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Foreword

A movement to revitalize state government is gaining
strength at the present time. This effort is based on the
traditionally important place occupied by the states in
the federal system, their legal authority, the belief that
state financial problems can be solved, and the already
important responsibilities of state government for high-
ways, education, public health, welfare, recreation,
agriculture, forestry, water supply and use, waste dis-
posal, stream sanitation, and wildlife conservation. The
whole field of resource utilization and the solution of
problems relating to the growth and shifts of popula-
tion are the concern of the states. A re-evaluation of our
concepts of the role and contribution of the states be-
comes a major consideration in shaping public pro-
grams.

Professor Coleman Ransone in his study “The Office
of the Governor in the United States” summarizes the
current situation as follows:

The American state has not been displaced as a unit of
government. Its role has been somewhat altered by in-
creasing federal participation in fields formerly thought to
be reserved for states, but the status of the states has
actually grown rather than been diminished by the pro-
grams of co-operative federalism as they are carried out in
practice. While it is undeniable that the federal govern-
ment has assumed new powers and functions, this is also
true of the states.... ~
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Although progress has been slow, states are seeking
to improve organization and administration in order to
meet new responsibilities and to discharge existing ones
effectively. An unusual amount of study by legislative
councils, special commissions, and other groups is ob-
servable. More generally, the Commonwealth Series,
dealing with administration and governmental organi-
zation within the individual states has provided com-
parative material and analyses of great value.

A part of the growing concern for state government
and administration is expressed in attention to the
function and organization of state planning as a means
of meeting problems of change and growth. Several
groups have addressed themselves to this problem.
Since 1953 AIP has had committees on state planning.
The 1955 and 1957 annual meetings included work-
shops on the subject. The National Municipal League
in 1955 prepared and released its report “Model State
and Regional Planning Law.” This was followed in
1956 by the Council of State Governments’ study of
“Planning Services for State Government.” It the same
year the Maryland Commission on State Programs,
Organizations, and Finance issued its report entitled
“Improving State Planning in Maryland.”

Several states have taken action apparently aimed at
making state planning more effective. Pennsylvania re-
moved the state planning commission from the Depart-
ment of Commerce and placed it in the office of the
governor. In 1957 the states of Colorado and North
Carolina established a new administrative framework
for state planning. In Colorado the Division of Plan-
ning was established in the office of the governor, and
in North Carolina a new Division of Administration,
which includes budgeting and long-range planning as
two of its major divisions, was established in the office
of the governor. S =
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The renewed concern with state planning points to
the need fov ALP to clarify its position in regard to this
important state function and to the organizational ap-
proaches appropriate to its discharge.

This report is the result of the work of the Committee
on State Planning appointed by Presicent Wetmore in
November 1957 and directed to prepare a statement on
state planning for AIP consideration. In carrying out its
assignment the committee drew extensively from the
reports and studies listed in the report bibliography and
sought to evaluate the more than twenty years of ex-
perience of state planning agencies.

Summary

State planning must meet both the functional and
organizational needs of state government. The heart of
the state planning function is its concern with a unified
policy framework under which state development goals
are defined, priorities established, and programs kept
in balance.

In accord with the general concept that the chief
executive has the responsibility for formulating such a
policy framework and for directing programs to carry
eut these policies, the following organizational prin-
ciples for state planning are suggested: (1) state plan-
ning must be an integral part of the administrative
structure of state government; (2) the state planning
staff should be advisory to the chief executive and act at
his direction in its relationship to the legislature and the
individual state departments; (3) the director of plan-
ning must be acceptable to the chief executive and
sliould be qualified by training and experience in state
and- régianal planning; the technical staff should be
withiri ‘the career service; (4) if a commission is con-
sidléred desirable, it should be advisory to the director of
planning," who takes full administrative responsibility
for xecommendations. The application of these prin-
dples should be adjusted to meet the situation in in-
&ividual states. .

A state planning staff should be equipped to per-
form af least the following activities: (1) fact-gathering
and analysis; (2) policy formulation, which includes as-
sisting the governor to define goals, set priorities, and
relate the individual programs concerned; (3) program-
ming, including establishment of specific goals, courses
of action, and programs for the many facets of activity
of concern on the statewide level; (4) capital improve-
ment programming; (5) assisting operating agencies in
adjusting programs to a unified state program.

AIP «can assist in establishing the planning function
in state government by (1) helping to increase the un-
derstanding of the need for planning in state govern-
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ment, (2) defining skills necessary for state planning,
andd (3) establishing an educational theory and pro-
grams to develop personnel capable of dealing with
planning problems at any level of government.

