expediter to "plug in" to State
programs;

b) Instruct Metro Expediter to welcome inquiries and offers of assistance
from the States at all times; and

c) If the States accept the option (which should be presented to them by
HUD) to place their own man in the Metro area, then HUD should instruct
its Metro Expediter to form a close working relationship with that State
man. Consider placing the Metro Expediter in the same physical location
as the State man (if the State operation is as sophisticated as it is in
California with the State Service Center system--call this project:
Demoustration State),
18, ASSERT HUD'S ROLE AS COORDINATOR, Working closely with the President and
Vice-President, HUD must eliminate the confusion as to who is the coordinator of
programs affecting urban affairs. This information must be disseminated on the
federal level and especially on the State level and should be implemented as

vigorously as possible,
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C. AITITUDES

In attempting to make intelligent recommendations for strengthening Federal-
State-Local relationships, it is important to assess the attitudes of each level
of government toward the other.

First, I deal with the States: their attitudes toward themselves, toward the
federal government, and toward the cities. Second, the attitudes of the cities
toward the States. And third, with the federal government's attitude toward the

States.

l. The attitudes of the States:

a. Toward themselves. By and large, the States are facing up to their re-

sponsibilities toward urban problems. If they were complacent and felt they had
been doing a good job right along, I would be most pessimistic about trying to
develop a better relationship with them. However, they are trying to be quite
honest with themselves and freely admit their past failures to meet the needs of
the times.

Symptomatic of this critical self-appraisal was a recent meeting of the
Midwest Governors' Conference where the Governors in attendance candidly
acknowledged that they had been "dragging their feet" for too long in terms of
participation in federal programs. They are currently developing specific plans
of improvement,

In December the United States Governors' Conference will hold a special
meeting near Washington to discuss this same problem and hopefully translate

their discussions into concrete programs.
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My talks with the Washington staff of the Coumcil of State Governments confirmed
the view that the States finally are waking up to the active role they must play
in contemporary socilety.

A candid appraisal of the States came from a key member of the Michigan
Governor's staff: "There is no question but that the States have defaulted in
their responsibilities, This created a vacuum, The federal govermment filled that
vacuum, "

At the same time the States apparently are moving to cope with their
deficiencies, they believe they have the expertise to bring to bear on their
problems. They feel the calibre of State govermment generally is high. A Calif-
ornia official expressed it this way: "By and large, the States are demonstrating
honest government, high technical crmpetence and non-partisan consistency."

So the States, for the most part, concede their errors of the past and believe
they have the capability to move forward as a responsible partner in federal
programs. While such a statement is difficult to demonstrate either in quantitative
or qualitative terms, I think it fair to say that the increasing trend toward
establishment of State Departments of Urban Affairs, toward encouragement of
metropolitan planning, toward creation of State Master Plans, and toward "buying in”
to federal programs, can be taken as positive indicators--of this healthier
attitude toward federal cooperation.

b. Toward the federal government. The most charitable comment I heard about

the federal government was: '"There have been delays and mistakes and red tape on
both sides.” Other than that concession of mutual deficiency, the c-mments

uniformly were those of resentment and frustration.
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A New York official spoke of "the George Wallace syndrome." By this phrase
he was trying to describe a condescending attitude on the part of the federal govern-
ment toward the States; that all the States are treated with the same brush., 'We
especially resent this attitude since so many of the programs now being promulgat<i
on the federal level were initiated by individual States and long nreceded the
federal experience."

In North Carolina I was told that the reason for the lack of close Federal-
State relations was that "the federal government chose not to deal with the States

just as much as the States were inactive.”" They are concerned that too many
federal officials view State officials as "clowns" and "aren't hesitant to say so.”

A Missouri official commented on the cordial reception he receives at many
federal agencies but feels that "no one is really listening or cares what I have
to say". The Missouri Office of State and Regional Planning supervises many
diverse federal programs within the State. '"We have been discouraged so far in
getting anywhere with HUD, except for the 701 program. We have high hopes that
some of the new people like Wood and Taylor will help. If HUD will work with the
State, fine. Otherwise we'll go to those agencies that will help.” The Missouri
people are frank to admit that they will try to play one agency off sgainst another
in order to get results. They are in a position to do so because they now have
State coordination to a degree that does not yet exist on the federal level, just
the opposite of the condition one would expect.

The opinion of one California official toward the federal govermment iz: "All
States are treated like the lowest common demominator. There is the feeling: if

we do something for you, then we've got to do the same for Mississippi. This is

a lot of nonsense. Each State must be treated differently."
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The States, then, feel that they have been snubbed and downgraded unjustly by
the federal government. This is important to recognize, since ﬁny progress must
be predicated on the federal government demonstrating a change in attitude towsrc

the States.

C, Toward the cities., It is in this area that the States demonstrate much

more sympathy, if not outright empathy, with the problems of the cities than one
would expect. There still is some back-biting (Example: '"The reason we needed
urban renewal was that the cities weren't doing their job")--but comparatively
little,

The reason is that the States share the same basic problems as the citles:
lack of revenues and an increasing need to rely on the federal govermment.

In some States there is a long tradition of State cooperation with the cities.
North Carolina i§ a good example. There the Governor has experienced little compe-
tition between the State and the cities. To the contrary, when the Governor recently
wrote to the Mayors throughout the State and asked whether they wished him to send
out State officials to consult and work with them, the response was overvhelmingly
enthusiastic. North Carolina enjoys this enviasble situation largely because the
State contributes more money and technical assistance to the 1ocalit1ea than do
most States. This has significance in terms of Federal-State-Local relationships
since it tends to prove that where the State "buys in" to local programs, there is
a distinct lessening of State-Local friction.

Even whére the traditionsl and financial relationship is missing, the attitude
of State toward City remains affirmative. In Michigan, for exaiple, despite a
political division, State officials said: '"Mayor Cavanaugh is doing a good Jjob.

He isn't trying to ‘put it' on the Btate.”
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A chief assistant to Governor Scranton of Pennsylvania concedes that the ltatec
"of'ten are not aware of the day-to-day problems of the citiez. To remedy this
situation we have established a Cabinet-level Department of Community Affairs.

In this way we have put a representative of the cities in the inner circle of the
Governor's official family."

Some States -- notably those where the State Administration and the Big City
Administration are of different political suasions -- see the federal-local
relationship in darkly suspicious terms. "The federal programs," said one, '"feed
the political machinery of large urban cities." Said a second: "The Democratic
Party is dependent upon the big-city vote; therefore the Administrstion caters to
them to the detriment of the States." Specious though this argument mey be, it
is significant in that it points up the importance of considering political factors
as one of the main irritants in the Federal-State-City relationship.

On the other hand, political factors can serve to bring together Steate and
City administrations. 1In Missouri, for example, it was pointed out that the
City of St. Louis and the State of Missouri are extremely close because of the
political dependency of one upon the other.

Again in Michigan, this theme was repeated. One State official told of
attending the U,S., Governors' Conference a few years ago in Ohio. Before the group
was & resolution which called for strengthened Federal-State relationships. One
Governor was asked to introduce the resolution but candidly refused for fear of
offending a Big«City Meyor in his State, upon whose support he counted heavily at
election time. The Mayor in question en,joyed a direct pipeline to Washington
and did not went any change that might interpose the State.

This situation was raised with sufficient frequency to conclude that the

political dependency of a Governor upon the big city vote is a good reason why
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Governors will work to help cities, not hurt them. (The question is whether the
reverse holds true when the two are of different Parties.)

Another significant development that leads to healthy State-Local relationships
is the growing number of former Mayors who are filling State level positions
dealing with local affairs.

For example, Joseph Barr, new Secretary of Community Affairs in Pennsylvania,
is the former Mayor of 0il City.

The key man in Kentucky for Urban Affairs, Ernest Lackey, was a Mayor. His
counterpart in North Carolina, Wilbur Clark, was Mayor of Fayetteville. In
Missouri the new Office of State and Regional Planning has recruited a number of
former Mayors and City Managers. |

In my judgment it would be most helpful if more State government oriented
personnel were brought to HUD's Washington office, since the same beneficial

results would almost certsinly ocecur regarding Federal-State relationships.

2. The attitudes of the cities:

In genersl the big cities oppose any extension of the State role, based on the
States' past performance in urban affairs. However, these same cities acknowledge
that they would welcome State partnership if the State is genuinely willing to
carry its (the State's) load.

The smaller cities have a more positive attitude toward the States, since
they have more to gain from them. The small cities often lack the expertise and
technical capacity, as well as the financial assistance, which the State cen
provide. “

In North Carolina, for example, the cities depend greatly upon the State for
dollars. One-half cent of the gas tax goes to the cities %o mnintgin their streets.
There is & strong tradition of State aid in other nress, especially education. The

Mayors, therefore, welcome the help of the State.
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But what of the big cities' view toward the States? The position of
Biward Logue, Boston's Redevelopment chief, basically is: until the States share
in the city's tough political decisions, who needs them? But significantly he
adds: "If they really would cope, then welcome!'!"

In Detroit the City government maintains "good lines of communication with
Washington. We know where to go and whom to see.” They feel that if they had to
go through lansing (the State Capital), there would be an added layer of bureaucracy.
"The State has shown itself unresponsive to the needs of the City. If they do
respond, it is in anticipation of political benefit." They suggest an examination
of those federal programs that do go through the State: health, education and
welfare. They don't work, it is alleged. 1In the case of highways the State has
short-changed the cities. 'The dollars go to rural areas. "Some States understand
urban problems -- States like New York, Pennsylvania and Connecticut. Where this
is true, the city is delighted to work with them."

So we see that the big cities reflect the federal govermment's attitude of
cynicism, based on past experience -- however, they hold out hope for a genuine
change of heart. The small cities always have had better relationships with the

State and thus hold more complimentary views toward the State role in urban affairs.

3. The attitude of the federal government:

From limited discussions with federnl officials, my impression is that the
federal government takes the "Missouri posture” toward the States: Show me.

Federal people readily acknowledge the doctrine of Creative Federalism but,
aside from planning, they are skeptical that the State can become involved in a
meaningful way, at least for the present.

Two views were repealcdly expressed. First, that the States can play an

increased 1ole vis-a-vis the smaller cities, but they will only get in the way of
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the bis cities. And second, as referred to in the Introduction, cveryone rpree:
fhat the States should be an equal partner but no one will do anything about it.

Jenstor Edmind Muskie, in a speech on the floor of the Senate on March 27,
106G, cave his findings (as Chairmen of the Senate Committee on Intergovernmenta..
Relations) on federal attitudes:

"1s learned that too many Federal nid officlals are not interested in,

~né in Tnct are even hostile to coordinating programs within and between

Jepartments, and that they are reluctant to encourage coordination and

planning 2t State and local levels..."

In all fairness, most HUD officials with whom I spoke sincerely wished to
improve Stete relationships -- otherwise this study never would have been
cormi rsioned -- but only lack specific suggestions as to methodology.

One Assistant Secretary thought the States have been "too slow in recognizing
the urban trends in America.” He said that he had little dealings with the States.
"I regret thic fact, but they have not come to me to seek out information or eid."

This came officinl bhelieves that the State's role, when it provides a share
of money toward local projects, should be the same as the federal policy: "be
responsible for the integrity of the money in accordance with the Congressional
intent and make sure expenditures of money fulfill this intent under broad guidelinec.
For the rest, let the locality make its own decisions.”

Another Assistant Secretary expanded on this sentiment and expresced the
thought that HUD 'should not be in the position of soliciting business with the
States."”

It is my view that, at this crucial period in Federal-State relations, it will
be increasingly important for the federal government to actively seek to expand its

working relationship with the State. This question of Activity vs. Passivity is

treated at greater length in the section on Recommendations.
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To sum up this section on Attitudes, I think it fair to say that the States
recognize their past deficiencies and show indications of moving in the right
direction. The small cities welcome State assistance. The federal government and
the big cities are skeptical, if not cynical, that the move will be accomplished.

Bu'. there seems little question but that all parties involved would welcome it.
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D. GO WHERE THE MONEY IS: STATE FINANCIAL PARTICIPATION IN FEDERAL PROGRAMS

There is near-unanimous agreement among the States that they can expect to be
assigned a major share of responéibility in the development and executibn of federal
programs assisting the localities only if they are willing to "buy into" those
programs, in the form of supplemental financial assistance.

Yet most States do not do so, at least in the areas of housing and urban
renewal, Of those who do, some exercise a concommitant degree of responsibility.
Others, unfortunately, act merel& as a conduit through which federsl monies, plus
their own share, runs.

This raises four questions:

First, should the States "buy into" the federal programs?

Second, can they buy into the programs; i.e., do they have the capacity
to do so?

Third, once having bought in, should the States then exercise a degree of
responsibility?

And fourth (assuming the answer to the previous question is affirmative),
should the States exercise this responsibility even if they don't "buy in"?

TR EE X

As to the first, the answer clearly is "Yes," This is predicated on purely
pragmatic considerations. From the point of view of the localities, the overriding
questions are: Who's got the money? How do I get it?

If the States are unwilling or unable to meet the need, they will be ignored
and bypassed in favor of Washington. This notion was given voice by a New York
City official who said: "Our City cannot achieve fiscal salvation on its own. It
is unlikely to do so through the State. So we must look to the federal government."
State participation will, to some degree, stem the one-wey tide from Washington to

the cities.
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The States themselves agree that they must make a financial contribution.
This is clear from the following statements by key State officials:

Michigan - "You've got to have a piece of the action."

New York - "It is unfortunate but true: The State must buy into the federal
programs if it wants participation. This poses no problem for New York but does
for many other States. If a State doesn't contribute, it shouldn't be consulted."

North Carolina - "We have demonstrated the ability and willingness to
participate in federal programs. Therefore we should be received as an equal
partner by the federal government."

Kentucky - "The State can't do much unless it gives money."

Missouri - "The States must buy into housing and urban renewal. The programs
should be administered through the States providing the States pay half the local
share and set up a competent office."

Even State legislative leaders are coming around to this point of view. 1In
California, for example, the Speaker of the House, Jesse Unruh, is one of that
State's leading exponents of the State buying into federal programs.

* * ¥ ® ¥

As to the second question (EEE the States buy in), the answer depends upon
with whom you talk. There is no question but that some States (in the mid-West,
for example) just do not have the financial capacity because they lack sufficient
industrialization or a solid tax base.

Three States which have bought into federal ﬁrograms are New York, Massachusetts
and Pennsylvania. How do they manege it?

In New York 60% of the State budget goes to local govermments, "much of it to
supplement federal grant programs." Much of the moncy comes from the General Fund.
It is not earmarked and is distributed on a per capita basis. It comes from a

solid base graduated income tax geered to the federal income tax.
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Pennsylvania pays one-half of the city's share of urban renewal costs, as does
Messechusetts. The new Secretary of the Pennsylvania Department of Community
Affairs believes that "if the States are willing to play a responsible role, they
must be brought into the picture by the federal government.” In addition to urban
renewal costs, the Commonwealth contributes ten million dollars a year to its
Redevelopment Authority.

Massachusetts, only last month, created a Massachusetts Housing Finance
Agency (the second in the country -- New York was the first), empowered to make
lov-interest mortgage loans to developers ofl non-profit and limited-dividend
housing through the sale of bonds. At the snme_time Massachusetts became the
first State in the nation to establish e rental assistance program for the poor, a
million dollar program patterned after the Federal Government's Rent Supplement
Progran.

In all three cases the tax structure of the State reflects growth in a
primarily industrial economy.

But what of a State like Michigan? State officials there maintain that they
want very much to participate in urban programs but do not possess the wherewithal
to do so. |

They base this-statement on a number of factors. TFirst, the Michipgan Consti-
tution prevents the use of deficit financing, controry to the federsal tradition.

Second, the Constitution forbids the use of a graduated income tax -- in fact
Michigan hes no income tax at all. (By contrast, Massachusetts has the seme consti-
tutional prohibition, but does have a {lat rate income tex, in addition to a sales
tax, which provides a major source of revenue.) Therefore Michigan hac no base to
build on; i.e., no tax which would reflect a growing cconomy.

And third, the Governor of Michigan has little power in a Department -oriented

government, where the legislators have direct ties with the Department hends. The
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officials interviewed contrast this situation with New York where the tradition is
for a strong Governor who can use his power to bring about State participastion, end
where there is o broad base of taxation. So Michigan's position is that 'we would
be heppy to buy in if we had the financial capacity and legislative climate."

There apparently is another side to the coin. I tried out the State's
apologia for lack of State participation in federal programs on City of Detroit
officials. The answer was short but direct: "The State Administration =ays it
has no money to buy in because it has no tax that is based on an expanding economy.
It was Governor Romney who led the fight to prevent a graduated income tax from
being included in the new Michigan Constitution.”

Without meking & judgmen®t in this controversy, the differing views point up
the areas of conflict between Big City and State Government, as well as the
political facts of life (the Governor of Michigan is o prominent Republican while
the liayor of Detroit is a prominent Democrat).

So the answer to our question, I submit, is that some States can contribute
and do; some State can contribute and don't; and some States cannot contribute.

Iﬁ the second category of States, I suggest that it should be one of the responsibili-
ties of HUD to use its powers of persuasion to induce those States to chenge their
attitude in that regard. This can be accomplished by increasing the role of the

State in accordance with its contribution (I am not persuaded that any long-range

gain can come, in this situation or any other, from taking the converse position

énd penalizing States which do not comply with federal wishes). Note that the
implementation of this policy would fequire HUD to gbandon its essentially

passive attitude toward the States (help only when asked to help) and take active
steps to induce greater State participation. This would be an important step for

thie Department and is treated further in the section on "Recommendations."
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As to the third question (should responsibility accompany contribution),
again there appears to be a dispute. The States feel it incumbent upon themselves
to exercise responsibility in this situntion. The Big City people cay no. The
smrller city people, by and large, welcome State participatlion and responsibility.

