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This is a u s e f a  and an important set of hearings, because -- f o r  a l l  i ts success - 
' the Metropolitan Council' remaina a puzzle t o  a great  many people . . . par t i cu la r -  
l y  outs ide  Minnesota. They a r e  impressed with what the L,egislature has c r e a t e d  here. 
And i n  many respects  they envy the  progress being made. Put they do n o t  understand 
the Council. It does n o t  f i t  the  conventional models of  governmental organization. 

I n  t r u t h ,  i t  is d i f fe ren t .  There is no master plan, and the underlying p r inc ip les  
a r e  n o t  easy t o  discern. Also, i t  changes somewhat, a s  i t  evolved from year  t o  year. 

P a r t l y  f o r  t h i s  reason, the  Legis la ture  has  wanted, every session,  t o  spend some time 
going back f o r  an examination of  the  b a s i c  pr inciples ,  and of the  underlying r a t i o n a l e  
f o r  t h i s  new, metropolitan governmental i n s t i t u t i o n  which it has been, gradually, 
shaping f o r  the Twin Cities area.  

The Ci t izens  League has pa r t i c ipa ted  i n  the  discussions on each of these occasions. 
We a r e  pleased t o  have an opportunity t o  appear today. We hope we can contr ibute  I 
something t o  an understandiag of the  i s s u e s  a s  the  Legis la ture  reviews and evaluates 
the metropolitan s t r u c t u r e  a s  it s tands  i n  1973. 1 

I There a r e  e i g h t  things which we bel ieve  need t o  be said.  

1 )  The Pi&tropolitan Council has done what the  Legis la ture  t o l d  i t  t o  do. That 
is, t o  face i s s u e s  and make decisions,  on behalf of the M n  Cities area.  

Major problems within the  Twin Cities have consis tent ly  ended up on the  desk 
of the  Legis la ture ,  And the  Legis la ture  -- i n  i ts  e f f o r t  t o  reach solut ions  
-- has cons i s t en t ly  sought the recoarmendations of the  body charged t o  make 
s t u d i e s  and t o  develop proposals on behalf of the  metropolitan area.  

The Legis la ture  i n  1967 dis-established the  o l d  l letropoli tan Planning Commis- 
s ion,  p a r t l y  because t h a t  body did  not face  i s sues  and did  no t  make recommen- 
dations.  Some l e g i s l a t o r s  here  may renember t h e i r  disappointment a t  its f a i l -  
ure to make hard prcposals  during the 1961-63 in ter im when the Legis la ture  was 
piepaking t o  a c t  oo the  metropolitan severage problem -- o r  the way the i n t e r -  
n a l  c o n f l i c t s  amng members i n  1964 prevented it from declar ing t h a t  the then- 
proposed electric power s t a t i o n  r>n the  St.  Croix River was a matter of metro- 
po l i t an  s igni f icance .  The Legis la ture  therefore  abolished t h i s  board, and 
created  the  Metropolitan Council a s  i t s  successor, with a new system of repre- 
sen ta t ion  t h a t  would enable i t  t o  face i s sues  and resolve c o n f l i c t ,  and gave 
i t  a s p e c i f i c  charge t o  b r ing  back proposals i n  11 major problem areas.  

The Council has  now made decisions i n  severa l  c r i t i c a l  areas.  It has revised 
the  system of finance f o r  the a rea ' s  major sewerage system. It has a r r ived  a t  
a policy on the locat ion of f edera l ly  subsidized housing within the  region. It 
has  -- a f t e r  a decade of  s tud ies  and discussion within s t a f f  and professional  
agencies -- begun t o  .make decis ions  about the t ranspor ta t ion  system. And it 
has reached a decis ion about the expansion of the  a i r p o r t  system, i f  and when 
an expansion is needed. 
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These decisions are not  noncon t r ~ v e r s i a l  . But the Legislature did no t  charge 
the  Council t o  be noncontroversial. It did not impose a requirement f o r  unani- 
mu6 consent. And it did not make harmonious intergovernmental re la t ions  an 
end i n  i t s e l f .  Rather, it asked fo r  c l ea r  posit ions t o  be taken on r e a l  issues 
by majority vote. This is  what has been done. 

2) It is important elso t o  r e c a l l  what the Lepriolature did not do, i n  c rea t ing  
the Metropolitan Comcil. 