[

The Planning Function

Planning has come to have a variety of special inter-
pretations according to the level of government in-
volved, but an element common to all levels envisions
planning as the process of determining the objectives
to be achieved and the means for achieving them. In
its simplest terms planning is preparation for rational
action. The process involves:

1) The formulation and identification of short- and
long-range objectives.

2) The assembly of essential information to secure an
adequate understanding and definition of the
problem.

3) The determination of priorities and programs
within a flexible schedule.

4) The integration of activities for the most effective
and economical accomplishment of the aims.

Governmental planning should be (1) appropriate

to the level of government at which it takes place
and to the responsibilities of the agency doing the plan-
ning, (2) related to the specific functions of the agency
with the degree of generalization called for by the posi-
tion of the agency, and (3) carried out so that decisions
can be made shaping activities and assigning priorities.

State Planning

As the scope and complexity of state services and
functions increase, the need to bring these services and
functions together into a single unified program be-
comes more pressing. For example, it is now clear that
individual state programs, such as those relating to
highways, can achieve only limited goals if not properly
related to such larger planning issues as sound economic
development and metropolitan growth or to a fore-
cast of the future over-all state needs. This, in part,
explains why, during the past half century, the func-
tions performed by the chief executive of the state* be-
came more and more important as the focal point for
over-all state management and development. It also ex-
plains why state planning must be closely associated
with the office of the chief executive, for it is there that
broad policies and objectives are set and the role of
particular departments and agencies is appraised in
relation to a total state program.

* The functions of the chief executive may be the responsibility
of one individual, the governor, or that of an exccutive group or
council as is true in Florida,
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The chief executive must accept responsibility for the
devolvement of state-wide development policies, for the
choice ol the means of carrying out these policies, and
for the direction of elfort of operating departments and
agencics toward an integrated program for the solution
of state-wide problems. It is the chief executive to whom
the department heads must look for leadership when
questions of general state policy arise. If the chiel ex-
ecutive can meet these responsibilities in the light of a
coherent set of policies, then, and only then, can state
planning be said to be operative.

Departmental Planning

Not all planning in state government, however, is
state-wide in character or confined to the office of the
chief executive. Planning activity at the departmental
and subdepartmental levels is equally essential and a
necessary part of the planning process.

Plans prepared in the office of the chief executive
establish the general objectives to be sought, and these
must be further refined and applied to specific pro-
grams. This is the task of departmental planning and
involves the preparation of short- and long-range pro-
grams of operation consistent with the over-all objec-
tives and priorities of the state plan.

Use of the experience and on-the-ground knowledge
of the operating departments is a vital part of the state
planning process. Close cooperation must exist between
the planning staff associated with the office of the chief
executive and those responsible for planning within the
individual operating departments.

II
The Need for State Planning

The need for more and better services from state
government has increased rapidly in recent years. The
problem of providing these services is not only more
complex but also the relationship of state and local
responsibilities for them is more evident.

With the increase and change in distribution of
population, the advances in technology, and the advent
of faster means of transportation and communication,
significant changes have occurred and are occurring in
our society. Many development problems which for-
merly could be handled on a local basis or were of no
serious concern now far outstrip the capabilities of
local jurisdictions and require state action.

These state service and development problems and
relationships are extensive and complex, and there is a
need to relate the individual programs concerned. Every
state is involved with programs dealing with highway
¢onstruction, traffic regulation, education, water and
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mineral resources, conservation and recreation, indus-
trinl development, agriculture, and any number of
other interests of state-wide concern. All these programs
have a dehnite bearing on each other and may no longer
be treated as separate entities. Unless these programs
are coordinated and geared in the same direction at the
executive level, there is a wasteful duplication of effort
and the real possibility of failure to meet the needs and
problems of the state.

Because of these basic interrelationships and the de-
mand for competent action, state government today
requires more than ever befove the ability and capacity
to plan on a comprehensive and long-range basis.

Stated in general terms, the following are among the
most crucial current problems facing state government
They illustrate the need for state planning.

Development of All Sections of the State

The rapid increase and majou shifts in population are
resulting in new problems of state development. As a
result of technological advances and other factors, the
migration of people to new areas and to new occupa-
tional pursuits has created serious problems of physical
and economic adjustment. The depopulation of some
regions and the tremendous build-up of others neces-
sitate a reappraisal of state facilities and services as they
will affect the development problems of each major re-
gion of the state.