Edward Logue, Director of the Boston Redevelopment Authority, in his usual
pithy manner, states the case for the Big City: "Until the States are willing to
share responsibility for meking the tough political decisions in the fields of
urban renewal, schools and civil rights, who needs them?"

The States would reply that this is chicken-and-egg reasoning. First the
State must be given responsibility before it cen be expected to share in thece
tough political decisions.

To resolve the impasse, let me suggest that the States should be given a
share of responsibility where monies are contributed, but that responsibility will
be recognized by the federal govermment only so long as, in Washington's judgment,
the State acts as a real partner with the cities in sharing the burden of these
difficult politicel decisions.

It might be argued that placing the federal govermment in the position of
judge and arbiter smacks of federal dictatorship. My answer is that anything
which serves to strengthen and improve State participation automatically acts as
a check against greater federal power. I am éuggesting, as one State official
put it, that "the interposition of the Utates, in the long run, will benefit the
federal government because the States will work for the federal government in
helping administer its programs.”

* XXX ¥
As to the fourth (should there be responsibility even without contribution),

the States would argue thaet, even without specific contributions to housing and
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urban renewal, they send back a major share of the State budget to the localities.

Here is how Michigan develops that argument. The total State budget runs
about two billion dollars a year; 56% of that amount is earmarked for local units
of govermnment as follows:

- part of gas and weight tax

- 2¢ of U¢ sales tax to schools

- 3¢ of U¢ sales tax to cities and townships

The other 46% of the budget is general fund (about 975 million), and a certain
percentage of that amount goes to the localities, on a program formula, to make up
the overall 56%.

What is the Big City reply? City of Detroit officials point out that most
State money goes to Counties, to Special Districts, and for Education. Very little
else goes to the cities. Former City Comptroller Richard Steichartz suggests:

"In reality there has been a diminution of State aid to the cities (in terms of
total State aid)." In rebuttal, it should be noted that, although all the State
money did not go to the cities, the recipients noted by Mr. Steichartz all are
forms of local government, and therefore the Michigan contention is true.

My own inclination would be to give the State no authority if it refuses to
buy in when able to do so; a small degree of responsibility if it clearly is
unable to buy in; and a great degree of responsibility if it does buy in. These
determinations will vary from State to State. To use contemporary jargon, let me
call this an "Escalation of Responsibility" policy. In addition, this kind of
State by State analysis -- this "flexibility of approach”, if you will -- must be
the hallmark of the Department's attitude toward the States in the foreseeable

future.
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A word about the long-range fiscal plight of the cities and States. At this
time, all but eight States have a general sales tax ranging from 2 to 5 percent.
All but 17 States collect a personal income tax and a growing number of cities
are imposing income taxes as well, Only one State, New Hampshire, has neither a
general income nor sales tax. There is only one State left, North Carolina, whicnh
does not tax cigarettes. Elsewhere the cigarette tax ranges from 2 cents to
11 cents a pack. In addition, there is an 8 cent federal tax on cigarettes and
8 growing number of municipal taxes as well.

Every single State taxes auto gasoline, at rates ranging from 5 cents to
11 cents a gallon -- and this is on top of the federal 4 cents per gallon tax.

Since 1950 our total State-Local tax bill has soared from $15.9 billion to
$51.6 billion in fiscal 1965.

The relentless rise in demand for State and local services is making the rise
in State and local taxes equally relentless,

What can be done?

Over and over again, in every City and State I visited, the answer is: The
Heller Plan. Basically this proposal, by the former Economic Advisor to the
President, would send nnearmarked chunks of money back to the States and/or
localities through block grants, tax credits, and the like, for those local units
of government to administer and allocate as they see fit,

Here are some comments on the Heller proposal:

New York -- "We like it because it employs an uniquitous tax as the source
of dollars. Business can't move to get from under.”

San Francisco -- Mayor Shelley, a former Congressman, now favors the Heller
Plan becausc of the practical impossibility of the city meeting its needs alone.
"Federal financial aid should not be tied to particular programs but rather should

be in the form of 50 chunk grants for local governmental purposes. This would be
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a clean-cut way of giving local officials the ability to self-govern. This would
be Tar better than having to compete with every other application from every other
city in every other State.”

Michigan -- "We favor some form of the Heller plan. The question is whether
ihe Federal Govermment and the States can solve the fiscal disparity between them.
The Federal dollars are, in effect, discounted while the same job could be done
by the State on a dollar-for-dollar basis. What some pcople forget is®that
Washington money is not free money - it comes from the people and corporations at
the State and local level."

Detroit -- They favor the plan "in the semsc of urban block grants."

Kentucky, Missouri, Pemnsylvania, California and North Carolina all echo this
support.

Note that although both States and Cities favor the Heller plan, one wants the
grants to go to the States, while the other wants them to come directly to the
cities. That is only onc of the thorny questions which would have to be resolved
before the idea could become a reality.

Not only did I hear strong sentiment for the Heller plan, bul there is a move
by a number of Governors (among them, Romney of Michigan, Brown of Californis, and
Scranton of Pemnsylvania) to move forward with the plan. They hope to draft
legislation which would be submitted to Congress; failing that, they would seek
a Constitutional amendment.

I suggest it would be a mistake to ignore the strong tide building in this
direction. Because the Heller plan presupposes a federal surplus from income tax
collections, it would seem necessary that the Vietnamese War be successfully
concluded before this fiscal situation once again becomes a reality. I understand
that preliminery consideration will be given the proposal at the special Governors'

Conference, heretofore mentioned, to be held in December.
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The proposal makes sense, The demand is present. If it is the conviction of
the Administration that it is a sound proposal and that it may come to pass at a
later date, prudence dictates that HUD, with the consent of the Administration,
encourage the States and Cities and help them formulate their suggestions to the
Administration for a realistic and practical program embodying some form of the
Heller principle.

Here is one program in which the States and Cities have a mutual interest.
The added involvement of HUD would provide the possibility of a constructive
Federal-State-Local relationship. In the section on "Recommendations", I deal with
HUD-sponsored workshops and summer institutes. Certainly one of the best subjects
for one of these conferences would be the revenue problems of the State and Cities.
Once again, HUD partnership with the States and Cities means HUD's active involvement
on its own initiative (not waiting to be asked). Such action would inure, in my

judgment, to the overgll strengthening of the federalist process.
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E. ADVANTAGES OF WORKING WITH THE STATES

It is the contention of this paper that the Department of Housing and Urban
Development must establish a closer working relationship with the States. Why is
this so? Why is it more advantageous to work through the States than go directly
to the cities? From discussions in eight States, the following arguments were
developed:

1) States are in a better position to set priorities;

2) States have a better knowledge of local conditions and problems;

3) States eventually must bear the responsibility for programs;

4t} States have legal and constitutional authority over localities;

5) States are able to experiment and act as innovators; and

P

6) States must be involved in programs crossing State lines: Appalachia
* ¥ X ¥ ®

1) Priorities. The major question here is whether the State has an obligation
to set priorities regarding applications for federal grants so the money will go
where the need is the greatest.

Those cities which have the greatest technical capability and local initiative
carefully follow the development of federal programs and are likely to have an
application on the proper desk in Washington the moment one of these progrars
becomes operative,

But should we iguore those cities whose needs are as preat, or greater, but
whose local capacity and initiative prevents them from making application?

My own view is that government has a responsibility to the people who live
in these "passive' cities to provide them the same opportunity for service as is
provided the more active and aggressive cities. To do so, someone must make

judgment as to relative needs and someone must act as a stimulant to help develop
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local capacity and initiative where it is missing. There is only one unit of
government capable of performing that task: The State,

To cite a specific example, Michigan State officials were concerned that,
in the city of St. Clair, 'because they got themselves a 'hot shot' federal
coordinator, they cam away with a sizeable slug of federal money,"

Or in North Carolina where it took one small community four and one-half
years to get federal approval of a public housing project, when a larger community
(because of its superior capability) could have cut two years off that time,

There are some Governors who feel that the State should receive federal money
from HUD and then decide where it should be apportioned in accord with need;
there are many more who want review power before any federal program can go forward
in their State.

To be quite candid, with rare exceptions, the States have not demonstrated
their responsibility in the field of urban affairs to a degree which would warrant
giving them such sweeping powers at this time. They are heading in the right
direction but still have a long way to go. In accordance with the Escalation of
Responsibility policy outlined in a previous section, the State should réceive
more and more responsibility from HUD as they prove themselves capable cf handling
such responsibility.

For the time being, the States are in an excellent position to aid communities
in developing the local initiative and technical capacity so "passive" cities
can become "active" and take full advantage of federal programs.

As an exauple, the State of New Jersey administers a "Green Acras' program,
which is their equivalent of the federal Open Spaces program. Through speeches
and other publicity, the Department of Conservation and Economic Development of

New Jersey, which administers Green Acres, was able to demonstrate how certain
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New Jersey counties were making maximum utilization of the program while other
counties with equal needs were not involved at all. If these "passive” counties
now respond, the State will work with them to help develop their capabilities,

Most States are convinced that there is a dollar allocation set by each
federal department for each individual State. They believe that, assuming this
to be true, they are in the best position to apportion that money according to
need.

They also are convinced that the Department of Housing and Urban Development
operates under a "time-stamp syndrome", i.e,, that applications are granted on a
first-come, first-serve basis; that, as a result, the cities (especially the Big
Cities with maximum cepability) have their applications filed and acted upon
quickly, and, by the time the smaller cities get around to making their applications,
the money is gone,

Let us examine a few examples which were cited by various States,

In North Carolina the State approves all sewer grant applications. They base
their decision on three factors: promotion of pollution abatement, financial
need, and local ability and readiness to administer,

The officials interviewed said that often the cost figures, as presented by
a locality, are "way off"; or a sewer collection unit is planned without reference
to a sewer treatment unit. He cited a particular EDA grant for sewer treatment.
The cost figures for the project "literally were dreamed up at a meeting of
officials, without being checked out." Amazingly, the program alledgedly was
approved by VWashington without any further checking and would have been grossly
underfinanced had not the State interceded and pointed out the discrepancies to
the federal government officials.

Again in North Carolina, Gtate officials pointed to the relationship between

the Fedoral Bureau of Public Roads and their own State highway department as a
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perfect example of Federal-State cooperation that works. "Chaos would have
resulted if the Bureau of Public Roads had dealt directly with the cities. The
BPR should be a model for Federal-State-Local programs.”

By contrast, they cited OEO as an example of poor structuring. They felt “:.»
procram was extremely wasteful -- that the Governor has "no idea what was going
on" -- that he had the power to delay a program for 30 days but, in reality, this
was no power at all since the program first was announced in the locality to be
served, Consequently, as a political matter, the Governor could not afford to
oppose & program that would bring money into a locality. (Although the North
Carolina officials did not say so, in all fairness to OEO we should point out
that their technique developed only becausec the "power structure" at every level
of povernment had failed to take action.)

But the North Carolina conclusion is fair: "The State is in a better
position than the federal government to set priorities -- mutual respect between
the State and Federal officials must replace mutual suspicion."

In Kentucky, the airport program was cited as an example of Federal-State
cooperation that benefited the localities. "In each case, the money goes to the
State, and the State decides where it best can be spent. We think this is a
good precedent for other federal programs.”

The Kentucky people also referred to HEW practice where no sewer treatment
grant is approved unless the State Department of Health approves as well. "This
procedure makes good sense to us."

They also told of a situatiorn wherce the town of Horse Cave wanteu a million
dollers for a sewer plant. Nearby Cave City also applied for a million dollarc
for a sewer plant. Without the State's action, they contend that each of these

applications probably would have been approved by federal authorities. However,
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because of the proximity of the cities, lhe State officials were able Lo
recommend one large sewer plant to serve boih cities at a cosl of 1.5 million
dallars (as opposed to 2 million dollars for two separate systems).

Reference also was made (although I was unable to document it) to a situation
in California where a city extended its water lines beyond its boundaries and
found themselves building on one side of the street, with a federally sponsored
water line being constructed paraliel to it on the other side of the street.
Here again, it was the fceling that increased State participation could prevent
these instances of waste and duplication.

In California the point was made that the State could promote better local
cooperation if only it knew what the federal government was doing. For example,
San Jose and Santa Clara each have urban renewal programs bul they don'l work
together in any way. The State feels that their problems are overlapping and
that by working together, much time and effort and money could be saved. "But
since we don't know what they are doing, we can't help coordinate.”

2) 1local Conditions. Not only should the States be consulted in setting

priorities, but they should be used to carry out federal programs because of their
superior knowledge of local conditions. Probably the best statement of this
concept was made by a California official who said thal "the States are in the
best position to understand the local situalion, local sensitivitios and make
local judgments."

Most of the State officials interviecwed said that, for this very reason,
most cities would prefer to work with the State than the federal govermmond.
"Just as the Federal Govermment is becoming alienated from the States, the
Federal Govermment also is becoming alienated from the localities. The citles
don't like the idea that the Federal Manual runs thc show. These local units
+{ governmen! more and more aréflooking to the States as intermediaries.”

(Calirornia)
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A Michigan official put it this way: "Federal officials just can't deal
with the 'minimal end products' of their programs. The State has the personnel -
the proximity - as well as the knowledge of local problems. Also there is an
existing administrative interplay between the State and its subdivigions, hot
to mention the constitutional and legal interplay. The interposition of the
States in the long run will benefit the federal government."

The Michipan people claim that local officials constantly complain of dealing
with federal officials "who just don't understand our problems."

The point here is that it is the philosophy of the federal ~overnment to
select the best programs for the most people. The States, however, can refine
this philosophy to a much greater degree by tailoring those programs to the
particular needs of the States and localities.

Some States believe that federal ignorance of locel conditions often can
pervert the original intention of the government. A striking example was alleged
in California, in connection with the Proposition 14 controversy.

In order to promote the federal policy of Open Housing, the Department of
Housing and Urban Development let it be known publicly in California (in 196L)
that passage of Proposition 14 (which would have nullified the provisions of
the existing fair housing law) would result in a cut-off of federal funds.

The Californie people maintain that, because of an unfamiliarity with local
conditions, the result of this statement of policy was exactly the opposite of
what was intended.

A majority of Negroes in California resented Urban Renewal because it
threatened to displace them from their homes, Accordingly they seized upon
HUD's statement and interpreted it in light of their own desires; i.e., if we

vote for Proposition 1k, then HUD will cut off federal funds for Urban Renewal,
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and we won't be threatened with eviction. And indeed Proposition 14 was passed,

HU» did proceed to cut off funds as it had indicated it would. When
California officials then asked to open conversations to explore ways of resuming
HUD progrems, they say they were rejected in these efforts. In addition the
federal people allegedly refused to allow State officials to file suit to test
the new law. The federal peoplg did it themselves, but five months later. In
the meantime HUD cut off many existing contracts and stopped all future prants.
The end result, according to the California officials I spoke with, is that HUD
first helped pass Proposition 14 (when they really wanted to defeat it) and then
ceased its Urban Renewal activities (when they needed to be continued). All this,
they say, stemmed from a basic misunderstanding of local conditions.

3) Responsibility. Thus far we have discussed the advantages of working

with the States in terms of the States' superior ability to set priorities and
in their knowledge of local conditions. A third factor often mentioned is the
continuing responsibility which the States must bear,

This thought was expressed in North Carolina: "Whatever the Federal
Government does, whether it's in a city or in a metropolitan area, deeply affects
the State -- whether it be highways, schools, or social services -- s2 why not
brine in the State as an equal partner at the beginniag rather than having to
drag them in reluctantly after the program has been implemented,"

In Pennsylvania: "Urban renewal ucually involves highways -- sometimes
streams and forests -- all of these are activities in which the State plays a
pronminent role. So the State should be involved in these Federal programs from
the beginning." When the discussion turned to Demonstration Cities, the same
thought was repeated: "Demo Cities will involve highways, social and welfare
provblcmse The State hac most of the major social programs, so we schould be

"

involvw..d.



~37-

There also is a fear of what happens to the federal proprams after they
are accomplished and the federal movermment no longer is involved. "We have a
tremendous fear of the Federal Government building cepital improvements without.
determining if there is local sbility to maintain then,"

In Missouri, onc comment was: "More and more, ihe State is taking over
municipal functions such as roads, regional jails, police training and welfare,
State government has doubled in the past ten years, both in terms of dollars and
personnel. When you meet State people versus local people, generally speaking
the States are more qualified., The Federal Government should use the States.”

The New York Regional Office of HIID, wnile expressing certain skepticism
toward expanding the role of the State, conceded that the State can be, and has
been, of help. They cited a situation in Vermont where three cities were involved
in a Federel program., Burlington and Barre went along with the project, but
Montpelier didn't have a plan and so was not participating. Through the inter-
cession of the State, the problem was resolved and the three-city project
becaune a reality.