* It did not consolidate o r  abolish loca l  governments -- municipal o r  county 
-- in l i n e  with the  pat tern  of regionalism tha t  has appeared in the South, 
i n  JacksonvLll.e, Florida, and elsewhere. Rather, the decision was tha t  
ex i s t ing  loca l  gmera l  governments were performing w e l l  wlthin the limits 
of t h e i r  a b i l i t i e s ,  aad tha t  the new, regional c t ructure  required ought 
not t o  take over t h e i r  functions but ought simply t o  perform those func- 
t ions tha t  less-than-areawide un i t s  could not  perform. This decision is a 
par t  of the reason why the 'Itrin Cities area has today a re la t ive ly  high 
degree of intergovernmental f r i c t i o n  . The Legislature could have simpli- 
f i ed  the intergovernmental re la t ions  by abolishing the counties ( for  exam- 
ple) a t  the time i t  created the Metrgpolitan Council. It chose, instead,  
to  l i m i t  tire scopz of the regional agency more narrcwly . . . accepting 
t t e  consequences of t h i s  increased coaplexity i n  intcrgcvemmental refa- 
tionships. 

* It did not create  the lfetropolitan Council t o  be a vehicle f o r  intergov- 
ernnental cooperation. Vehicles s e t  up fo r  t h i s  purpose existed,  and con- 
t inue t o  ei:ist: the metropolitan associations of m m i c i ~ a l i t i e s ,  counties 
and school d i s t r i c t s ,  f o r  i s f o r i l  and voluntary cooperation; and the 
jo in t  powers mechanisn, f o r  formal, l ega l  cooperation. It created the 
14etropolitan Council precisely t o  produce decisions on those issues  not 
resolvable by voluntary negotiation amng loca l  uni ts ,  o r  par t s  of the 
region. 

* It did not  intend f o r  the Council t o  be sirnpfy an innocuous, advisory 
planning body. It wanted c3ordinated development, not j u s t  t a l k  about 
coordinated de-15lopme~t. 

* ' It did not depazt from th2 basic  t rad i t ion  i n  Mimeoota, which does not 
' -vide f o r  tkr jnterlocicing of the leve ls  of governunt.  Here no 'area' 

o r  'level' of Bcver~aent  is b u i l t  out  of representatives from another. 
Each, in discharging its own resoonsibi l i t ies ,  is rearonsibls d i rec t ly  t o  
the public -- c;n a one-manlone -vote basis .  In  t?isconsin, by contrast  
( u n t i l  the s y e t m  was ove r tu rnd  by a c o n s t i t ~ t i o n a l  challenge) l o c a l  of- 
f i c i a l s  could serve on coucty boards, and a man could serve i n  local  govern- 
ment and i n  the s t a t e  l eg i s la ture  a t  the same t i m e .  Here, these conf l ic t s  
a r e  prevented . 

* It did not  create  the Metropolitan Council a s  a 'home rule '  agency. No ' charter '  grant of general. powers was conferred. Authority t o  determine, 
f o r  example, what the Council w i l l  o r  w i l l  not  do; o r  what powers it w i l l  
exercise; o r  what revenue sources it w i l l  w e ,  and at what ra tes ;  was re- 
tained by the  Legislature (subject t o  a qual i f icat ion only with respect t o  
the. use of the Council by the federal  government -- which we w i l l  discuss 
in a moment) and not  delegated. 



3) The creation of t h i s  regional, o r  metropolitan, s t ruc ture  is a par t  of a 
much la rger  and continuing reorganization of local government, in which the 
Legislature has been engaged since 1945. 

The Legislature 's  involvement, now, i n  the reorganizt9tion of government in. 
the Win Cities metropolitan region is the most recent of a number of major 
decisions. 

These included the revision of the v i l l age  code i n  1949 (which l a i d  the $1 
framework f o r  the suburban expansion), the home ru l e  amendment i n  1957, the ,, 
re-writing of the s t a t u t e  on annexation and incorporation and the creation 
of the Minnesota Municipal Commission in 1959, the establfshment of regiona&'"' 
organizations i n  1967 sad 1969, and the  changes i n  the sygtem of loca l  finance 
i n  1971. 

It has been a s t r ik ing ly  successful work: by and large,  people here have 
little appreciation of the extent to  which t h i s  s t a t e  is admired and envied'  
f o r  its a b i l i t y  t o  change and t o  innovate and -- through the newly-created 
o r  newly-reorganized agencies -- r ea l l y  t o  begin making progress toward the 
solution of the d i f f i c u l t  urban problem tha t  can t inw t o  plague most of the 
metropolitan areas of the country. 

4) A t  the metropolitan leve l ,  the Legislature -- while reserving f i n a l  authority 
to  i t s e l f  -- has a l so  l e f t  some scope f o r  l oca l  policy-makinq. 