Resource Appraisal

The mechanization of most types of economic ac-
tivity calls for new appraisals of basic state resources.
State programs and policies regarding the use of re-
sources need to be revised to strengthen the economy of
individual states and the nation. A clear understanding
of modern industries’ needs for such resources as water,
land, and transportation is essential. Further, some
effort needs to be directed toward making the resources
of the state not only compatible to but accessible for
industrial development. Recognition of the state’s limi-
tations in regard to its resources should point to the
type of economic and physical development that may
realistically be sought.

Metropolitan Problems

As the movement of the people toward the city and
particularly toward the metropolitan areas continues,
a larger and larger proportion of population of indi-
vidual states is being concentrated in a relatively few
areas. In fact, recent studies show that of the national
population increase of nineteen million from 1940 to
1950, 80 per cent occurred in the 168 standard metro-
politan areas and 46 per cent was in the 25 largest
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metropolitan areas. Many state services and activities
directly affect how these areas develop. Conversely, how
these areas develop directly affects many state problems.

Urban areas are absorbing open space at a rate of a
million acres a year—an area about the size of Rhode
Island. In many areas, land for essential services and
facilities, recreation, and industry is becoming scarce.
Because these problems sprawl across the many local
jurisdictions, only the state is capable of meeting them.

One example is the need for park and recreation land
and for open space in our metropolitan areas. State
leadership in devising a cooperative program with the
many jurisdictions involved could produce a positive
attack on this serious problem. '

Similarly such metropolitan regional problems as
stream sanitation, flood-damage prevention, local tax
structure, and provision for essential utilities services
need special recognition within state programs and a
sound legislative basis to permit solution.

Relating Fiscal and Physical Planning

There are, as has been stated, constantly growing de-
mands upon state services. For instance, the highway
program involves expenditures of about one hundred
billion dollars in the next ten years, of which half or
more is to come from the states. However, highways are
only one basic capital facility needed. Stepping up this
program may create unbalance unless some over-all
determination of priorities is established. Few states
have the organizational tools needed to define objec-
tives, measure alternatives, determine priorities, and
appraise results. A planning staff working with the
budget staff can help to provide these essential tools.

III

Organizational Approaches

Efforts to develop over-all planning as a recognized
function in state government were the natural out-
growth of what we now know as the “conservation
movement,” which began shortly after the turn of the
century. It was during this period that the nation for the
first time became concerned with the use and develop-
ment of its natural resources.

The 1908 report of the National Conservation Com-
mission to the governors of the several states was a
milestone in this movement. The report was not only
one of the most comprehensive inventories of resources
of its time, but more important it stressed the inter-
dependence of these resources. Subsequently several of
the states undertook surveys of resources within their
jurisdictions. An outstanding example was the Michi-
gan land surveys of the 1920's.
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History of Organization for State Planning

During the 1930s there was the first widespread effort
to organize official state planning agencies. This was a
result of the depression efforts to create jobs through
public works. It was realized that if these projects were
to have lasting value they should be planned to meet
basic needs and fit into a generally desirable scheme of
development in each state.

Encouraged by the National Planning Board and its
successor agencies, 46 states created state planning com-
missions to help guide the pubic works program. At first
these commissions were primarily concerned with in-
ventories of state resources, physical problems, and de-
velopment needs. The 1942 report of the National
Resources Planning Board on state planning noted
“Because of problems of ‘physical’ planning, like the
conservation of land and water resources and develop-
ment of public works, were more within the grasp of the
planning personnel and techniques then available, they
concerned themselves largely with such problems.”
Gradually the commissions began to study social and
economic aspects of state development. Some of them
attempted to become staff arms of the governors. Others
began to put greater emphasis on service to all branches
of state government. Experience seems to suggest that
operating as commissions separate from the regular ad-
ministrative organizations they were unable to perform
these functions effectively. The problem of finances
became more acute, and the commissions began looking
for operating programs which justified their budget re-
quests,

Most commissions reoriented their programs toward
“industrial development” or local planning assistance.
The formation of the national organization known as
the Association of State Planning and Development
Agencies recognized the effort to merge planning with
economic development. Perhaps the most straightfor-
ward statement which from the record seems best tc
characterize the prevailing attitude in the many dis-
cussions of the period was made at the 1947 annual
meeting of the American Society of Planning Officials:
“Unless we can get ourselves hitched up to an operating
agency to see our plans carried out, our planning
organization is on its way out.” It was inevitable that
once a state planning agency became a part of an oper-
ating agency with a limited area of activity its ability to
function in an over-all planning capacity would be
weakened or even destroyed.

In some states the state planning agency retained as
its principal function technical planning assistance to
localities. Local planning assistance is a service which
differs little from the programs of assistance to localities
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carried on by the states in many fields. While assistance
programs are important, they are no substitute for
broad over-all planning so urgently needed in the states.