The problem of continuity of program (which goes to State responsibility)
arose in discussions in California. This is their contention:‘ "The Regional
Office lists 110 communities having 'Workable Programs.' However, when you take
into account the dates of expiration, only 37 now are certified. Another 30 will
expire in 1966. So what's the purpose of having a 'Workable Program' unless it's

put into operation.' Many cities obviously are meeting the 'Workable Program'

requirement only EE order to gualify for a particular Federal program - then they

drop it. The same applies to 221(d)(3) requirements, and to Public Housing end

Urban Renewal requirements.
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Therefore these programs often have no real meaning to a community. The State
can help. It can give "quality control.” It is not enough for the State to act as
a conduit or funnel for federal funds. The funnel should have a turnkey. "The
Federal Govermment must put the States on the backs of the localities."

L) Constitutional and Legal Authority. As Dr. Weaver pointed out (in his speech
of June 15, 1966, to the National Legislative Leaders Conference): '"In our Federal
system the State is the repository of legal authority for municipal powers -- the
Constitution grants no inherent right of local governmment. The city is structured
and acts within the framework of State law." He then went on to explain how important
it is for the States to clear up the jurisdictional tangle that has developed over
recent years with the proliferation of special districts and local governments whose
boundaries often overlap or bear no rational relationship to municipal dboundaries,

"Several States have moved to clear this jurisdictional jungle -- the Minnesota
Municipal Incorporation Act, for example ...Constitutional reform has been used, as
in Michigan...

"Even where it is difficult to limit governmental units, a State can ensable joint
action by existing units. And over 30 States have acts which authorize two units of
government to perform jointly a single function. But what is badly needed is authori-
zation for localities to form Jjoint multi-purpose agencies, Very few 3States have that
kind of legislation,

"Without these reforms, municipalities and special purpose districts will continue
to proliferate and compete., The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations
has drawn up model State bills which can help many States, and its services should
be used,

‘Since 23 percent of the nation's population resides in interstate metropolitan
areas, there must be rational new lews or Constitutional reforms to allow interstate
planning and cooperation..."

Kentucky is a good example of the problems caused by this form of govermment. The

Governor of the State constitutionally is 1imited to one term. The Mayors of the
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large cities constitutionally are limited to one term. This leaves the real power
in the hands of the County Judge and the County Attorney whose terms are not limited,
To solve this legal problem of county domination, a constitutional revision will

be on the ballot this November. It would cure the above, as well as provide for
Home Rule (localities would be able to do anything not specifically forbidden by

the Legislature).

With regard to legal and constitutional control over the cities, a Michigan
official said: '"Don't forget that the State governs the structure of the loral
units, There is much ¢ nfusion at the local level. There is a tremendous need
for functional consolidation. Who in Washington is capable of bringing this about?
Only the State can do the Job well. Therefore the Federal Govermment and the
States must work together for problem-solving."

Michigan goes even further: "You have States, so use them. Don't change
State boundaries. Get the States to work together. We must have a balanced
solution for our problems. The Federal Government must work with the States to
define boundaries. They must be flexible. Redefine where necessary. We can
do this in Michigan because our Constitution spells out methods of consolidation,
and of effectuating metropolitan governments."

Robert A, Aleshire, writing in the Public Administration Review (Vol., XXVI
#2) sums up the problem this way: "While it may be necessary in order to achieve
a national policy objective to avoid State 'control' of a program, the State
‘contribution’ should not be sacrificed. Too often programs are drawn with only
the 'bad' States in mind, while the positive efforts and abilities of others are
ignored. The State possesses legal powers, potential fiscal resources, and an
areal Jjurisdiction which may be needed to solve urban problems.”

5) The State as Innovator. There is another factor which makes it

advantageous for the federal government to work more clcsely with the State

Governments. That is that the State has been, and will undoubtedly continue to
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be, a laboratory for testine out new techniques and new prosrems.
In a speech given by Governor Edward Breathitt of Kentucky to the liational
Legislative Conference on August 17, 1966, this point was well developed.

As long as the revenue sources remain essentially as they are, we will
need federal money. But we will need more and more experimentation

and innovation...We need creative thinking from every possible source,
and it must not be stifled by attempted uniformity projected from
Washington...Federal legislation can topple legal barriers, but ctate
and local action programs are the only ones that can bring about the
full understandings that now seems critical to the health of onr society.

«..(T)he states have long served as laboratories in the development of
governmental programs...State efforts highlight problems and poseible
solutions to them which are often taken over and modified by other states
and the national government., For example, North Carolina and Kentucky
were conducting their own attempt to break the 'cycle of poverty' prior
to the national war on poverty. In the field of vocational education
and elsewhere, we anticipated some of the Appalachian program:. The Ap-
palachian Act and the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 incorporated some
of our innovation foi the national progrem...lThe tirst anti-trust statutes
were developed by the states; the first maximum-hours-minimum-wage legi-
slation was developed by the states; the stales fashiocued the first anci-
discrimination statutes, the first child labor laws, the first unemploy-
ment insurance.

6) Interstate Programs - Appalachia. Mention of the Appalachian prugram

+, Governor Breathitt raises a further advantage of working with the Stat<s:
only the States are in a position to effectuaie programs which cross State lines,
The Appalachian Commission is the best example of States working together with
the trecore: sovernment to achieve a common goel.
Other such interstate arrangements are the Bi-State Development Agency which
involves both Missouri and Illinois in owning and operating cerlain cpecific
types of public works projects pertaining primarily to the field of transportation
ard making studies and plans for the coordinated development of the Bi-State area.
There now is a Kansas-Missouri Planning compact in existence.
The Great lLakes Commission has as its members Illinois, Indiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin. Their purpose is to ctudy

water resources of the Great Lakes Basin and to male recommendations with respect

to their use.
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Parts of Arkansas, Missouri and Oklahoma have formed Ozarkia, a counterpart
of the Appalachian program,

In every State visited, I found unanimous praise for Appalachia as "the
best example of States working together with the Federal Government,"

The Appalachian Regional Development Program joins the [eders! poverrment
and the Appalachian State govermments in a unique alliance to promote growth and
development of the 12-State Appalachian region.

The interesting aspect of Appalachia is the structure and operation of the
Commission, It comprises the Governors or their representatives from each of the
12 Appalachian States and a Federal Co-Chairman, appointed by the President,
whose affirmative vote is required on all projects. Projects approved by the
Commission then go to the Secretaries of the various federal Departments for final
approval and implementation. The States' Regional Representative, elected by
the Governors of the 12 States, represents the States in the day to day adminis-
tration of the Appalachian program.

The Appelachian Act has incorporated two new concepts. First, it gives the
States a substantial voice in the planning and implementation of federal programs
and joins State, Federal and Local efforts for more effective action.

Second, it directs that special assistance should be provided in areas
where there is a significant potential for future economic growth as determined
within the framework of a comprehensive development program.

A1l projects must originate at the State level and must have the approval
of the State member in the Appalachian Regional Commission. The program is
designed to promote overall development and growth.

I am devoting some space to the Appalachian program because it is proof that

the federal government and the States can work together effectively. But the point
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that should be stressed here is that the philocophy of Appalachia reflects the
distinet but complementary roles of the lcderal government on the one hand and
the State and Local Goverrnments on the other. The overall problems are national
in scope -~ hence the initiative of the fedcral governmeni. However, only the
State and ILocal governments can cope effectively with the localized nature of
the problems and muster the necessary local resources to meet them -- problems
and resources which vary greatly from region to region. As one Appalachian
of'ficial stated it: "The application of this localized knowledge in decision
processes to select the most rational actions is as important in the treatment
of problems as is the commitment of national resources to allow an adequate
scale of attack.”

All of this becomes more pertinent to HUD when one recognizes that the
Appalachian Regional Development Program, The Economic Development propram, the
Housing and Urban Development program, the Economic Opportunity Program, and
the pending Rural Community Development Program all have this in common: the
primary purpose of each is to allow areas and categorical groups of people with
special problems to tailor these rulti-purpose programs, along with the compre-
hensive range of regular programs, to meet their special as well as general
needs within an overall framework of regional and State development activities.

An Appalachian official says this of these programs: "I believe multi-
purpose federal progrems, along with State and local proprams, can bhe efficiently,
economically, and effectively administered and coordinated without lessening or
decreasing the effectiveness of democratic processes or escential judpment: at
the State or local level. To do so, there must be an appreciation on the part
et rederal administrators ana policy makers of the essential vonluce of effective

State participation in iche process. The presently increasing instances of direct
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relationship of federal agencies with local organization. -- bypassiug State
government and, at times, even local government -- can create a chaos of duplic-
tion, confusion and inefficient action in many programs. This growing problem
can only be met by the proper reilationchip of federal programs to state governme:t
which is large enough to serve the people and small enough to know thcm, "

RN ER

Granting, for the reasons stated above, that it is advantageous for the
Federal Government to work closer with the State, HOW DO YOU DO IT? Unfortunately
too much of the literature on the subject of Creative Federalism talks in terms
of literary exhortations that cannot be translated into actual progsrams. The
only way to improve the relationship is for something to be done -- something
specific.

So, at this juncture in the report (since much of what follows will refer
back to these major suggestions, with other recommendations contained throughout
the body of this report and in a special summary section at the beginning, I
propose two specific steps:

1. PROVIDE INFORMATIONAL MATERTAL TO THE STATES ON LOCAL APPLICATIONS
FOR FEDERAL GRANTS; and

2, ESTABLISH A STATE DESK AT THE DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT IN WASHINGTON TO COORDINATE ALL STATE ACTIVITIES

L I
1. PROVIDE INFORMATIONAL MATERIAL TO THE STATES ON LOCAL APPLICATIONS
FOR FEDERAL GRANTS
The States ideally want full review powers on local applications for federal
grants. At the U,S. Governors' Conference (July 2-7, 1966), the following
resolution was adopted:
WHEREAS, some states have centrally coordinated al! federal programs

within the office of the Governor or within a unit directly responsible
to the Governor; and
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WHEREAS, such coordination places state government in an essential
position in relation both to federal and local governments; and
WHEREAS, it is necessary that the impact of federal programs be
assessed and fully understood as related to the total development of

a state, its regions and local governments;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the National Governors' Conference:

1. That the federal govermment, in planning and through its ensabling
legislation with respect to state, regional and local government
assistance programs, require coordination and review at the state
level; and

2. That federal programs requiring the existence of regional, metro-
politan or area-wide bodies, or planning processes, as a prerequi-
site for financial or other assistance also require coordination
and review at the state level,

In theory this suggestion has merit, but in practice it almost surely would
alienate what is now HUD's major constituency: the large cities. However, it
is a feasible long-range goal.

Is there some middle ground which would, at once, encourage the States by
giving them greater responsibility, and yet not alienate the Big Cities?

I believe there is,

There is now in existence "Standard Form 101" which is a document to be
filled out by a sponsoring agency interested in federal assistance for water and
sewer systems and sewage treatment works. It is not a formal application for
funds but rather a preliminary information sheet on the basis of which the
Federal Government will tell the applicant with which apgency to file his applica-
tion (since various aspects of the sewerage problem are handled by the Departments
of Apriculture, Commerce, HEW and HUD).

I asked each State I visited: What would your reaction be if a copy of

Form 101 automatically were sent to you at the same time it is sent to the Federal

Governinent?

Although this is admittedly a small step, the reaction was not only unanimously
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affirmative but unanimously enthusiastic. For here at last would be a real
opporfunity for thec Staites to prove that they can do what they say they can do:
help the Federal Government and the Localities by using their expertise to more
effectively and more efficiently administer the Federal programs.

By having information in their possession before the Federal Goverument
made an irieversivle decision (approving or rejecting an application for a grant),
the State could send people into the area to study conditions. It could make
recommendations to the locality or to the Federal Government in order to improve
the program to be administered. Again, this is the power of "comment", not
"approval."

This move would answer the complaint so often expressed by the States: "By
the time we find out what's poing on, it's too late to do anything.” Or in the
words of a Kentuckian: "We don't like surprises -- and often the only way we
know sbout approved projects is to read it in the paper.” It would, in the words
of a California official, "give us a chence to show what we can do."

Since this would be an informational step only, there would be no sound
ground on which the Cities could object.

If this innovation proves successful, I then would expand the process and
make applications for other programs administered by HUD go to the States as well
as to the Federal agency.

In terms of actual administration, it may be advisable for HUD (and the other
arencies involved) to duplicate applications immediately upon receipt and forward
them to the Governor or his designee, rather than causing even mild irritation oy
asking the cities to file duplicate applications.

Again in line with the Escalation of Responsibility policy, the States would
be given more and more information as they show their ability to use this infor-

mation to help -- not hinder -- the localities in perfecting and improving
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applications and stimulating communities to work topgether to prevent duplication
and effect economies.

This responsibility can continue to increase until it actually reachegs the
review stace, Aside from the handful of Bipg Cities, 1 question whether the other
citics would be too upset about State review if it is conducted properly.

“hat are the real objections to review?

The New York Regional Office of HUD summed them up in this way: "We have
an excellent wcrking relationship with the New York Housing people but we oppose
givine the State review powers. Why? Because the State nac o ditfercnt set of
standrnrdc Lhau the Federal Government; vecause it would cause unnecessary delay;
ani because we question the State's motive: is it service? or is it control? or
is it political power? It the Regional people oppose an application, you know
it's not power but public service behind its decision,"

let me say that I disapgree wholeheartedly with this cynical view of State
motivation and add that it was expressel by oue person ia the liew York office
aud hopefully does not represent the officisl office vicw.

Aside from motivation, though, it ic uiot necessarily true that there would
be unnecessary delays. In speaking with the State OEO people in New York, I
learned that their State review begins just as soon as the application i: filed.
"We are usually completed with our review before the federal people. Wec nave
experts in the State while the federal people can't send in their expertc."

Other New York State officials quoted a HUD Assistant Secretary at having
"the horrors at the thought of State review" but commented that "if we start
when the Feds start, there will be no holdups."

Not only should the States be informed when applications are made, but they
also should be informed on the disposition of these applications by the Federal

Government. It is my understanding that one of the Bills proposed to the Congress
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by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations would have required
the Federal Government to notify the Governors when projects woere rpproved for
their States. This would allow State officials to more intelligently prepare
their budgets and allocate funds. The Bill-didlnot pass the Conpress. I wec
told that the main reason for its defeat was the opposition of Consressmen wtio,
for political reasons, preferred to announce federal programs for their own
districts, rather than giving the Governor this power, If that is so, then the
guestion is merely one of timing; i.e., inform the Congressmen first, and then
tell the Governor. But the principle is correct, and another atteinpt should be
made to pass the legislation.

2. ESTABLISH A STATE DESK AT HUD IN WASHINGTON TO COORDINATL STATE ACTIVITIE:

One of the major concerns of the States is with the attitude of HUD toward
ther.,  Prerequisites become important. The States arc looking for an open-door
policy, red tape cutting, receptive ears, and follow-through.

The Michigan people voiced the desire for a "single contact point in
washington where State officials can go." Another official in the same State
remarked: "It might be a good idea if there was a State man in Washington to
s0 to, as well as a State man in each Agency."

It is strongly recommended, then, that a State Desk be created at HUD in
Washington.

When the organi:ational structure of HUD was formulated, responsibility for
coordination of the activities of the various levels of povernment was placed
under the Assistant Secretary for Demonstrations and Interpovernmental Relations.
+t was felt that greater results would be produced by placing this vital function
under an operating Assistant Secretary, where coordination would receive paramount
attention, than under the Secretary where it would have to compete with so many

other Departmental responsibilities,
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Ordinarily I would recommend that it be located in the Office of the
Secretary because prerequisites were so important here. The Governor of a State
wants to feel he is being served by HUD "from the top."” If he must seek out
what appears to him to be a subordinate official, he initially loses confidence
in the intention of HUD to mske the States full partners and is very likely to
icnore the State Desk entirely.

If the State Desk is established under the Assistant Secretary for
Demonstrations an:i Intergovernmental Relations (for internal reasons), then I
very strongly suggest that (for purposes of external confidence among the
Governors) the State Desk be given sufficient visibility and status to assure
the States that they are indeed receiving the recognition and top-level
assistance they would want. This could be accomplished by using the title:
"Special Assistant for the States.”

The person who mans the State Desk should have quick and ready access to
the Secretary, the Under Secretary and the Assistant Secretaries -- his sole
purpose would be to serve the States.

The position could be filled by someone of national prestige, ideally a
former Governor (or one going out of office)s Or it could be filled by someone
who could make up for prestige by superior capability in servicing the States.
In the event of the latter, however, it is important not to give the position to
a technician. It should go to a politically oriented person who can talk the
Governors' language and who, in addition, has high capability and intelligence.

This step could remove one of the great frustrations experienced by itate
officials: coming to HUD to get information or expedite a program and getting
shuttled back and forth from one person to another, The State man could analyze
the problem and arrange to have the proper officiels present for the Conference.

He would shepherd the State officials through the red tape of the agency.
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There is no question but that some State officials (and local officials as
well) come to Weshington for political purposes. E:pecially at Election time, it
doesn't hurt to have your picture in the hometown papers shown couferrinz with
Secretary Weaver about housing problems in your State. So be it -- these vizsit:
should be welcomed, even encouraged, since politics cuts both ways. By accommo-
datineg State officials in this manner, they will be all the more receptive when
the Department asks them to support a program before the Conpresc.

The State Desk would be in charge of notifying Governors or their designeec
when important bills are before the Congress and, working with the HUD Congres-
sional Liaison man, arranging for them to testify. As was noted earlier, the
only Governor in the United States to teslify personally for the Demonstration
Cities Bill was Governor Breathitt of Kentucky.