A s  with respect  t o  a l l  general l oca l  government, the Legislature has the ul- 
timate authority,  But t h i s  does no t  mean i t  makes a l l  the decisions I t s e l f .  
Manifestly, i t  cannot, A t  the smallest l eve l ,  the loca l  governments a re  es- 
sen t ia l .  A t  the regional l eve l ,  the  Council is  essen t ia l ,  A hierarchy of . .  
policy-making bodies is  required, so  tha t  a s  many issues a s  possible can be : 
resolved within the area d i r ec t l y  affected,  and so tha t  the time of the Legis- 
l a tu re  is required only when a major issue of statewide policy is presented. 

The review, by the  Legislature, of proposals from the Metropolitan Council 
has most often been concentrated om ensuring tha t  its decision was soundly 
and properly arrived-at, and dcas represent, i n  f ac t ,  the consensus of the 
area. there i t  has been sa t i s f i ed  -- a s  with the sewerage proposal i n  1969 -- .the Legislaturc! has accepted the ~ o u n c i l ' s  decision. Where i t  has not -- 

', a s  Cith the open ::,ace pro3osal i n  1971 -- i t  has rejected the ~ o u n c i l ' s  
decision. 

The Legislature has distinguished the regional l eve l ,  f o r  policy-ioaking, not 
only from the s t a t e  but a l so  from the county and municipal levels .  The Win 
Ci t ies  area  is  -- as  appears so c lear ly  from an airplane -- a s ingle  co 
ni ty .  And, f o r  some purposes a t  l e a s t ,  decisions must be made a t  8 sca le  em- 
bracing the region a s  a whole, lfunicipali t ies do, i n  turn, make many decis- 
ions of t h e i r  own. But the Legislature has recognized the fundamental dis- 
t inct ion -- within the f i e l d  of municipal government -- between those c i t i e s  
and v i l l ages  (such a s  W i l l m a r  o r  Hinoma) which govern whole r e a l  coxnunities; 
and those c i t i e s  and v i l l ages  (such a s  Maplewood o r  New Hope) which govern, 
essen t ia l ly ,  neighloorhoods of a r e a l  community. Only the Metropolitan Council 
comprehends both the e n t i r e  c s m w i t y ,  and the en t i r e  range of problems and 
i s s u e g o  



5) .The Metropolitan Council is no exception t o  the t r ad i t i ona l  rule t h a t  a l l  
general  wlicy&inn bodies tend to be unpopular. 

The job of the Council -- l i k e  the job of the municipal councils or of the 
cwDty boarde o r  of the  Legislature i t s e l f  -- is t o  malse choicee, in public, . 
in s i tua t ion8  where real i n t e r e s t s  conf l ic t .  There is no way t o  make every- 
body happr. Some pa r t i e s  are, inevitably , displeased. And the  general con- 
s t i tuency may never be aware how w e l l  it hae been served. 

This con t rmt s  with the  basic  s i t ua t i on  of the  single-purpose agnecy -- whe- 
ther  independent agencies o r  l i n e  departments. Its job is to press f o r  the  
best ,  sod t he  most, f o r  the program fo r  which it is responsible, leaving the 
d i f f i c u l t  lnreinees of p r i o r i t y a e t t i n g  , and trade-off 8, t o  others  . 
This e i tua t ion  ie not a problem. It is , in f a c t ,  desirable.  The tewion ,  
and the open debate, can be constructive -- if it  is understood tha t ,  when the 
isSue haa been thoroughly talked-through, the  decision lies with the general- 
purpose body which hae the broader reepons ib i l i t i es  -- whether t h i s  be the 
m i c i p a l  council,  with respect  t o  the  c i t y  departments o r  the  Metropolitan 
Council with reepect t o  the regional special-purpose agencies. I n  a eenee, 
unpopularity is the pr ice  such general policy bodies pay f o r  t h e i r  r i gh t  t o  
make the  decisions. 

6) The Legislature hae wisely b u i l t  i n to  the  metropoJ.itan s t ruc ture  a eeparation 
of Powers t o  p rwidc  an e s sen t i a l  check and balance i n  the  system. 

It has establiohed a policy s ide  . . . and an operational eide. 

The policy s ide  consis ts  of the Metropolitair Cauncil i t s e l f  (with its own s t a f f )  
and the re la ted  advisory boarde and committees, permanent (such as the Health 
Board) and temporary (the Open Space, o r  Housing, Advisory C~mmitteeS) . 
The operational e ide  consiets of all those agencies whose f a c i l i t i e s  and pro- 
g ram are  involved with metropll i tan development, and are to be coordinated 
and guided by the policy decieioas and reconnaendatione of the Council. These 
may be s t a t e  agenciee, ae i n  the case of the Highway Department. Or they may 
be regional agenciee, as i n  the case of the Sewer Board, Transit  Commieeion, o r  
~ i r b o . r t s  CoPmPission. O r  they 'may be counties, with t he i r  refuse disposal, park 
of; road programe. O r  they may be municipalities. 