In the 15-year period between 1935 and 1950 there
was an almost complete transition of the state plunning
agencies to operating agencies. Today over-all state
planning as an organized and recognized function of
state government is virtually nonexistent. This experi-
ence points to the need for a redirection in the organiza-
tion and activities of staffs concerned with state plan-
ning il it is to be an eftective force in state government.

Principles of Organization for State Planning

To be effective state planning must meet the organi-
zational as well as functional needs of present-day state
government. This report does not lay down hard and
East rules as to how state planning should be organized.
It does suggest principles of organization for state plan-
ning based on the general concept that the chief execu-
tive has the responsibility for formulating long-range
policies and for directing programs to carry them out.
Moreover, in many states the chief executive is becom-
ing more and more the focal point for legislative leader-
ship. The planning staff should be in a position to help
him in preparing policy and program recommendations
for administrative and legislative consideration.

Within these general concepts, the following princi-
ples of organization for state planning are suggested:

1) State planning must be an integral part of the
administrative structure of state government.

2) The staff concerned with over-all state planning
should be advisory to the chief executive. The staff
should act at his direction in its relationships with the
legislature and with individual state departments.

8) The director of planning must be acceptable to
the chief executive and should be qualified by training
and experience in state and regional planning. The
trained technical staff should be within the career serv-
ice.

4) An advisory commission may or may not be
needed. If such a commission is created it should be
advisory to the director of planning who takes full
administrative reponsibility for recommendations.

Any organization for state planning should be based
on the concept that the continuity of the planning func-
tion can be assured only by the technical competence of
the staff. An independent board is no assurance of the

continuity or even performance of the planning func-
tion.

Application of Principles to Individual States

Governmental organization is not the same in all the
—states, and the principles for organizing state planning
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outlined above should be adjusted to the situation in
each state. Obviously these principles will be most
directly applicable to those states in which the governor
has clear-cut powers as chief administrator of state ac-
tivities. The state of New York is perhaps the best
illustration. Here the governor has been given broad
management powers so that he is in fact chief admini-
strator of the total state program. In contrast, in the
state of Florida the cabinet is really a plural executive
and considerable ingenuity would be required to apply
the principles given above.

Between these two extremes there is a great variation
in the degree to which a governor may exercise his
executive authority over state administration. In Michi-
gan, for example, the governor shares his executive
authority with such elected officials as the treasurer, the
highway commissioner, the superintendent of public
instruction, and the boards of agriculture and educa-
tion. Even in those states with a strong chief executive
the governor may not have sufficient strength to equip
himself directly with a strong staff planning arm. In this
situation if a commission is created the commission it-
self should seek to establish a relationship, such as out-
lined in this report, between the chief executive and its
planning staff even though the relationship may be in-
formal.

The arrangements made in Pennsylvania illustrate
an alternative when it is not feasible immediately to es-
tablish the planning staff within the office of the chief
executive. There the State Planning Commission is
within the office of the governor. The commission ap-
points the director of planning with the approval of the
governor.

Position of the Director of Planning

The head of a state planning staff will find it neces-
sary and desirable to work closely with the chief execu-
tive, for planning must be focused at the point where
decisions are made within the administration. In this
respect the position of the director of planning is essen-
tially the same as that of the heads of budgeting and
personnel, both of which provide services which enter
into central decision making. Planning thus takes its
place in state government among the staff agencies
essential to executive direction and leadership in a large
organization. The heads of these staff agencies have an
increasing amount of professional status but are subject
to removal by the governor in accordance with the con-
cept of executive responsibility. ’

States seeking to fill the position of director of state
planning should recruit nationally in order to secure
a person qualified by training and experience in state
or regional planning.
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The director of planning must maintain professional
status for himself and for his organization. In this
respect his position is admittedly difficult, but not im-
possible. State planning is a cumulative and continuous
process and must be long-range in its outlook. The
prolessionalization of planning personnel is a means of
securing this point of view, and professional status and
standards are a safeguard to the director and his staff.
It is necessary for the staff to achieve both active partici-
pation and objectivity in state affairs if planning for
state government is to be effective. This is not a problem
peculiar to planning, but arises as well in connection
with the contributions of other fields both at the staff
and operating levels. Its solution is basic to the im-
provement of government generally and state govern-
ment in particular.

v

Activities of a State Planning Staff

The heart of the state planning function is the uni-
fied policy framework which is established at the highest
level of state government. To operate effectively in
creating and putting into action this unified policy
framework, the planning staff should be equipped to
perform at least the following activities:

Fact-Gathering and Analysis

Before a rational high level policy framework can be
established, the conditions in the state must be explored
in depth. This type of fact-gathering or research is one
of the vital activities of a state planning organization.
A wide variety of information must be collected and
correlated to obtain a comprehensive picture of state-
wide conditions and problems. A state planning organi-
zation must keep informed on such matters as the eco-
nomic situation, population trends, industrial and
agricultural development, resource availability and uti-
lization, technological trends, transportation facilities,
and education, health, and other social conditions, in
order to understand adequately what is happening
throughout the state. Agencies, departments, or institu-
tions outside the planning staff can contribute greatly
to the necessary store of knowledge from studies and
data which they have developed independently.