From this information I concluded that the other States werc not interested.
This is not true at all, Many States complained to me either that they wcre not
asked to testify or that the channels of communication are so poor that such
information got buried on the Governor's desk. Under my proposal, this would no
longer occur. The State man would esteblish a contact in each Statc -- if that
State elects to have a HUD man in the State Capitol, liaison becomes all the
easier,

The State Desk would be in touch with all facets of the HUD operation. Thic
information could be transmitted to the States. The Desk could be a clearinghouse
as well for information from the States on how they are coping with urban problems,
how they are promoting coordination, and the like. Working with the HUD Public
Affairs Department, this information could be promulgated to all the States so
each chould benefit from the experiénces of the others,

Working with the Legal Office, the State Desk could assist tates in getting

reviews of their proposed legislation. Model codes could be sent to the Statesn
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1Tor thcir examination. Current ACIR reports could be provided.

The State Desk would eveluate the performance of the States and recommend
to the Secretary when a State hes demonstrated its willingness and ability to
deal with HUD programs so the degree of responsibility in that State can be
escalated,

I am firmly convinced that the establishment of the State Desk would be a
major step toward establishing better relations with ihe States.

Again the point is repeated that the States are not "looking for the world" --
all they want is some evidence of good faith on the part of the Department that
it means what it says when it talks about working with the States.

In that vein, the mere fact that HUD was sufficiently concerned to send a
representative to a number of States to seek their viewpoint for this report was
received by those States as a welcome indicator of the Department's willingness
to explore new possibilities of mutual cooperation. Even this small gesture
meant so much,

For convenience, let me list again some of the responsibilities of the
proposed State Desk:

1) Receive inquiries and handle problems for States -- expedite

2) Arrange meeting for individual State officials with proper HUD officials

3) Encourage States to participate in HUD programs (financial contributions,

ete.)

4) Work with Regional Administrators and HUD men in the States

5) Work with Office of Legal Counsel to:

-Codify HUD legislation from State point of view - clarify definitions

-Prepare and disseminate Model Codes
-Review proposed State legislation and State plans



6)

11)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)
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Work with Public Affairs Office to prepare simplified WHY-\/HAT-HOW
materials for the States -~ assist States to mesh their programs with
federal progrems

-Assist Governors with speech material and testimony for Federal ana
State legislative hearings

Encourage creation of State Offices of Local Affairs

Conduct periodic seminars and workshops

Arrange periodic regional meetings with the Secretery

Work with Division of Congressional Liaison to:

-Support amendments and new legislation to help States

-Enlist State support for HUD programs before Congress

-Review HUD legislation and solicit recommen:lations for new legislation
Work with Assistant Secretaries to orient their thinking and programs
toward States where applicable

Work with Office of Urban Studies and Clearinghouse Service to provide
pertinent materials to States

Put out regular reports of State activities and effective State
programs

Supervise process of informing Governors or designees of local
applications for grants and of final decision on said applications
Supervise keeping States posted on new programs, changes in
regulations, administration of guidelines, etc.

Supervise keeping States informed of appropriations available

for specific programs

To conclude this section of the remort, and to emphasize apain the importance

of the States, let me quote from one of the country's most distinmuished students,

practicioners, and exporents of the art of State Government -- the former Governor

of North Carolina, Terry Sanford who has said:



In many respects, the states are the key to the operation of the
federal system of government., I am not arguing from the constitutional
position that all other governments in our system derive their grant

of authority from the states. Nor am I arguing from the political
position that shows that our state political systems are the basis of
the national political system., The position I am arguing from is
based on an understanding of how our governmentel system operates --
that the states are a major partner in almost all federal domestic
projsrams, and are a vital resource which ought to be summoned to the
front lines of the battle,



F, PLANNING

The function of "planning" within State Government today is somewhat analagous
to the role a few years ago of "psychiatry” in the medical profession. It is
difficult of definition and thus somewhat mysterious; people publicly acknowledgc
its worth but privately harbor suspicions of its effectiveness; and some believe
that its practitioners receive far too much money for far too few results.

Be that as it may, planning has become increasingly important as Federal,
State and Local programs continue to multiply with rabbit-like freguency; as the
population increases; and as available land space decreases.

Planning really began to come into its own only in rccent years at the time
the federal povermment enunciated a change in policy from physical planning tec
so-called comprehensive planning. While the States recognize this change, they
have been slow in catching up, It is one thing to plan for conservation in one
department; for highways in a second; and for housing in a third -- but until
all three get together and set priorities, the end result inevitably will be
confusion,

HUD has stated time and time again that it encourages planning. Employing
the "incentive method" there are many programs which call for comprehensive
planning as a pre-condition for federal funds. For example, in the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1966, special supplemental grants of 20% -- in addition
to grants already available under other federal legislation, providing the total
does not exceed 80% -- would be made available for the following programs PROVID&D
there is coordinated planning: !

l. Water and sewer facilities - HUD 4., Airport development - FAA

2« Sewage treatment works - HEW 5. Urban rmass transportation - HUD

3. Highway construction - Commerce 6. Acquire & develop open space - HUD
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7. Land and water for recreation - Interior

Y. Public works and facilities - Commerce

Under Section 70l of the Housing Act of 1954, federal money is made available
to the States to encourage local, Regional and State-wide planning.

One of the most potent arguments of the States to convince HUD (and other
fe teral agencies) to work closer with them is: What pood is it to make plans if
the iederal government ignores them by dealing directly with the cities. A
reverse impact is felt as well: so long as the federal povernment does ignore
State planning, there is no incentive to upgrade the plannine capability.

The Big City reply is: State planning is a farce. Richard Streichartz in
Detroit says: '"We're leery of a State plan. It's not drawn in terms of a
'systems' approach, but rather on a straight program-by-program spproach." And
in even stronger languape Edward Logue of Boston states: '"Not one State of the
fifty has a State plan.,”

So really we are raising the rroblem of whether HUD should formulate its
future course of action based on "what has been" or in terms, of "what is, and
will be." Every State I visited i, working, somctimes feverishly, on its planuing
function. Many are close to fruition., It would be self-defeating to ignore
this process which dUD, in large measurc, is rinancing.

There are some good reasons why the State planning function has been slow.
City of San Francisco officials, for example, explained that the State of California
established an Office of State Plenning in 1956, But only in recent years did
the change of policy from physical io comprehensive planning occur. In 1463 the
Qpate received 70l money to prepare a State plan and is well on the way toward
achievement. In the meantime, of the 92 cities in the Bay Area, 50 now have

reqular planning staffs. And this type of planning is going a step farther since
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ABAG (Association of Bay Area Governments) already has drafted legislation for
true metropolitan government under an elected body.t

This question of plenning must be divided into two parts. The first deals
with local and repional planning -- the second, with State planning. The latte:
is subdivided into "the State Plan" as a document, and State planning in terms
of an ongoing process.

As to the local planning capability, the States act as a conduit for 701
monies on their way to the localities. The localities choose the planner and
put together their plans., My visits to the various States convinced me that not
enourh is being done in terms of "follow-up" or what was earlier called "quality
control” of these plans.

what if the plans are incompetent? What if they depart radically fron
the overall State planning objectives? Who is to decide these matters? California
officials suggested that the State be allowed to withhold a percentage of the
payment to the local planner until the plan is certified as competent and consis-
tent by the State Planning Agency. This strikes me as a logical and wise step ~--
it chould be encouraged by HUD,

As to the State plan, Mr. Logue is probably correct that no State today has
a comnrehensive plan. In a very short time, however, that will no longer be true.
And Mr. Streichartz is incorrect when he claims the States are ignoring the
"systems" approach (which I take to be a 1966 bit of povernmenteze to describe
the process of taking into account an interrelation cf factors), ac opposed to
the straight prosram-by-program approach, In Missouri, for example, I took the

time to seek out some of the men who were actually drafting the State plan and

1 - This does not mean that Regional Districts should be the coordinating tool.
According to my information, ABAG was originally put topether as a defensive
measure to keep out the State which had stepped in for lack of local initiative.
ABAG was the product of a conservative coalition desimmed to strensthen the white
belt around San Francisco and prevent State "interference."



questioned them closely on this subject. They themselves raised the csubject of
a "systems'" approach, which they were using, and demonstrated the effectiveness
of such a coordinated approach to planning.

A North Carolina official told me he believes in "State planning" bt not
in a "State Plan." '"Let's eliminate all this hocus-pocus about State planning",
he said. "It should be flexible and an on-going process."

In North Carolina the governmental tool being employed iz the Otate Planning
Task Force. The mission of the Task Force is to encourage planning in each of
the State's 43 Acencies. "We want to build into each a solid planning effort."
Each agency designates one man as the resource person for the Tack Force to work
with. 1In almost every case, that person is the Number 2 man in the Agency --
usually holding the title of Assistant Director. This was & conscious move in
order to keep the planning function on a technical rather than political basis.
The Number 2 men generally are career people who survive any change in Adminies-
tration. This provides the continuity so badly needed in planning. As one person
told me: "The whole process (of planning) would be worthless if' every two or
four years we threw out the State Plan with the outpoing Administration and
started all over again according to the views of the incoming Administration."

Kentucky is spending half a million dollars for a State plan, vut they are
genuinely concerned about its ultimate value because of the attitude of the
federal movernment. '"What good is it if the State isn't consulted by the Feds
in spending money within the State. Because of our Plan, we will be in the best
position to set priorities.”

Michigan echoes the views of some of the other States in differentiatine the
Plan and the planning function. "You should have a State plan, but you must

"

alro think of planning as a continuous process. 1t must take into account
recional plans and local plans. But the problem, of course, in imblementation.
Azain, it should be repeated: HUD cannot on the one hand encourape planning

and on the other hand ifnore planning by by-passing the States.



HUD has been perfectly correct in stressing the importance of translating
these plans into short-term action projects. Until now, too many plans have
gathered dust on & shelf, So in this regard, the States have some work to do
as well,

The Michigen people recognize this problem. They have received over three-
quarters of a million dollars over a three-year period for planning. They agree
with the federal shift from physical to comprehensive plamning. They agree that
"planners must link in with the political process. Too often planners tend to
work in a vacuum, without sufficient interaction with the departments of State
government.” This is important because, as wes pointed out, "planning is ihe
most personal prerogative of the head of an agency, so you must encourage his
participation in order to build up his confidence."

Planning Districts. As federal programs, eacn often wilh its own planning

distriet, .auitiply -- along with a concommitant increase in State programs which
themselves often involve planning districts -- there is almost unanimous agree-
ment that steps must be taken quickly to conform these districts. Otherwise
everyone will go crazy trying to conform with so many of them,

The States agree on two points: 1) that the Federal Government must compel
the various departments of the national government to use identical planning
districts wherever feasible; and 2) that in the long run the programs, both
Federel and State, will be administered more effectively and efficiently if the
States set those districts.

Governor Scranton of Pennsylvania is one ol' those Governors most concerned
about the conflicting units of administration of Federal programs within the
States. He firmly believes that the States must define the districts.

Other Pennsylvania officials say there are too many Federal repions -- in
addition they concede that their own planning board has set up regions, as have

the counties,



Attached to this section is a copy of a United States Governors' Conference
report (July 6, 1966) dealing with the "Coordination of Federal and State
Planning."

There has been recent reaction from Washington. On September 2 the President
of the United States issued a Memorandum to the Secretaries of Commerce, HEW, HUD,
Interior, Agriculture, the Director of OEO, Co-Chairmen of the Appalachian Regional
Commission and Director of the Bureau of the Budget requesting coordination on
the Federal level., The Memorandum reads, in part:

.+ +State and local development planning agencies should be encouraged to

work together in using common or consistent planning bases (i.e., statisti-

cal and economic estimates), and in sharing facilities and resources.
Boundaries for planning and development districts assisted by the Fed-
eral Government should be the same and should be consistent with established

State planning districts and regions. Exceptions should be made only

where there is clear justification.

Interestingly the Director of the Bureau of the Budget is given authority to
take the lead in working with the departments to make this directive a reality.
HUD should take the initiative in working with the States to achieve this
objective,

To bolster this expression of Presidential policy, a few State quotes are
in order:

Michigan - "The States should set the planning areas. Who in Washington is
as capable of doing it? They don't know the local problems. They don't have to
live with the problems on a day-to-day basis.”

Pennsylvania - "The States should set the planning base for the regions.”

Kentucky - "It appears that each federal agency has a different definition
of what is comprehensive planning., How can we possibly comply with them all?"

A number of States complained about the difficulty in obtaining Federal

money for planning purposes and said they found it difficult to sell their
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Legislatures on putting up a share of the money where there was no assurance
that the Federal money would continue past the initial grant,"

This situation has pertinence right now in Michigan. That State has ar
ambitious planning program. They now have filed a second phase gpplication,
asking for 698,000 dollars (2/3) -- 200,000 was their initial allocation -- they
need additional funds to keep going. They must sell their Legislature. The money
is necessary to recruit and retain staff, What Michigan is looking for from the
Federal government is an indication of long-range support that they can then
use to convince their legislature to go along.

Vice-President Humphrey addressed himself, in part, to this problem in a
recent Conference of City Managers held in Washington. There was bitterness
expressed because the Congress had cut the appropriations for many of the long-
term programs to one or two years. The Vice-President commented that Federal
programs were somewhat like babies. Once they come into the world, barring some
unfortunate accident, they usually stay with us for a long time. In other
words, if a Federal program is good enough to be funded for one year, chances
are the funds will continue, unless the progrem is an absolute catastrophe, in
which case it deserves to be canceled.

There is some strong feeling among the States that State planning money
should not be lumped in with all other planning money for all other purposes. A
North Carolina official summed up this sentiment when he said: "We shouldn't
have to compete on an equal basis with towns under 5500 in population,"

The States would much prefer that State Planning funds be segrepated. One
asked for an office of State Planning in HUD with funds and technical ascistance
specifically earmarked for this purpose. I go along with the idea of earmarking
funds but would make the State Planning assistance another function of the State

Desk located in the Office of the Secretary.
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Another complaint deals with the inordinate deley in approving aspplications
for planning money.

Where should the plenning function be located organizationally on the State
level? The States have several ways of handling this problem., However, the
best thinking appears to be that the State Planning function should come under
the Governor's Office, while local planning should be handled by the State
Department of Planning or Local Affairs. I quite agree with this arrangement
as the most’logical.

California seems to be heading in this direction. Interestingly they
rejected the Massachusetts Department of Commerce and Development formula (which
places under one roof responsibility for economic development, tourism, housing,
urban renewal, and planning). They did this because "economic development and
tourism are more Chamber of Commerce type functions which are glamorous and show
épecific results in terms of the number of industries and visitors that come
into the State. Consequently, if budget cuts were to be made for that Department,
planning would surely sustain them first, since its short-run achievements are
so difficult to demonstrate," |

In New York, as in many of the States, there is a Planning Department that
coordinates functions, but the actual planning responsibility is left in the
hands of the various Departments. New York has a State Master Plan in the works
as well as 12 regional plans. Again, though, "all this work will be in vain if
the Federal Government bypasses us,"

HUD's State Desk could perform a real service by suggesting thé proper
structural arrangement for Planning at the State level and, more important, can
see to it that HUD respects the plan when it is completed, The State Desk must
also take an active role in stimulating metropolitan planning and help stimulate

State legislation, where necessary, to make this kind of planning possible.
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What conclusions can we draw from these materials? First, that the States
do not at this moment have a State Planning capacity; that most of them are
working conscientiously to achieve it; and that they will probably reach the::-
goal within a year,

Second, the States fear the Federal Government will bypass this capability
once it is achieved, How can HUD, for one, obviate that fear?

They can do it by encouraging more State planning. This aid can be made
more effective by earmarking funds for the purpose and going out to encourage
States to implement State planning. Again, I am calling for the Department to
assume an active role, a posture that seems incomprehensible to some HUD officials
at this time,

They can do it by encouraging States to conform their own planning districts
and then use those districts as HUD's districts so long as they are reasonable,

And finally, and most important, they can do it by running all projects
through the State Plans once they are completed. This is not gubernatorial
review, which the Big Cities fear so much. It is merely assuring consistency
of purpose.

The tool for all these purposes will be the State Desk at HUD,

It is significant to note that HUD is currently re-evaluating its entire
"701" general planning assistance program and is assigning a new and high
priority to support of the State comprehensive planning effort.

That is the Plan for Planning,
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COORDINATION OF FEDERAL AND STATE PLANNING

The National Governors' Conference Committee on State Planning in 1964

considered the problem of communicating relevant planning information between

federal and state agencies. The committee presented to the conference a

Federal-State Joint Staff Paper on Coordination of Federal and State Planning.

Among the recommendations in the joint paper were:

"That information concerning federal or federally supported planning

for or the undertaking of activities which have a significant impact

on state planning and development

office in each state, so that it may be related to overall state planning
activity. To accomplish this, it is recommended:

a. That arrangments be devised for making available, on a
systematic basis, summary information concerning development projects
for which applications for federal assistance are being received from
each of the various states.

b, That arrangments be made for exploring the feasibility of
providing the Governors on an orderly basis such planning information
concerning contemplated federal public works as might be found relevant
for the development of state comprehensive plans.,

ce That federal agencies notify the Governor when
announcement has been made concerning action taken on any federal or
federally assisted physical development project in his state.

d. That the Governors' Conference Committee on State Planning,
the White House staff, and the Bureau of the Budget cooperate with
federal agencies in perfecting arrangements for transmitting the
types of information referred to in this recommendation.”