This separation has two c r i t i c a l  advantages. Fire t :  the proposal8 from the 
'builder'  agencies are public, and are known. The Council may disagree, o r  
may set general pol ic iee  which l i m i t  or  d i r e c t  the  progrem. But a discuseion 
occurs, and a l te rns t ivzs  a re  debated openly. Second, because i t  is separated 
from the immediate and pressing issues  that go with program operations, the 
Council is forced t o  concentrate, on issues  of basic  policy, and to  s e l l  its 
proposals t o  the  program agencies -- on the merits, and through the c r ed ib i l i t y  
which r e s u l t s  from the f a c t  t ha t  only t h e  Council has responsibi l i ty  both f o r  
the  e n t i r e  sewn-county area and f o r  the whole range of policy issuee. Put 
another way: The Metropolitan Council is the client/architect/general contrac- 
t o r  on the  Job of metropolitan development. The program agencies a re  eeeen- 
t i a l l y  the sub-contractoro: they build the individual system.  But each f i t s  
i n t o  the 'building' of which it is a part .  



7) The metropolitan s t r u c t u r e  is not  an end i n  i t s e l f .  It was created -- and con- 
t inues  t o  be maintained by t h e  LegisJ.ature -- because very real and urgent 
problems remain t o  be solved. Three such problems are of pressing importance 
i n  1973. We hope the  Legis la ture  w i l l :  

* Establ ish  a regional  program f o r  the  preservation of major open space. 

This- w i l l  need t o  be adequately funded. Perhaps more important, i t  w i l l  
need t o  be  organized i n  such a way t h a t  funds t h a t  a r e  avai lable  do actu- 
a l l y  g e t  spent.  Oke of t h e  tragedies in recent  years is  t h a t  -- because 
of the  d is -es tabl ishnent  of the  Metropolitan Park Reoerve District by the  
Supreme Court opinion, and because of the  f a i l u r e  of the  Legis la ture  i n  
1971 t o  re-enact the, open space program -- money ac tua l ly  made ava i l ab le  
by the  Legis la ture  f o r  park and open space acq tds i t ion  in  the  Twin C i t i e s  
a rea  simply d id  not  ge t  invested. 

This program is most l i k e l y  t o  ge t  handled successfully through an open- 
space d i s t r i c t  c l e a r l y  representing the  region as a whole. St ructure  is 
not  an end i n  i t s e l f .  But any departure from the  regional  d i s t r i c t  must 
guarantee t h a t  the  projectsdeemed t o  be of regional  s igni f icance  do, i n  
f a c t ,  g e t  acquired, and t h a t  maney r a i s e d  by the state o r  t h e  region do%, 
i n  f a c t ,  g e t  spent  on p ro jec t s  of regional  s igni f icance .  

* Establ ish  an areawide housing, and housing author i ty ,  program. 

A s i n g l e ,  c e n t r a l  agency f o r  the  handling of t h e  federa l  and s t a t e  housing 
and redevelopment program is a f a r  super ior  approach t o  the a l t e r n a t i v e  
e f f o r t  of t ry ing  t o  develop, within each individual  municipality, a f u l l y  
competent HRA. The proposal t h a t  t h e  regional  HRA opera te  i n  a given mu- 
n i c i p a l i t y  only with the  consent of t h a t  municipali ty 's  couacil  makes it, 
i n  e f f e c t ,  the  ins t rumenta l i ty  of t h a t  municipality --,yet achieves sub- 
s t a n t i a l  economies of s c a l e ,  i n  operation and workload. For reasons ex- 
plained below, w e  do, however, recommend t h a t  a regional  housing agency 
not  be es tabl ished as a l i n e  operat ion of the  Metropolitan Council i t s e l f .  

* Give d i rec t ion  t o  the  regional  t ranspor ta t ion  and t r a n s i t  program'. 
, 

be came, severa l  years ago, t o  t h e  conclusion t h a t  the re  must be some kind 
of t r a n s p o r t a t i ~ n  board, under t h e  Metropolitan Council -- a 'sub-contrac- 
t o r '  , i f  you v r l l  -- responsible f o r  the  s p e c i f i c  program decisions and 
proposals f o r  t h i s  element of the  o v e r a l l  metropolitan development e f f o r t  . 
I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  the re  must be a b i t t i n g - t o g e t h e r  of the  highwaylauto and 
the  ' t r a n s i t '  elements of the  t ranspor ta t ion  progrm. 