Another recommendation in the joint staff paper relates to the mechanisn

of coordinating information:

"That, in order to make optimum use of planning information concerning
federal and federally aided development activities, the Governor of
each state establish arrangements within his office or designate an
agency responsible to him for the performance of the following
coordinative functions:

a. Collecting on a systematic basis planning and development
information concerning federal, state and local public works, capital
acquisitions, and associated activities,
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b. Developing of administrative arrangments for the exchange
of such information between state agencies, and between the various
levels of government--federal, state and local--and their agencies,
including metropolitan and regional planning bodies,

c. Representing the Governor on planning and development
matters of statewide, interstate and intergovernmental concern."

In order to ascertain the information desired, the Committee on Executive
Communication and Coordination, successor to the Committee on State Planning,
recommended to the 1905 conference that a questionaire be sent to all Governors.
This was done in September, 1965. The questions were designed to cover the
broader aspects of state and federal planning, programs as well as projects, and
were as follows:

"l. What types of information on federal projects or programs would be
most generally useful and needed?

2. What form should this information take?
3. How should this information be transmitted to your state?
i, Do you have within your office or your state an office or an
individual responsible to the Governor for the collecting on a systematic
basis planning and development information concerning federal, state and
local public works, capital improvements, capital acquisitions and other
federal projects in accordasnce with the recommendations of the Commlttee
on State Planning to the 1964 Governors' Conference?"
Thirty-seven states and three other Jurisdictions replied to the questioneire.

Types of Information Desired

Question 1 - What types of information on federal projects or proasrams would
be most generally useful and needed?

It was clear from the responses that some staﬁes were referring primarily
to programs, some to projects and others to both. The majority of the ancwers
were worded generally enough to include both programs and projects.

Based on the predominance of replies, the following information appears
to be most generally desired:

Names and description of program or project, classified by function
or department
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Objective or purpose
Financing
Total authorization
Total appropriation
State-local share under authorization
State-local share under appropriation
Matching requirements
Amount of project grants
Expected changes in financing over life of project
Method of payment
Summary of other conditions of grant
Administering agencies:
Federal, including contact person in field office in Washington
Office
State or local agency
Citation and documentation
Code reference
Copy of law
Copy of rules and regulations
Project information
Location, including final site
Summary of projects applied for in state
Copies of analysis of project, if any; income, employment effects, etc,
There are other types of information which might be developed at a later
period, such as: 1. projects or grants to private concerns; 2, loans;
3. projects in neighboring states. States especially interested in such infor-
mation might be used for a pilot project.
Eventually, a more complete reporting system might be developed, to include
the following: copies of bills as they are introduced and progress through
Congress; analysis of legislation affecting states; news of congressional action;

the experience of other states,

Form of Information

Question 2 - What form should this information take?
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Most replies indicated that a newsletter type of publication presenting a
summary of projects and programs would be most useful, Opinion was divided
whether this publication should be issued weekly, monthly or on some other bacis.
A few replies indicated that special letters, telephone and telegraph might be
used where necessary.

News of federal action and state allocations is most important at time of
release. The Council of State Governments now publishes the Washington Report

as a section of the monthly State Government News., This section endeavors to

report all congressional news of interest to states as well as certain judicial
and administrative decisions, This could be supplemented, in keeping with the
information desired by the Governors, by spot newsletters at the moment that
federal action on legislation or federal allocation of appropriated funds is
known. In addition, information on individual projects could go by special
letter to the states concerned.

Transmission of Information

Question 3 - How should this information be transmitted to your state?

There were many variétions in the responses to this question. The predominant
number of responses indicated that the information should be sent to the Governor
and the plamning office or to the planning and development department directly.
Others indicated response to the Governor alone, still others to a coordinator
in the Governor's office and a few to the Governor and/or his chief financial
officer.

It is natural to expect that the person or office to whom the information
should be sent will differ from state to state. It would be advantageous, however,
for each state to desipgnate an agency with continuing responsibilities and con-
tinuity in personnel, so that channels of communication are not lost during

transition in the Governor's office. The Governor could desipnate one official,
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such as the chief planning officer or the chief financial officer, for receipt
of information; a copy of this information could go to the Governor's office
unless the Governor specifically requests it not come to him.

Responsibility for Collecting Planning Information

Question 4 - Do you have within your office or your state an office or
individual responsible to the Governor for collecting on a systematic basis
planning and development information on federal projects?

Sixteen states indicate that there is no office or individual responsible
for collecting plenning information. Of the states with affirmative responses,
ten indicated that the collection is done by the planning or planning and
development office, and five indicated a coordinator under the Governor. Four
replies were scattered, and two states did not respond to this question.

Those states that have overall planning agencies responsible for statewide
planning, both operational and physical, would most likely wish to place the
coordinating function in that office. Ideally the planning office should be
directly responsible to the Governor, but in some states it functions as a divi-
sion within a major operating department. Where an overall planning agency does
not exist, efforts should be made to establish one., Regardless of organizational
location of the information coordination function, it should be in an agency
providing continuity during transition of Governors.

The Next Step

This report indicates the information desired by Governors' offices to enable
coordination of state and federal plans. A system of communication should be
established to make available any of this information which may feasibly be
supplied., The following procedure is suggested:

l. The staff of the National Governors' Conference should consult with the

Wiite liouse and U.S. Bureau of the Budget staff to determine the information that
can be transmitted, means of transmission, and timing. The staff should coordinate
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where possible the National Governors' Conference requirements with those of
other affiliates of the Council of State Governments, such as the National
Legislative Conference and the National Association of State Budget Officers.
The information to the states should flow through one federal channel rather
than directly from the administering federal agency. This procedure would
allow a desirable uniformity of presentation., The federal clearinghouse woulc
also follow up on delayed reports and monitor federal govermment aspects of the
system, a task no state agency could perform,

2+ Vhen the content, format, and means of transmitting information are
decided, and the date set for inauguration of the information system, the con-
ference staff should notify each Governor and ask for his designation of a
state recipient or recipients.

3« The conference staff shall be a recipient, and should monitor state
interests in the system., The staff should check with the Governors or other
recipients at least annually to determine how well the system is working, and
obtain suggestions for improvement,
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G. PROBLEM AREAS

1. VHO'S IN CHARGE

Many of the States seriously question whether HUD will coordinate all those
federal programs deeling with urban affairs.

Yet on August 11, 1966 President Johnson, in Ixecutive Order 11297 specifi-
cally directed the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development "to consult with
dnd obtain the advice of the Federsl departments and agencies with respect to
consultation and cooperation with State Governors and State and local agencies
concerning Federal and State programs for assisting communities..."

And in the statement issued by the President as he signed this order was
the following significant langusge:

"The order helps to carry out the mandate of the Congress which requires
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development to 'exercise leadership at the
direction of the President in coordinating Federal activities affecting housing
and urban development'.,"

In spite of this clear indication of Presidential intent, the States remain
skeptical.

Missouri: "We question whether HUD really can coordinate the Federal programs."”

Michigan: "We doubt whether HUD will be the co-ordinator.”

Kentucky: "It seems unlikely that HUD will be unchallenged in the job of
coordination. OEO has initiated some Intergovermmental meetings alreedy, to
which we have sent our staff people.”

There is reason for the skeptcism and. confusionm as to "who's in charpge.’

In Washington EDA people have taken the initiative to promote coordination
on the federal level.

The President's Memorandum on conforming administrative districts (reproduced
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in the section on "Planning") gives coordinating authority to the Director of
the Bureau of the Budget.

The Vice-President has conducted a number of meetings which indicate he is
acting as the federal coordinator.

But most confusing of all, in terms of pinpointing responsibility, is the
role of the FEB's (Federal Executive Boards). These so-called "Little Cabinets",
established by Executive Order, are being created and empowered to oversee,
coordinate and promote Great Society programs at the local level.

There are 15 of these Boards functioning at this time (in New York, Phila-
delphia, Boston, Atlanta, Cleveland, Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis, Kansas City,
St. Louis, .Dallas, Fort Worth, Denver, San Francisco, Los Angeles, Seattle and
Honolulu).

According to a syndicated news columnl, "Under plans now on the President's
desk, another half dozen of these federal boards will be established in other
large cities as soon as the Congress passes the Administration's $2.3 billion
Demonstration Cities legislation. Once that huge spending program is under way,
the President intends to assign $25,000-a-year 'federal expediters' authorized
by the legislation to work with each 'little cabinet.' Their joint job will be
to mobilize and coordinate federal and local activities aimed at wiping out slums
and increasing employment,"

This apparent duplication of effort confuses everyone, including me. It
appears that the Federal Expediter is to perform the same task as the Metro Man,
but one is a Presidentiel appointee and the other is a HUD appointee, This
situation now has been clarified since the Federal Expediter has been dropped.
But agsin, it is not enough that this has been done -- the word must be disseminated

into the field so confusion there is eliminated.

1 Robert S. Allen and Paul Scott, August 31, 1966
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Senator Ribicoff raised this problem in the recent urban affairs hearings
when he said: "I trust that in the months ahead, before a new federal budget
is submitted, this question of coordinating federal programs for urban areas
will receive sharper and more devoted attention,"”

More work needs to be done, therefore, in widely disseminating the President's
Executive Order and eliminating overlapping and duplication., It would appear
that a joint effort of the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development and the
Vice-President of the United States would be the best way to achieve the goal of
coordination in accordance with the Presidential intent.

2. THE REGIONAL OFFICE

Because the frequency of contact between the States and HUD is the greatest
at the Regional Office level, the view of the States toward the operation of the
Regional Offices is of importance.

As seems true of HUD officials in Washington, HUD regional officials seem
to have much more contact with the cities than the States,

What dealings there are with the States are conducted in a cordial atmosphere;
howvever, there is the feeling that few concrete results are forthcoming. The
States are convinced that the Regional people have no authority to make decisions,
They have been told that HUD has adopted a new policy which would encourage
decision-making in the field -- they all favor this approach -- none have seen
it put into effect.

A North Carolina official found the HUD Regional Office "evasive," "We want
answers", he said, "and in the Regional Office too many people have to check
with someone else.," They also complained of excessive delays in getting projects
approved, <

The Kentucky officials found the Atlanta Office most cooperative but "we

have had no visit from Atlanta since March or April." Especially where long
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distances are involved, most of the States do not like to travel so far to consult
with the Regional Office people.

In Missouri: "We have good relations with the Fort Worth Regional Office,
but we would like to see them have real authority. If they did, we would like
a field man in each State."

In Michigan: '"We get no hard answers from the Regional Office, so inevitably
we end up in Washington." State officials told me of an instance where they
went to the Chicago Regional Office seeking assistance on a specific housing
problem. During the course of the conference, seventeen different HUD officials
were in attendance at one time or another. The result, in the words of one,
was "total confusion.,"”

Another Michigan official was extremely negative. He called the Regional
Office "a joke.," "They are a bunch of idealists...all technicians and no realists."
In fairness, I should state that this was the only instance I encountered of
complete disapproval of the Regional system.

Again in Michigan, I spoke with a high-ranking budget official who formerly
was lMayor of Kalamazoo. In that position he dealt with the Chicago Resional

ffice and observed that "decision-making was split into six pieces.” He would
much prefer having a man for Michigan in Michigan. In other words, instead of
having six men jointly make a decision affecting Detroit, he would prefer giving
each of the six men a different 50-city responsibility, so one man would make
&all the decisions for Detroit. In addition this particular official disliked the
long trip to Chicago.

The New Ingland States appear not to share this dislike of poing to Region,
since the New York Office is so near all of them.

There is praise for most of the Resional Administrators, as individuals,

but many States feel that the subordinate personnel leave something to be desired.



As a California official stated it: "Often the Regional Administrator fecis
obligated to back up decisions made by ‘'pencil pushers.'’ The minor officials
sometimes feel threatened by the interest of the States. They look upon the
States as competitors, as groups dedicated to taking over the same responsibili-
ies they seek to fulfill. This, of course, leads to a strained relationship.

This attitude is supported by a number of cxamples cited in different States.

A North Carolina official told of writing to the Atlanta Regional Office
asking for 25 coples of certain literature which had been requested of the Slates
by differeni citics. The Regional Office sent back only U copies and suggested that
the State henceforth should forward all city inquiries direct to the Regional
Office for handling. "The Regional people seem to think we're irying to take
over their function", he remarked. In my judgment this was a short-sipghted
response to a legitimate request. The Regional Office should have encouraged
the States who, in reality, were assisting the Regional Office in promulgating
important HUD literature out into the field.

In California, when the Rent Supplement Bill was in its crucial.stages, the
Regional Off'ice called Redevelopment Directors throughout the State, asking for
support. If one call had been made to lhe State official involved (in this case,
the Director of the California Department of Housing and Community Development),
that person could have gone to work to round up the active support, not only of
Redevelopment Directors, but of Mayors, the Governor, and the Consressional
delegation as well. Incidenls such as these convinqe California officials that
the attitude of the Regional Office toward the State is: let us do the work --
you just complicate matters.

One interesting argument was put forth for encouraging Regiﬁnal officials
to work more closely with the States: to help promote better plamming. It is

a stated policy of HUD that there should be more multi-purpose planning units.
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The Regional Office can unwittingly promote the violatlon of ihis poliey by
working directly with individual citles, especially where those cilies either do
not have the capacity, are reluctant to, or refuse to Join in multi-purposec units.
By bringing the States into the picture, the Regional Office can use that broader
level of govermment to stimulate such planning units.

Other federal agencies have arranged to place a man in cach individual State
as well as in the Regional Office. I spoke, for example, with the FDA man for
North Carolina. He was stationed in the State Capital. He had excellent day-
to~day contacts with key State officlals. He was a North Carolinien by birth
and frankly stated that his concern was to get EDA projects for his native State.
Because of his intimate knowledge of local conditions, as well as his knowledge
of the operation of the federal agency he represented, he could give maximum °
assistance to prospective applicants and improve the ultimate chances of their
receiving federal grants. Every application from North Caroline went to his
desk before it was transmitted to the Region. Often he could spot crrors or make
suggestions that would save the applicent a tremendous amount of time. Although,
in form, the Regionh made an ab initio examination of each application, in fact
they relied greatly on the judgment and recommendation of their representative
in North Carolina.

As 8 result of my discussions with State officials concerning the Regional
Offices, I would recommend:

1. That each Governor be asked whether he would like to have a HUD man in
his State Capital. If so, either teke a man from the Reglion or put in a new man --
preferably a native of the State to be served -- and make him directly responsible

to the Regional Office.l

1 - I purposely have not called this man a Metropolitan Expediter since his activities
would extend throughout the entire State. There may be, in addition, a Metro
Expediter assigned to the State Capital, but he would serve only the metropolitan
area in which the Capital is located. In other words, these are two quite

different concepts.
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2. Implement the policy of decision-making in the field.

3. Issue a directive to the Regional Administrators urging them to work
with appropriate State officials so long as the States evidence the interest and
the capability. Recommend increased visits to State Capitals.

4. Work on procedures for expediting application processing in the Regional

ffice (see Section on "Program-Money-Guidelines').

5. (Consider the one-man-one-city decision-msking process.

6. (Give the State Desk man in Washington major responsibility for
coordinating the activities of all HUD Regional Offices and HUD men in the States
with regard to State Governmental activities. In particular charge him with the
responsibility of working with Regional officials to achieve a more positive
appreciation of the role of the States in the work of HUD.

Rather than hinder Regional otficials from accomplishing their mission, the
States (in the words of a California official) "can meke the Regional officials
look like heroes by smoothing the way for them to get into the communities. "

With regard to my recommendations above, I should report that at least one
person in the Regional Office I met with (New York) objected to the idea of a
HUD man in cach State, with the comment: "Don't further decentralize the

decentralization.” I disagree.

3. BIG CITY V. SMALL CITY

One of the most vexing problems involved in defining the federal-State-
local relationship is that of the Big City versus the Small City.

The attitude I sense in Washington generally 1ls: The States can play a
significant role in assisting the smaller cities, but they really are superfluous

wvhen it comes to the big cities.



The States themselves are divided on this question. Some feel they can be
of significant assistence to the Big City; some feel they should stay out com-
pletely; and some deeply resent the Big City role. ‘The latter is an unrealistic
posture but was expressed in North Carolina in thig way:

"The Big Cities are wasting money because they can get it so casily. North
Carolina people arec appalled when they sec thal Boston allegedly got 9 miilion
dollars of Federal money for a transit tunnel; North Miami got $350,000 for an
3-acre park; Coral Gables received $57,000 for 3/10 acre park; and Philadelphia
got 12 million dollars of urban transportation money to buy that city air-condi-
tioned buses and build terminals. And all this when some communities don't
even have basic water and sewer systems. There should be a 'need' test before
Federal money is given out.” Unfortunately, while one can sympathize with the
viewpoint, it is an excessively parochial one and Quite unrealistic in view of
comtemporary conditions.

Let us examine briefly the Big City view of the problen.

Here is the thinking of New York City officials: "Small cities have no
pool of manpower. New York is different. We are not really g city. We have a
budget larger than any of the 50 States. We have & good bureaucracy. New York
City can deal with urban problems as well as any State. Obviously, however, |
the Federal Govermment cannot deal directly with 95,000 different local units
of govermment in the United States. You must draw the line somewhere -- whether
it's at 1 million or 2 million ropulation."

But population alone is not the answer. Capacity to do the Job must be a
major consideration as well. Even New York City officials concede that in
Los Angeles, one of the largest cities in the country, the Mayor docs not have
the power to do the Job. Aside from whatever one might think about thc attitude

of the incumbent Mayor as an individual toward urban problems, the structure of
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Los Angeles City government is such that, even if he wanted to help, he could
not. In addition, the State of California has taken over many programs the
responsibility for which ordinarily would be expected to reside in local
leadership.

I think we must conclude that where a City is so large as to be almost a
separate State within a State ggg where the City officials have both the power
and capacity to do the job, there is more reason for strengthening direct ties
between that City and Washington.

Even here, however, I believe the States should have the right to know what
the City is planning -- before projects are approved by the federal government --
so they can mske a determination whether any of the proposed projects would
adversely affect the overall State planning process.

This attitude, I know, will raise certain hackles, For example, in a recent
speech before a San Francisco renewal conference, Edward Iogue, Boston's renewal
edministrator, saw no need for san Francisco to tie in with and conform its
planning to that of the entire Bay area with its 4 million people. According to
a newspaper report: "A great metropolis like Sen Francisco, he said, can stand
as an entity on its own right, but, like Boston, it should be determined to
settle for only the best, Once you have that determination, the planning struc-
ture doesn't mean a hell of a lot!"

While T have}the greatest regard for Mr. Logue, I think he is quite wrong
first, in dismissing planning as a useless function and second, in thinking that
any city can stand alone with regard to its surrounding areas.

From a sound planning point of view, the Big City cannot, and should not,
be separated out from the metropolitan area in vhich it resides.

But why? Dr. Weaver, in his book "Dilemmas of Urban Society" gives some

excellent reasons. For example, he stresses the importance not only of providing
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housing for non-whites but also of establishing the proper mix of income levels,
which, in turn, promotes integration (herein lies one of the dilemmas since
neither one tends to promote the other, and both are worthy goals). This
inevitably will require that suburban areas provide for non-white low income
housing.

He cites, in the chapter on New Towns, the problems of creating a labor
market for these outlying areas., Where will the lebor come from? The transpor-
tation systems of our major cities are not yet adequate to bring people to these
outlying areas. If suiteble provisions are not made for housing these people
in the New Towns, either there will be no unskilled labor availeble or shanty
towns will spring up adjacent to the New Towns, a process which would defeat the
whole idea of a planned community.

This problem has a profound effect upon Big City urban renewal plans. Should
there be an effort to keep the non-white population in the City? -- or should the
effort be directed toward more middle and high income housing thus forcing the
non-white population into the suburbs and outlying areas? Everyone must partici-
pate in these decisions because everyone will be affected by them. Thus Big City
or not, there must be coordination with the metropolitan area and with the State
if the end result is to be successful.

In California State officials contend that the Big City needs the help of
the State, whether or not it is willing to admit it. "When the State had
technical assistance to provide, San Francisco wanted and asked for it. Generally
speaking men like Justin Herman are so good they ddn't need technical help., But
vhen he does need help in the State Legislature or in the Congress, he calls the
State -- and rightfully so. For we are able to help, and we are delighted to

help."
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The Big City's real fear of State involvement concerns the possibility that
the State might try to decrease the amount of money going into the Big Cities
ahd divert it to other areas, So long as the States really understand the
urban crisis -- and I contend that they finally have arrived at this point in
their thinking -- the Big Cities, and the small cities as well, have nothing to
fear and everything to gain from a closer working relationship.

It will not be easy to eliminate the mistrust of the past -- but it must be
done, and an increased role of responsibility by the States, encouraged by the
federal movernment will be the first step in the right direction.

4, METRO DESK AND DEMO CITIES

Earlier in this report two recommendations were made to bring the States
into the flow of federal and local activities in a constructive manner. One was
to establish a State Desk in Washington; the other was to expand the Regional
Office service by placing a HUD man in each State Capital if the Governor so
requested.

With the advent of two new developments in the HUD program -- The Metropolitan
Desk and the Demonstration City -- it is useful to examine the State attitudes
toward each and determine where the State can serve a useful role in their
sdministration.

Metro Desk. Fairly representative are the views expressed by three different
levels of government: the State, the Big City, and the HUD Regional Office.

In the State of Michigan, I was told: "The Metio Man should be a State
employee or part-Federal-part-State. He should report to the Governor or an employ-
ee of the State planning agency. We don't like the idea of Federal Mayors."

~ In the City of Detroit, I was told: "If the Metro Desk either opts or
requires clearance through the Covernor's office, it will lose the support of the

Mayors." However the same person added that if the Metro Desk really is a cross-
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the-board approach to urban problems -- and he doubts whether this will be
possible with HUD in charge -- then "it will be necessary to have a State man
involved."

In the New York Regionel Office of HUD it was assumed that the Metro man wi.
consult with State planners "but we're not sure" -- they are suspicious of the
role of the Metropolitan Desk.

These are typical responses, each reflecting the peculiar needs and background
of the level of government involved,

In view of these attitudes, what should HUD instruct its Metro Man concerning
his relationship with the State in which he is located?

First, I would tell him to determine if there is a HUD man at the State
Cepital; if so, establish a close liaison to him, since that man can help the
Metro Desk "plug into" State programs wherever necessary.

Second, I would encourage him to welcome inquiries and offers of assistance
from the States at all times.

Beyond that, however, I think the next move is up to the State. It must
make its own determination (encouraged perhaps by the HUD State Desk in Washington
as well as the HUD man in the State Capital) whether to place State people in
the Metropolitan area being served by a Metro Desk. If they do this, then HUD
should take the third step and really pitch in with the State officials on the
scene to mesh the federal and State programs.

Has any State taken this kind of action to date? Yes -- California. There
the State Government has established 13 Special Service Centers in so-called
"trouble spot" areas (in terms of housing, civil rights and poverty) These are
one-stop offices encompassing many State programs., Each has a "Manager." The
California people feel this man is very much like the Metro Man envisaged by HUD,

except at the State level.
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Note that the Manager of the Service Center is not just a liaison man who
puts people in contact with State officials elsewhere. Each applicable State
agéncy has staff personnel stationed right in the Service Center itself -- soorn,
for example, the hope is that over 150 people will be loceted in the Watts Center.

These Service Centers are like "little City Halls." Especielly so in
California where the State plays such a broad role in the fields of welfare, edu-
cation and health. So, in a sense, Mayor Yorty was correct in his testimony
before Senator Ribicoff's Subcommittee in that he has little power and the State
has great power,

I spoke with the Manager of the Service Center in Watts who explained that
in these Centers, the whole stress of government action shifts from rigidly
separate departmental problems -- such as employment, rehabilitation etc. -- to
a unified attack on the problem of the individual or family. "The center offers
a one-stop, one-door service by all State departments charged with responsibility
for helping the unemployed, the unskilled, the handicapped, the disabled, the
aged and the undereducated,"

HUD already has a Metro Desk located in Watts. The woman who holds down
this desk is located in the Federal Building. Why should she not be located in
the Service Center? There the Manager of the Service Center and the HUD Metro
(Wo-) man could work together to coordinate both federal and State programs. It
certainly would be worth a try. Because, as stated earlier, "flexibility" must
be the keynote of HUD's policy especially in these new propgrams, different solu-
tions can be tried out in different areas -- there need not be one rigid policy
which applies everywhere,

I discussed this possibility with the California State officials and they

seemed quite enthusiastic. In fact one suggested that HUD choose California as
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a "Demonstration State" to prove that both federal and Ctate programs can be
coordinated within each as well as between each. This idea has possibilities,
It is consistent with HUD philosophy as I understand it.

Demo Cities. Certainly Demonstration Cities will carry out this idea of -
across-the-ooard approach to urban problems; i.e., all Departments working
torether to assemble a package for the city involved., Hopefully this will alter
the all too frequent current approach where each Agency and Department works
directly and independently with the City, without reference to one another,

Assistant Secretary Taylor graphically points up the advantage ol cooperation
in terms of the phenomenon in chemistry called a "synergistic effect." This,
sitply stated, means that 2 and 2 equals 5. Thus, if Pill A has a certain effect,
and Pill B has a certain effect, sometines by combining the ingredients of both
pills in a third Pill C, you achieve the effects of both Pills A and B plus a
third extra benefit. Cooperation among agencies would have this beneficial
effect.

What I have recommended here is that we go one step further: after we gain
cooperation among the various federal agencies servicing an area, then mesh
this process into a similar cooperative process undertaken by State agencies,

vWwith regard to Demonstration Cities, it should be noted that several of the
States expressed serious reservations about the program.

In Pennsylvania, for example, while State officials testified before the
Congress in favor of the bill because they believe in the principle, they question
the State role in the program. They feel that if planning must be integrated with
regional plans, there should be a review step by the State in the Act. They
question whether smaller cities will get their fair share under Demo Cities, Thery
are concerned that they might lose dollars fron other urban programs to Demo Cities.

Concerning these objections, the Department has made it quite clear that
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smaller cities will share in the Demo City progrem. As for State review, it was
stated earlier that this would be a premature step at this time and would jeopardize
losing the support of the Big Cities.

Perhaps a compromise would be possible in that, where Demonstration City
programs cross State lines, State approval would be required., Certainly one point
made by this same Pennsylvania official is valid: "In the case of a Big City
Demonstration Program, there must be involvement of highways, social and welfare
problems. The State has most of these big social programs, so it must be involved.'

Some of the States I visited were contemplating a meeting in Washington to
discuss the possibility of amending the Demo Cities bill to give the Governors
power of comment. If they really mean 'comment", rather than "review", I think
it would be an acceptable move,

To underline the fears of the States concerning Demo Cities, let me cite
the testimony of Walter J. Monasch, Director of the California Department of
Housing and Community Development, given before the Subcommittee of Housing of
the State Banking and Currency Committee on April 25, 1966, Mr. Monasch stated:

"We endorse the Demonstration Cities Act of 1966, particularly the concept

that our cities should be treated as organic units. We are also heartened

by the comments of the President and Dr. Weaver which emphasized that this
will be a local program, planned, developed and carried out by local people
who will make the judgments of the cities' needs,

"In this regard, we are concerned over the role of the Federal coordinator,

as are other groups which have given testimony to this Subcommittee, There

have been suggestions that the name might be changed, but this, of course,
does not deal with the concern of local and state governments that the

Demonstration Cities Program be a true local undertaking. We feel that

thoughtful consideration should be given to the fears of local and state

governments that these programs not only should not, but cannot, be
accomplished without the maximum of local freedom in determining the
methods to be used in solving the individual urban problems., We believe
the Federal role should be limited to assurances that Federal funds are
being expended within the broad goals established by Congress for the
solution of the total problem. Only with great freedom in this regard

can the considerable creative power at the local, state and private levels
be utilized.
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"Another fundamental problem, which seems to recur in all discussions

of this bill, is the question as to which cities will become demonstra-

tion cities and how each will be chosen. We believe the existence of

this problem emphasizes the general feeling that the bill provides

opportunities which will be of great benefit to our cities. We recom-

mend that this Subcommittee in its report specify that the demonstration

cities be chosen to represent as many different kinds of urban problems

as possible.

"A further problem arises from the fact that some cities, not chosen as

demonstration cities, may lose funds or have them delayed because of

higher priorities for demonstration projects."

Earlier in this report I criticized that portion of Mr, Harlow's paper where
he stated there was ''no need to describe the state environment in which 'Metro-
politan Desk' employees will have to operate." The preceding paragraphs should
suffice to rebut that contention, but let me stress the point again in terms of
plamning,

Since metropolitan govermment in relation to the States is the relationship
of the part to the whole -- while metropolitan government in relation to the
Cities is the relationship of the whole to the part -- it makes sense to me that
the stimulus for metropolitan planning will much more likely come from the States
which would not be giving up anything, than from the cities which would. And
since the very existence of the cities usually depends upon legal grants of power
from the State, the States should be deeply involved.

The assumption (again in Harlow) that most States are "well enough informed
and have sufficient staff" to get along without Metro Desk assistance is specious
regsoning.

One of the problems of the American States is that they are not well enough
informed and often do not have sufficlent staff to deal effectively with their
responsibilities. HUD's State Desk can help cure this problem -- and the Metro
Men can do the same,

If urban development really'is to work, everyone must have a feeling of

responsibility for its success or failure., If I am merely advised as to what ic
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going on, I have no responsibility, only an academic interest. The State must
be a participant if HUD is to expect any real measure of cooperation from it.,

5. PROGRAMS-MONEY-GUIDELINES

One of the major frustrations of the States is determining what programs are
available -- how much money is available -- and what are the guidelines for
administering the program.

The Programs. Probably the definitive document on Federal Programs is the

"Catalog of Federal Aids to State and Local Governments" prepered for the Sub-
committee on Intergovernmental Relations of the Committee on Government Operations
of the U.S., State, by the legislative Reference Service of the Library of Congress
(April 15, 1964, with supplements), Yet, despite the wide distribution of this
pamphlet, not one State mentioned it as a useful device in identifying Federal
programs.,

The reason is simple., The booklet is put together by Department rather than
by function. A State cannot readily be expected to know that sewer and sewerage
programns can be found under the Departments of Agriculture, Commercg, Health,
Fducation and Welfare, and Housing and Urban Renewal. They want to be able to
look under one subject: Sewers and Sewerage, and be told where these programs
are administered.

To some extent this is being remedied by Form 101, referred to earlier, where
the sponsoring agency fills out a form and the Federal Government then tells them
the appropriate Acency with which to file it (concerning water snd sewer systoms
and sewerage treatment works).

It should be noted that the Office of Economic Opportunity follows this
functional approach in one of the most useful catalogs of programs published by
a Federal Asency: "Catalog of Federal Programs for Individual and Community

Development" (December 15, 1965).
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HUD has an excellent brochure entitled "Programs of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development"” (May 1966). This document does present proprors
on & Tuictional basis but does not achieve maximum effectiveness as & State ton?
since it has no cross-reference to applicable programs in other Federal arencies.

Especially if HUD is going to act as coordinator of all programs affecting
urban development, I suggest that one of its immediate tasks be to prepare such
materials,

Interestingly enough, the two publications most hipghly praised by the States
were the National League of Cities guide to federal programs, "Federal Aids to
Local Governments" ($40 per year) because "it is kept up to date and is listed
by function", and the "Realtors Guide to Housing Programs: published by NAREB
(National Association of Real Estate Boards - $3). Another new and excellent
service is the "Federal Aid Reporter", a monthly newsletter published by Economic
Associates, Inc, Its first issue (July 1966) contained this lead article:

"Clean Water - Your Water: Pollution Problem and How to Solve It." This is the
kind of article the States understand -- it tells who has the programs, who has
the money, and how you get it,

Not only should HUD lead the way by preparing a cross-the-board catalog of
federal urban services, but I suggest they encourage the States to prepare catalogs
which tie in applicable State programs,

North Carolina has been a pacemaker in this field with their booklet: '"Federal
Assistance for Local Governments,”" As a by-product, it shows how universities can
be of assistance to State ﬁovérnments, since the booklet was written by Robert E,
Phay, Aésistant Director of the Institute of Government at the University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill and prepared for the North Carolina State Planning
Task Force. It not only describes the federal programs on a functional basis but
provides two contacts for every type of program: a ledersl office in the State

or Region, and the appropriate State agency.
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I recormmend that the federal government provide grants to the States for
preparing just such books. The money needed would be minimal -- the results
maximal., It would indicate, in a concrete way, the federal povernment's interest
in working with the States in partnership -- it would pose no threat to the
cities; indeed such a booklet would be a tremendous help to the cities -- and
it would be a constructive step toward achieving intergovernmental cooperation.
It would place HUD in the forefront of the coordinating effort in accord with
Presidential intent,

It would be well also for HUD to examine carefully proposals which have been
made for computerizing federal programs. Senator Edward M. Kennedy of Massachusetts,
on August 10, 1966, introduced a Joint Resolution to authorize a computerized
information system to provide State and local governments with information on
federal programs. Senator Kennedy stated:

"The relationship between the Federal Govermment and State and local

governments is an increasing paradox: As more and more Federal programs

become available, State and local governments become less and less able

to sort them out and decide which ones could help them most. The Federal

programs are beneficial; the State and local governments want to benefit

from them, But the very proliferation of Federal programs is bewildering

to the local communities for which they are designed. And this bewilder-

ment is working against the creative federalism which President Johnson

spoke o0fees”

New York City's Washington office has announced that it has asked a systems-
analysis concern to look into the feasibility of computerizing all federal aid
programs -- there are more than 150 now -- and all the relevant city experience
with these programs, so that "at a moment's notice we can find out, for example,
how much air pollution money we can still qualify for in a particular year."

HUD could take the lead in providing such a service. A further step could
be teken in encouraging the States to develop new ideas and methods of improving
programs through various research grants. For example, one such grant recently

has been made to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to study centralized relocation

services.



The Money. According to the States, nothing is more frustrating than being
enticed by ream of publicity concerning new and exciting federal programs which
can be of great value to the States and localities, and then finding there are
no monies available to support the program.

A New York official pleaded for up-to-date information on "authorizations,
appropriations and allocations."”

In North Carolina I was told: "The Federal Government often starts a program
without sufficient funding and then expects the State to take it over without
having been brought in at the inception."

An example of insufficient money was cited in the September 16, 1966, edition

of the Wall Street Journal under the headline: "Cities Begin to Think Federal

Aid to Build Sewer, Water Systems Isn't Any 'Bargain.'" It read in part: "The
demand for 50% grants under various Government programs far outstrips the available
funds, with the result that many municipalities' chances of getting any aid are
slim. In addition, those towns that have been told they're in line to receive
Federal help with their projects can expect to wait months or even years before
they receive any funds. Although Congress has appropriated $100 miilion to be
granted this year under just one program, that of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, requests for this aid from thousands of communities totaled
about $3 billion as of August,”

Not only is this situation an argument for keeping States (who in turn can
keep the cities) better informed about the amounts of money aveilsble, but it alzo
cives strength to the argument made earlier that the State is in the bhezt position
to set priorities and direct the limited amount of money to where it can do the
most cood.