It is a most complex area. We hope t o  be ab le  t o  br ing a proposal t o  you 
within a month o r  s o  -- p a r t l y  a s  t o  organizat ion,  and p a r t l y  as t o  t h e  
p a r t i c u l a r  transit system which would be most appropriate f o r  t h i s  metro- 
po l i t an  area.  

8) Some f u r t h e r  development of the  s t r u c t u r e  is  needed, however, in 1973 -- p a r t l y  
because the  Legis la ture  is, t o  some degree, responsible f o r  t h e  confusion and 
controversy of t h e  l a s t  two years. 



The key chaages need t o  be made In the relationship between the Metropolitan 
,.- C ~ c i l ,  as the  .policy body, aud the agencies responsible f o r  building f a c i l i -  

ties and operating programs. 

We urge tha t  the Legislature this year take whatever s teps  are necessary t o  ee- 
tabl leh tha t  t h i e  re la t ionship is indeed l i k e  the relationship between the gen- 
eral contractor and h i s  'subs' : tha t ,  while the specialized operating agencies 
should exist separately t o  carry on the function they know best ,  there is, a t  
the 8- tLme, no way decisions about these individual function8 can be made 
apar t  from a la rger  decision about the nature of the metropolitan area being 
b u i l t  here. There is, fo r  example, no concept of a 'best '  plumbing system . . 
andfor heating system . . . or e l e c t r i c  system. Nor can the f i n a l  decision on 
the design of such a system rest with the subcontractor: t ha t  system is  'best '  
when i t  f i t s  most cloeely in to  the  plan and design f o r  the buildings of which it 
is a part.' 

We believe t h i s  relationship could beet be established i f  the other regional 
agencies were brought i n t o  the eame relationship with the Xetropolitan Council 
t ha t  the Legislature has previously es tablished f o r  the metropolitan sewer pro- 
gram . . . t o  ensure the Council i s  put under pressure t o  p rwide  them with 
c lear ,  ear ly  direction; and t o  ensure t h a t  they wi l l ,  indeed, be responsive. 

An the eame time, eome changes do need t o  be made in the s t ruc ture  of the policy 
body i t s e l f .  Specifically , the Legislature should: 

* Redist r ic t  the  Metropolitan Council d o n g  the l i nes  created by the recent 
reapportionment of the S ta te  Legislature. 

* Provide fo r  the select ion of members from within these Council d i s t r i c t  e 
by d i r ec t  e lect ion f o r  six-year staggered terms. 

* Continue the chairman ae a separate off ice ,  with the incumbent selected 
by the Governor t o  serve a t  h i s  pleasure. 

We strongly urge a l so  tha t  the Legislature force the i e s w  a s  t o  who -- the Legis- 
l a ture ,  o r  the federal  government -- is t o  design the governmental s t ructure  fo r  
t h i s  metropolitan region. 

A t  pres($t, most of P.e respons ib i l i t i es  and powers residing i n  the Metropolitan 
I 

Council and i ts rela ted agencies a re  there as a r e su l t  of actions by the Legiela- 
ture  -- i n  1967, and subsequently. Some, however, -- such aa the health planning, 
and the criminal jus t ice  pl.nnning -- are  there as a r e s u l t  of federal  laws and 

t b regulations which require, fo r  the dividing-up of federal  block-grant programs, 
eome ' local '  (ueually regioual) agency. I n  most cases, largely t o  avoid the cre- 
a t ion  of addit ional 'free-floating' special-purpose d i s t r i c t s ,  these functions 
haw been assigned t o  the  Metropolitan Council. 

The problem Is tha t  the  federal  government doe8 not simply require tha t  t h i e  plan- 
ning and pr ior i ty-set t ing be done: It frequently, i f  not commonly, specif ies  the 
organizational framework through which i t  s h a l l  be done. This tendency of the 
federal  laws and regulations t o  design and create  the loca l  and regional gwern- 
mental e t ructure  has on several  occasions conflicted with the pol ic ies  being pur- 
sued by the Legislature i n  deeigning regional structure.  

We believe the federal  government should take a 'performance' ra ther  than a 'spe- 
c i f icat ions '  approach; and tha t  the Legislature should i n  1973 firmly set its own 
policy with respect t o  the organizational framework (and perhaps a l so  with respect 
t o  the dietkibution formulas) through which theee federal  a ids  are t o  run. 