Even after Congress approves the appropriations for a proprama State should

be informed when the money has run out. Again, to use New York as an example, I
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was told that last December the State applied for 2 1/h million dollars, over a
two-year period, to prepare a State Master Plan. 1In April of this year they were
10ld that the funds available were "limited." On June 11th of this year they
were told that theirs was not a "priority application." Understandably they want
-0 know the rationale behind these decisions. What are the guidelines?

It would be most helpful to all parties concerned if someone in each agency
kept a careful check on the money flow and informed the States and localities
periodically. Probebly the most graphic example (aside from the inability of some
Mayors to tell a Congressional Committee how much federsl money came Into their
city in the period of a year) tock place recently in Qaklend, California.

The executive director of Oakland's Redevelopment Agency went to work to
trace all federal monies coming into his City. He found, to his surprise, that
Oakland -- with a population of 367,000 -- was receilving thc benefits of 140
programs and projects peid for in full or in part by the national government.

The total federal cost amounted to more than 8T million dollars.

why did this effort take place? The Oskland officlals needed the information
in order to put together a comprehensive plan for the 50,000 person largely
Negro area known as the Flatlands. As a reporter described the effort: "The plan
for drawing up the plan...reflects their belief that if this summer's urban
pyromania is proof they failed, then they have failed because thelr programs have
not been inclusive enough, not well enough coordinated, nor cognizant enough of
the need to plan for all the unraveling contingencies.”

Whether it is feasible or not I do not know, but I would recommend that the
State Desk man at HUD work with the Budget office of the Department to provide
financial information concerning all HUD programs to the States on a reasonably

current basis.
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The Guidelines. One of the most frequently voiced complasints against HUD

is the difficulty of obtaining guidelines. The States allepe they never know why
an application is rejected. They feel that the guidelines often are changed in
nidstream, causing them tremendous excess work in repreparing applications,

Some go so far as to ascribe base political motives to this confusion, but
I think we can pass this off as an exercise in partisan politics. In Michipan,
for example, I was told: "There are often long delays in obtaining puidelines.
The conclusion we have reached is that politics is being played. After all, you
must know the rules before you can play the game." The implication was that the
guidelines are readjusted in order to accommodate those applications which the
federal government wishes to approve for political reasons.

However, Michigan is on sounder ground when they suggest there should be
established minimal) federal standards in urban renewal -- then use the States
as a full partner in administering them rather than merely as a conduit,”

Missouri officials expressed a similar reaction. When asked about the
argument that State involvement in urban renewal merely meant another layer of
red tape for the localities to go through they answered: "Eliminaﬁe the extra
layer by having the Federal Government tell the State what the standards are and
let the States administer them, since they are closer to the local scene,"

There is a desire to keep these fedcral standards as general as possible, so
exceptions could be made in view of local conditions.

For example, in California the City of Long Beach chose not to use Federal
urban renewal. They felt they could do the job faster themselves. Admittedly
they had a more conservative local povernment than most cities, but the point ic
that when they decided they wanted to take advantage of 220 funds, they found they
could not because their project was not part of a lederal program. California

State officials maintain that this decision was self-defeating., If the State had
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oeer; administering the program, they couwld have made an exceptiorn in this case.
This ties in with one of the major criticsms made by HUD personnel in

dashington of their own operation. Several commented there was too much rigiaity

in railings. This is the way we do it -- and no exceptions, if you please, "Orce
something has been done, that's policy -- then you can't change because precedery
has been set -- that's absurd."”

The same thoueht is echoed by the States. "HUD treats everyone the same --
they make blanket regulations whether or not they fit the situation."

North Carolina wants "intelligible guidelines." "Give us reasons for approving
or denying projects -- perhaps a point system is the answer."

With the pressures of the bureaucracy on the one hand and the political
pressures of Congress on the other, there must be guidelinec or HUD will forever
remain in the cross-fire. Let me sugeest apain that these guidelines, as well
as some system of priorities, can best be set by the States themselves.

There is nothing novel or revolutionary about such a proposal. All 50 States
set their own water quality standards, rather than have the federal government
impose its rules on them. Any State that did not meet a deadline set down by the
federal government for draftine its own rules would have had them drawn up for
them by the Interior Department. Yet every State met the deadline and Secretary
Udall expressed plecasure that the States had taken the initiative. There is a
control since federal approval of the State standard is necessary. This fits in
with the idea stated earlier that the States should have the flexibility to operate
within general stendards set by the federal government.

Tu all these areas -- Program, Money and Guidelines -- HUD must open the
lines of communjcation and provide accurate current information to the GStates
and localities.

(&)

v. BAKER V. CARR

One of the thoughts most expréssed by HUD personnel in Washington who were

cynical about increased State participation was: '"until Baker v. Carr becomes a
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reality, you cannot expect to met anywhere with the States.," The implication, of
course, was that rural dominated Legislatures would prevent a realintic and con-
structive attitude toward urban problems.

My experience in eipht States does not confirm that pdint of view, Durprici .~ly,

10t one of the States seemed greatly concerned about the Baker v. Carr (one man-

one vote) situation, and that included the Cities I visited as well.

In Michigan I was told that, if anything, Baker v, Carr might hurt the Big

Cities rather than help them. The reasoning behind this statement is that, until
now, the urban areas bent over backward to help the rural areasvin return for vote
trades. Because the rural areas will lose so greatly as a result of the Baker v.
Carr decision, there no longer will be the possibility of trade-offs. The real
~ainers under the implementation of the Court decision, according to the Michigan
people, will be the suburbs.

This was confirmed in San Francisco where I was told that reapportionment
will cause the City to lose strength but result in an overall gain in the metro-
politan area (because of the suburban gain). It seems to me that that poses a new
threat for urban progress for it strengthens the handi of the so-cailed "white belts”
around core cities,

In Missouri 1 was told that the State is 76% urban. There are 163 members
in the House. 123 are from urban areas. "You can't win Statewide office in
Missouri without the urban vote, so, of course, the Governor must do things for
the cities." ‘

in Pennsylvania it is admitted that théy now haQe a rural dominated legicziaturc,
out "that's not so terrible. After all, we pot them to create a Department ol
Community Afrlairs thch will be the coordinating body for urban affairc.” o Baker

v. Carr does not pose a real problem in terms of Statc relationships.



H. STATE ORGANIZATION

This section describes briefly the governmental structure employed by the
States for coping with urban affairs. Because most of the research on this subjert
already has been performed by the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions, I attach hereto their excellent report of January 20, 1966, entitled:

"State Offices of Local Affairs." Also appended is a more current rundown prepsr:d
for me by James C. Dodds of HUD's Legal Office,

Since the advent of that report, new developments have occurred. New Jersey,
for example, has created a Department of Community Affeirs as a principal depert-
went in the Executive Branch of State Government. It will handle community
services, housing and urban renewal, state and regional prlanning and economic
opportunity, among other functions.,

New York's Office of Local Government is desecribed in the ACIR report, but
that is more of an information-giving body rather than a coordinator. The real
job of coordination is done by the Planning Department,

California formed its new Department of Housing and Community Affairs in
September 19v5, but does not include the planning process as part of its jurir-
diction -- that remains in a separate Department of Planning,

In North Carolina the State Planning Task Force operates from within the State
Department of Administration and supervises State planning in all federal-State
proerams which affect more than one agency. It is a flexible and open-ended sroup.
Tirst they want to iron out the bues in their operation and then decide vhat
roof they should be placed under,

In Kentucky there is a one-man State Director of Housing and Urban Development
who operates out of the Governor's Office (although physically he je located in

the Department of Commerce), Because Kentucky is a stronp Governor State, this
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man has a great deal of authority to get things done,

Missouri now has a Department of Regional and State Planning which is expected
soon to become the Department of Community Affeirs. It has the most ambitious
grouping of programs I saw in any State. Its four divisions are: Planning (701,
Azarkia, EDA, CDD and HEW), Human Resources (OEO, HEW, NYC), Intergovernmental
Relations, and Community FaCilitiea (water pollution, air pollution, urban mass
transportation, housing and urban renewal),

Michigan is on the verge of creating a Department of local Affairs.

It would not seem to serve a useful purpose to go into these State structures
in detail. Many of them are just recently underway. Many of them are about to
be created. One (New Jersey) has been created but not yet given a head,

The important point is that each State is moving in the right direction --
toward coordination of programs that affect urban affairs. Each is doing it in
a different way which reflects local needs and traditions. This, too, is excel-
lent and must be recognized by the federal government. HUD should not look for
any semblance of uniformity in the State structures but must learn to work with
each, o

Most of the States are feeling their way., They are frankly experimenting.

A number of them expressed the thought that the State Pianning‘function should be
brought into the Governor's Office. This makes good sense.

Some achieve coordination through a formal Agency structure -- some do it
through an individual or an informal group. But it is being done -- make no mis-
take about thet. HUD can be ofitremendous help in giving the States gﬁidance, oy
showing them how they might improve their operation. The State Desk in Washington

would have the responsibility in this area.
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I, RECOMMENDATIONS

There are a number of specific (and sometimes general) recommendations made
throughout this report. These are listed in brief form below, and additional

recommendations follow.

Recommendation Section
Escalation of Reponsibility D
Encourage State Financial Contributions D
Workshop on Revenues (Heller Plan) D
States set priorities E
States administer programs E
Inform States of grant applications E
Establish a State Desk in Washington E
States review Planning F
HUD must use the State Flan F
States set Planning Districts -

Federal Agencies conform F
Farmark State Planning Funds F
Assert HUD's Role as Coordinator G-1
Option for HUD Men in Each State G-2
Instructions to Regional Offices G-2
Instructions to Metro Man G-k
"Demonstration State" G-4
Federal Grants for Federal-State

Catalogs of Programs G-5
Computerize Program Information G-5
Provide Financial Info to States -5

Define Guidelines - let States
Adnminister G-5
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2. Flexible Approach. In a more general vzin, along with the "Escalation of

Respohsibilityh policy, HUD should stféss a "Flexible Approach" policy in its
relations with the States.

One of ﬁhe threads that ran consistently through my conversations with State
and federal officials was resistance to the "doctrinaire" approach taken by the
Department toward moét urban problems, Naturally in any large agency there must
be rules and fegulaéions, but the trend toward rigidity, both in thinking and
execution, ghould be avoided as much as possible,

As one State official expressed it: "The Federal péople always say to me:
but if we do it this way for you, then we'll have to do the same thing for
Mississippi.” This is unfortunate. One cannot treat all the States alike, just
as you cannot treat all cities alike. Each State has its own tradition, population
composition, economic background, and political complexities. All of these must
be taken into account when decisions are made which will deeply affect the growth
of that State,

HUD should be flexible by extending options to the States: Do you want a HUD
man in your State Capital? If you do, we will provide him. If not, that's per-
fectly all right with us.

This attitude of flexibility might well extend to implementing the Metropolitan
Desk concept. Why set up all the Desks the same way? Station the Metro man in the
Mayor's office in one situation -- in the Regional Office in another; have one man
for the core city and one man for the suburbs in certain situations; in others, have
one man for both; work independently of the FEB (Federal Executive Board) in one

area; in another have the Metro man act as Executive Secretary to the FEB.l

1-It has been suggested that, by having the Metro man serve as Executive Secretary

to the FEB, you would thereby diminish his authority and effectiveness. I disagree,
Look at the Appalachia situation where each Governor of the 12 participating States

is a member., One Governor acts as Chairman on a rotating basis. -Thers is an Executive
Secretary who is permanent. In theory, the presiding Governor makes the policy. In

practice (because he is stable while the Chairman is not) it is the Executive Secre-
tary who "runs the show." 8o why not try the HUD man as Permanent Secretary to an FEB?
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3. Workshops and Regional Meetings. One of the suggestions that was warmly

received by the States was the scheduling of a series of Workshops or Summer Insti-
tutes, as well as Regional meetings with the States conducted by the Secretary.

The major exponent of the Institute idea is Philip Maher of Missouri. At hisz
instigation, former Governor Terry Sanford of North Carolina called together a
group of State officials last year and held what most thought was an extremely pro-
ductive session on the role of the States.

Many States want to take steps to resolve local jurisdictional and legal
problems but do not have sufficient know-how to do the job. Also they believe that
inter-change of ideas among State officials would be helpful.

This discussion group, workshop, or summer institute would be conducted by
HUD and would advise States on legislation encouraging metropolitan govermment,
eliminating overlapping jurisdictions, forming multi-purpose regional units, con-
forming administrative districts, avoiding multiplicity of planning districts,
drafting adequate modern codes, problems of taxation, etc.

HUD's Legal Office makes its services available to the States in analyzing
proposed legislation and informing the States what affect it would have upon the
federal programs. This is an excellent service which should be made more visible
and more availasble through the work of the State Desk man in Washington. There
was some criticism of the Legal Office expressed, especially in California. There
it was stated that the HUD lLegal Office is "in limbo." "It is not plugged into
policy decisions made throughout the Departimient but rather acts as a 'Super-Cecretar;.’
It serves to hold rather than expedite."

Most States think it would be highly advantapgeous for them to meet on a regional
basis with Dr., Weaver and other HUD officials to discuss their mutual problems. The

regional basis is recommended because the problems in various parts of the country
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vary so preatly, and this would give more intimacy and opportunity for useful
discussion than a mass meeting in Washinpton.

Interestinply almost every State mentioned the fact that they would rot i~
to be swinonged to YWashington. They think HUD showld come to them, The lorical
compromise was to meet half-way, on nevtral sround so to speek. livery Governor
or Governor's Assistant interviewed agreed that the Governors would like to be
consulted by the Secretary, just as they in turn feel that they should make greater
efforts to go into the field and meet with Mayors who in turn feel flattered when
they are called upon by their Governor.

4, Active v, Passive., Another general recommendation is that the Department

shift gears in its attitude toward the States from an essentially passive posture
(we will help when you ask us) to an active one (we want to help you -- how can we
do it?)

Whether it is a matter of encouraging Metropolitan Plenning or encouraging
the States to make financial contributions, the Department must take a positive
and aggressive role. At this important period in urban affairs, it is not good
enough to sit back and see who makes the first move, HUD is charged with the role
of coordination. It must exercise it,

Again, HUD should not just service the States when they ask. All the pertinent
legislation and Presidential messages and orders contain action words, such as:
"encourage"”, "provide", "consult", "cooperate" and the like., They clearly indicate
?§hat a positive role was intended.

5. Testify on Bills. At the beginning of this paper, we frankly faced up to

the fact that HUD's natural constituency is the cities -- as opposed to HEW which
relies mainly on the States. Iet me suggest that the States would be every bit as

"natural” a constituency of HUD with a little effort on the part of the Department.
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One HUD official complained that the States by and large have not testified
on behalf of key legislation such as Demonstration Cities.

The States reply that they didn't realize that HUD wanted them to testify.

Here is where the State Desk man at HUD in Washington can do yeoman service.
By working closely with HUD's Congressional Affairs Office, the State man can
marshall Governors to come to Washington to testify when necessary (provided, of
course, that the Governors approve of the legislation in question). He can identify
the proper man in the Governor's office to deal with on problems of testimony.

(In Kentucky, the Governor's Assistant told of the amazing volume of mail that
crosses his desk each day -- and that sometimes information on Congressional
hearings gets buried for days unless someone flags it for him.) He can work with
.the legal Office in helping to prepare information for Governors.

Kentucky is cited here because its Governor, Ned Breathitt, was the only
Governor in the nation to testify in person for the Demonstration Cities Bill. His
staff realizes that the States have a stake., If they want to be recopnized as an
equal partner by HUD, they have to pitch in and do their share. And more than that,
if they want their voice felt in the formation and execution of federal programs,
they "have to flex their muscles -- and especially by testifying before Congressiongl
Committees,"

California's people asked: "Why doesn't HUD contact the States regarding
administrative problems? Very oftten the States can get Congress to amend & bill
by calling their Congressional delegations, or at least petting some language
showing Congressional intent,"

In Pennsylvaenia, it was considered important to consult with the States in
formulating federal programs., The example cited was Appalachia where Governor

Scranton insisted that the States have a key role. He met with the President and
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worked extremely hard to achieve his objective. As a result, the program was
greatly improved and is now considered the model program of States working together.

Another factor mentioned by the States is the Administration's "secrecy
fetish." A California official complained that one major federal piece of legisic-
tion vas revealed for the first time only two weeks before the Congressional
hearings bepan. "How can we make intelligent analysis on such short notice?"

In Michigan, the same problem. "We were given only four days notice on
Senator Muskie's Intergovernmental Personnel Bill., How could we do an intelligent
job in that period of time?"

Michigan people also urged that the States be consulted in writing legislatior.
They felt that "this might prevent the first-come-first-serve philosophy that
seems so prevalent where you take the truck to Washinpgton and load up the bags."
What they were driving at was legislation which was phrased in terms of specific
State allocations.

The U.S. Governors' Conference has given considerable thought to their role
in shaping legislation. In their next two meetings I suspect you will see genuine
efforts to put together a realistic proposal for the President, which would involve
the Governors establishing rotating Committees for the purpose of consulting with
the President and his Department Heads in drafting proposed new legislation.

I really see no harm in HUD working closer with the Governors. For example,
if my proposal is accepted that HUD, under Title IX of the Demonstration Cities
Act, provide grants to States for establishing State Departments of Local Affairs
and preparing pamphlets meshing State with federal program on a functional basis,
why not send copies of the Draft Proposal and Guidelines to the Governors and ask
for their comments and suggestions for improvement., At this stage of the game, a

little encouragement means a lot.
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v, Federal Grants for State Departments of Urban Affairs. 1In March of 1965

Governor Warren E., Hearnes of Missouri wrote to the President of The United States
urging federal grants 'to encourage each State to form a Department of Urban
Affairs which would provide on a state level the mechanism by which the resources
of a state government can be configured to deal with these problems." (The
Hearnes proposal is reproduced at the end of this Section.)

He suggested an appropriation of 5 million for the first year, escalating to
25 million beyond the third year. He recommended a 90-10 initial grant, then 50-50
later on.

This letter was circularized among the nation's Governors for comment. At
the time, eight Governors favored the proposal, two were not interested, and 14
were giving it consideration.

The proposal did not reach fruition at the time, probably because it was felt
that this added incentive either was not needed, or might have adverse results, in
gaining Congressional approval of the larger goal, the establishment of a United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development,

Most States in which I conducted interviews favored the proposal enthusi-
astically. The only cautioning note sounded was the form such agencies should take.
fach State ~- as well as the Council of State Governments -- suggested that the
language be extremely broad so that each State could devise that structural
arrangement most suitaeble for its own needs,

For example, I believe that the North Carolina approach of a State Planning
Task Force is the best arrangement in light of conditions there. Yet for Pennsyl-
vania a full-dress Department of Community Affairs is more appropriate. Go long
as the function is achieved -- coordination of those resources of the state

sovernment which bear on urban problems -- the structure should be left to the

cho’ 2c of the individual State,
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The Mew York officials indicated that they felt no necescity o7 setting up a
new Department of Housine and Urban Development and roeve an iateresting reason
for this decision. "We suspeci that those states new to a realization of urban
problems arc those which are just now forming new Departirents. They are creatins
o tronce Departments of Local Aftairs where their nrevious functions were weal,  in
New Yorik we have had a long tradicion of recomnizinr urban problems and thus we
already do have mechanisms within the existing <epartments to brings atbout coording-
tion of function," This makes pood scnse -- unfortunately very few, if any, Statec
rind themselves today in the enviable position of MNew York with its tradition of
urban assistance.

California's officials were a little skeptical of the federal grant idea only
vacause "it gives the States an incentive to pet federal money rather thar to
face :p o their own problemns. In thal sense it is not an intellectually honest
move. The States must feel it is important to do thic on their om. Ther they
would be free to stand up to the federal government. Giving federal grants is a
rational political decision but d&esn't force people to face up to their problems,"

The only outright opposition to federal assistance for State Departments of
local Affairs came from Michigan. There are 19 departments of government, with
the maximum constitutional limit being 20, The Michipan peoplec consider 1t extremely
likely that a State Department of Housing and Urban Development will be the 20th
department; however, they reject the idea of federal grants.

Rather they would impose a requirement that a State have an Executive Assistant
Tor Local Affairs in the Governor's Office as a prerequisite to rerceiving federal
funds. They feel that this would help strengthen the Governor's arsenal in what
was previously referred to as a Department-oriented S5State.

They feel that a federal grant, as such, "merely is an extension of tLnhc federel

philosophy that it is the federal government which has the resources. But it is
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the people's‘pockets which are being raided." T think unis is a bit excessivc,
Scnator Muskie's speech oi' March 25, 190G is an excellent reply: "Creative
federalism is not a political maneuver to mske the Suates and their localities
financially dependent on the National Government., On the contrary, its financial
contribution is merely a response to the staggering fiscal burden under which these
gurisdictions prescntly labor."

Ore advantage cited by the States for federal girants is the assistance this
gives them wilh their Legislatures., It makes a "good show" to say: We can get
this federal money, but only if you pass program "x." This approach cen kick
back, however, since legislators generally like to take advantage of federal money,
but they are loathe to do so if the federsl funds run out in a year or two, and
they are left having to provide the appropriations for continuing the program.

On balance, however, I favor the federal grant approach,

The preliminary attempts described in this Section now have reached fruition
in the form of Title IX of the recently passed Demonstration Cities Act. This
section of the Bill authorizes 50-50 grants to the States for the general purpose
of providing information centers and technical assistance.

It seems clear that the language of Title IX is sufficiently broad to cover
grants to the States for the purpose of establishing State Departments of local
Affeirs (as well as grants to the States for publishing catalogs of State programs,
by function, which mesh with federal programs).

The Department now must make it clear to the States that it would be receptive
to applications under Title IX for such purposes (providing Title IX is funded,
Nothing could be worse than inviting applications and then informing qualified
applicants that no money is available). Once again, I am suggesting the "active",
rather than the "passivr’” approach. It just will not do for HUD to sit back =nd

wait v’ ' the States figure out that the language of Title IX might cover such
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PROPOSAL FOR A COOPERATIVE A
FEDERAL-STATE PROGRAM FOR URBAN DEVELOPMENT

(HEARNES PROPOSAL)

The President recently called for a planned approach to urban development
within metropolitan areas. He has said: "The first step is to break old patterns --
to begin to think, work, and plan for the development of entire metropolitan areas."

A major obstacle to this is the absence of governmental machinery to carry
out metropolitan development plans., Filling this gap will require State action as
well as federal requirements and local initiative. One possible means of speeding
action at the State level may be through incentives and assistance of & new federal
aid program to support State efforts and resources for improving local government
organization, structure and cooperation.

The nation's major problems of urban development (transportation, water and
sewer, open space, resources preservation, air and water pollution control, and
guided suburban development) are increasingly metropolitan in nature and require
planned and coordinated metropolitan action. Due to the absence of'statutory
authority and the multiplicity of local Jjurisdictions, adequate areawide arrange-
ments are not being developed. As urban populations grow and metropolitan areas
spread out to include an increasing number of separate political jurisdictions,
the problem will become even more acute.

Special purpose districts are not solving the prpblems, nor are the present
voluntary cooperative efforts of municipalities and counties because these are
essentially piecemeal, ad hoc responses to immediate needs and pressures. This
situation has hindered the operation of many federal, as well as State and local,
urban development programs. Present conditions and practices make it virtually
imposs.ble to plan and program activities on the level and scale need to keep up

with metropolitan growth.
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There is no simple or single solution to these problems. But a major key
¢o action lies with the States -- ways must be found to bring the States into the
urban development picture, They have the authority to establish order in metropoli-
tan areas. The States can assume a more meaningful role in planned regionel
development by encouraging and fosbering areawlide planning and administration of
urban programs and services,.

The States have powerful, ang to some extent, unique powers permitting them to
make a constructive contribution to meeting urban needs., These powers include
geographic jurisdiction embracing one or more metropolitan areas, full legal and
administrative authority to exercise direct action and leadership, major tax
resources and revenue powers, and finally, control over the organization and
powers of local governments., States are increasingly likely to play a major urban
role because of (a) continuing urbanization of State populations in every region
of the country (39 of the 50 States today are more than 50% urban, as defined by
the Bureau of the Census), (b) the increasing State expenditures for State and
local services (growing at a rate of approximately 10% annually since 1953), and
(c) the increasing recognition of the need for reform of the current pettern of
loc#l governments, for readjustments of local government powers, and for higher
quality of development in urban areas.

The Council of State Governments has made a number of significant studies of
urban development, notably "The States and the Metropolitan Problem" (1956) and
"States Responsibility in Urban Regional Development" (1962), Proposals for State
actiéns in this field have also been made by the Advisory Coumission on Inter-
governmental Relations and endorsed by the Council of State Governments and the
major national associations of governmental officials (e.ge, U.S. Conference of
Mayors, the National lLeague of Cities (AMA) and the National Association of Countiec).

But CSG and ACIR recommendations have been implemented only on & very limited basis.
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Thus, Wisconsin, Washinston, Tennessee, New York, New Jersey, Alaska and
Pennsylvania have set up State offices of local affairc. But these and other
initial steps taken by California, Georgia, Minnesota, Oregon and other States do
give real oromise that States can act in concert with local government to deal
with metropolitan area needs.

While some States have acted in limited areas, there is a clear recopnition
that more needs to be done in the urban development field. Thos~ Stetes that have
pioneered in the local field need assistance to broaden their efforts. Other States
have to be encouraged and assisted to initiate and pursue programs dealing with
local problems.

The federal government has, and should clearly recognize, a direct interest in
State participation in meeting the needs of urban development. Increasingly,
federal aids to States and individual localities have an impact upon, and arec
affected by, the general patterns and characteristics of metropolitan areas. As
a result, federal programs are looking to metropolitan planning as a means of pro-
viding an areawide framework for federally-assisted program: urban highways, open
space, urban mass transportation, waste treatment facilities, airports and other
facilities are being related to areawide planning through various incentives and
requirements. New programs proposed by the President (including assistance for
water and sewerape systems, new communities, etc.) are likewise being tied to
planning.

The success of planning is, however, dependent upon effective execution of
functional programs. It is here that the States have a direct interest and responsi-
bility to assist localities in achieving more effective urban development. The
federal government, in turn, can provide a nationwide basis for State participation
in a cooperative attack on the problems of urban growth.

The pattern for suca federal assistance and encouragement to States was set by
Title VI"I of the Housing Act of 196L4. The Act established a new federal-State

program ot training and research in community development. Grants are made to States



in accordance with a Stete pian which sets forth the obirctives and activities to
be carried out by the State; it is up to the State to determine the specific
objectives and activities,

Consideration should now be given to establishing a federal progra. of grant:
to the States to encourage State concerm for an involvement i% pencral urban anc
metropolitan development, Grants would Le made to assist them in analyzinpg the
structure of their local governments, to promote intergovernmental cooperation in
netropolitan areas, and to assist generally in effecting areawide action to meet
areawide planning and development needs. This progra.: can be similar in character
to the federal-State training progrem. 1t would be up to the State to delineate
the purposes to be accorplished by the State urban development program and to set
forth the means proposed to achieve these purposes. Such a State program should
be developed by an appropriate State agency in cooperation with city and county
officials and State and regional organizations representative of local governments
and local officials,

The scope of activities to be covered by a federally-assisted State urban
development program would, of course, vary with individual State and local needs
and conditions. The following are some samplie ingredients of a State program:

-- establishment of a State office of local affairs to make studies

and analyses of local government problems; to advise the povernor
and legislature on coordination of State programs affecting urban
development; to provide a central State contact for local povernments
and organizations representing Lhem; and to provide a clearinphouce
of information relating to common problems of local government and
to State and federal services available for their solution;

-- authorization, incentives and assistance for cooperative action among

local governments in solving common areawide problems; promote estab-

lishment of voluntary metropolitun organizations of elected officials
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as a means of achieving areawide policy-making machinery;

-~ development of adequate legislative authority and local organization

for effective metropolitan planning and development;

-- establishment and support of metropolitan study commissions to

examine arrangements for performance of areawide services;

-~ provision of technical assistance for problems of local government

structure, financing, and improvement in the management of urban
services, such as transportation, water and sewerage, code enforcement,
housing, etc.;

-- establishment of appropriate State and local arrangements for review

of local government incorporation and for creation and supervision
of special districts;

-- study problems of assuring sound structure and financing of local

government ;

-- assistance in development and adoption of building, housing,

sanitation and other codes, particularly where regional uniformity
is desirable; |

-- establishment of demonstration programs to develop innovations in

performance of regional services.

These and similar activities, carried on in collaboration with local governments
and State agencies, would assist in providing a strengthened basis of local govern-
ment and regional organization for meeting the needs of urban areas, large and
small, Such a federal-State-local program can be an important vehicle for
attaining the urban development goals outlined by the President in his State of the
Union Address, and a practicable means for the effective sharing of these goals,
end for stimulating sction to realize them, on the part of States and local

communities.,



- 109~

J. CONCLUSION

The challenge of contemporary America is not whether men can move mountains
but whether they can rebuild cities,

Today our cities are like obsolescent factories. "They lack investment capital
and, worse, they lack the political mechanisms for changc...They are overwhelmed
by the managerial demands of sophisticated technology."l

And yet this very technology holds the answer to their salvation, The President
of COMSAT, General James McCormack, in an uncommonly perceptive address of
September 16, 1966 said: "Technology makes it possible and not enormously expensive
to make cities of light, if you will, rather than the cities of terror that we now
have,"” And most significantly he urged that we turn to the field of the humanities,
science and the arts "to determine how to use the fruits of technology, rather than
to the scientists and engineers who are bringing about the technological revolution."

The cooperation of government ofticials -- the political and social scicniigts --
oil all levels is undoubtedly the most effective tool to put technolopgy to work for
the benefit of people and their environment. To achieve maximum coordination, we
must dismiss old myths and adopt new attitudes.

We no longer can indulge in the "whatever has been, is, and will continue to
be" philosophy. . |

It is a useless exercise to try and place blame for past errors. All levels
of government share in that blame. Until recently, the power structure (whether
it be national, State or local) has failed to recognize the impending obsolescence
of our cities and moved to do something about it. |

Now we must rid ourselves of the myths of urban revival,

It is not true that all the Cities hate all the States,

1-Editorial in The Washington Post, September 15, 1966
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It is not true that all the States are sitting on their hands.

Where the States are demonstrating a willingness and capability to participate
in a constructive manner in urban development, the Citiesvare prepared to welcome
them into partnership.

The States, at long last, have awakened to the needs of today -- to thc needs
of urban fmerica. |

A wave of reaction is sweeping the country. The States want "in" -- not for
the sake of power, not for the sake of politics (although these factors play a
role, too) but for the sake of responsibility and for the sake of preserving the
American Federal system of government,

States are coordinating their urban activities.

States are making financial contributions to housing and urban renewal.

States are developing comprehensive Master Plans.,

This einergy must be harnassed and put to work in the form of & healthy [ederal-
State-local relationship.

HUD has the responsibility to effect this coordination.

Nothing is in its way but the determination to proceed with the Jjob.

The territory is largely uncharted,

The opportunity is here and now.

Alan Campbell, Director of the Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship and Public
Affairs of Syracuse University has written: "I am not impressed with the argument
that in the long run urban problems are going to be handled by direct federal-city-
relationships although that, at the moment, is the conventional wisdom in the
academic field, |

"The real key to dealing with the;emerging domestic problems on the urban scene
is state governmen o" .‘ |

It is time for HUD to use that key to help unlock the ddor of urban opportunitye.



Ko ASOIGNMUNT AND MBTHODOLOGY

Assipnment
Ao A summary of State lepislation that relates to the role of the State i

the administration of t.¢ bepartmeny's propram;

B. A survey of the operation of the various State departments covered iu
(A) above., By this is meant an effort to discover how this legislatior.
actually operates in practice -- the nature of the administrative structur:,
the appropriations, the relationship between the States, the counties and
the cities; and

Ce An evaluation of the role of the States and recommencations ac to the

posture of the Department vis-a-vis the States in carrying out the
mission of the Department,

NOTE: In carrying out this assignment, it soon became apparent that the formal
iiructure in each State was the least important lacilor in the federal-State-local
relationships. Therefore, the major emphasis was placed on point "C" because that
portion of the assignment, in my judement, goes to the heart of the matter.
Methodology

After holding preliminary conferences with key members of the Department in
Washinrton (Undersecretary Wood, Assistant Secretaries Taylor, Hear and Hummel,
as well as numerous staff personnel) -- then with persons in related work (Charte.:
Schwan of the Council of State Governments and John Whisman of the Appalachian
Commission, as examples) -- field trips were made to a representative sampling of
States.,

These States were selected on the basis of geopraphy, size, political compo:
tion, and diversity of approach to urban problems., In each case, talks were heis
with the Governor (or members of his personal staff) and Department Heads chargea

with responsibility for local and urban affairs.
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The States visited were:
NORTH CAROLINA
KENTUCKY
MISSOURI
NEW YORK
PENNSYLVANIA
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
CALIFORNIA
Because the viewpoint of the Big City Mayor is important to give a well-rounded
picture of the federal-State-local relationships, interviews were conducted with
Mayor's Staffs in:
NEW YORK CITY
DETROIT
SAN FRANCISCO
BOSTON
In order to encourage all those officials interviewed to speak freely and
candidly, it was stressed that the writer was a Consultant to the Department and
not a regular employee with "an ax to grind"; in talks with State officials only,
that he held & bias in favor of the States because of his own State governmental
experience; and that his mission was to develop ways and means of encouraging better
relationships between HUD and the States, In addition the interviewees were
guaranteed anoymity in order to promote frankness,
An initial technique of asking specific 1nformational questions produced little
helpful material. Thereforc, a "Devil's advocate" approach was assumed henceforth --
that was eminently successful -- it helped to uncover many-of the dgep-rooted\antago—

nisms and suspicions the States have been harboring toward the Federal Govermment
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for too lorng a time. These were feelings deeply held but rarely expressed, It iz
for this reason that so many direct quotes are contained in the body of the report,
They help give the real flavor of what is going on today in the States. At the con-
clusion of cach interview, it was stresred that tuhe quistions in no way indicate-.
a personal viewpoint on the part of the writer and especially did not reflect the
attitude o. tue Deportme..t -- they were in the nature of fact-finding probes only.
Alchougn the repori, in the main, dcals with criticisms and suggestions for
improvement, it should be pointed out here that most State officials offered the
information that they thought they had a better working relationship with HUD than
with most federal agencies. They are especially pleased with some of the men who

have assumed major positions this year.