After the necessary information is collected it will
be the responsibility of the state planning staff to ana-
lyze and correlate the facts gathered so as to be able to
recommend and to exert influence upon the shape
which the over-all unified policy framework is to take.

It is well to remember at this point that, although
planning depends upon knowledge, research and anal-
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ysis alone are not planning. Research contributes to
planning, of course, but the collecting of information
and the accumulating of knowledge is not the same
thing as preparing a course of action designed to achieve
specific goals.

Policy Formulation

It is in policy formulation that the real function of
state planning is executed. With the facts well in hand,
the over-all development concept for the state may be
formulated with goals defined, priorities set, and pro-
grams placed in balance. As stated, such a policy frame-
work is ultimately set by the chief executive. It is the
role of the director of planning and his planning per-
sonnel to assist the chief executive through the mediun
of good staff work in presenting the facts, preparing
alternatives, giving professional advice, and making
recommendations.

Programming

When the base of state policy has been formulated
and established the activity of the state planning agency
does not cease. Some of its most valuable contributions
are still to be made. At this point definite goals and
courses of action to accomplish the purposes of the
broad unified policy framework may be charted.

This translation from policy to action may be ex-
pressed through the program statements. These rec-
ommend specific goals, courses of action, and programs
for the many facets of activity which are of state-wide
concern, such as industrial development and location,
land use, urbanization, economic development, employ-
ment-security services, local governmental patterns, and
facilities for leisure time. Specific programs stem from
the unified concept derived from the policy framework
and are parceled out to the operating agencies with
established priority and timing.

Capital Improvement Programming

One of the most significant ways in which develop-
ment policy may be implemented is through capital
improvement programming. Only in this way can the
fiscal resources of the state be correlated with its goals
for physical and economic development.

This should be done in close conjunction with the
budget office and on the basis of well-established work-
ing relationships with that office. The capital improve-
ment and public works programs of all departments
and agencies should be reviewed so that a unified and
coordinated annual or biennial capital budget and a
long-range capital improvement program may be pre-
pared.
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Assisting Operating Departments and Agencies

The state planning staff should not become involved
in carrying out any phase of the unified policy. How-
ever, it must stand ready when called upon to assist
and coordinate, by furnishing professional advice and
basic information, the activities of planning and pro-
gramming carried on in the various operating or line
departments. The state planning function thus has the
opportunity of exerting its influence in the other levels
of state governmental services.

\Y

AIP’s Contribution to State Planning

State administration is becoming more and more
professional. As public management has developed into
a skill requiring more than a glad hand or service to
the political party in power, more has come to be ex-
pected of administration at all levels of government.
However, while the spoils system left the national scene
very early in the century and the city manager move-
ment gained strength shortly thereafter, state govern-
ments have been slower to respond to the demand for
professional personnel. Now we are witnessing the
recognition in a large number of state governments
that political adroitness does not solve managerial
' problems. Planning in cities is recognized as the basis
for survival. Planning in the federal government is
pervasive—if not always identifiable. Planning in state
governments is coming of age.

But as states attempt to solve their problems through
rational action, many other problems will arise. An
inadequate administrative structure may prove a real
deterrent to effective planning; established operating
departments are apt to be jealous of their existing
prestige and prerogatives; the coordination of the
budgeting and the planning processes presents special
problems; and the recruitment of qualified personnel
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with the backgrounds and orientations requisite to such
an all-encompassing endeavor may for a time prove
diflicult. The solutions to these and other problems that
may arise will be [ound at the state level as they have
been [ound at other levels of government. The solutions
may be more complex, however, as the problems are
sophisticated ones. In some states administrative re-
structuring of existing relationships may accomplish
the end; in others vast legislative changes may be
needed. In still other states, the reorientation of the
elected officials is the chief solution. More frequently
all these elements of solution will enter into the achieve-
ment of effective state planning.

The AIP can do much to promote and aid the estab-
lishment of the planning function in state government.
First, it can aid in increasing recognition of the need for
planning at that level of government. Much will be
gained by identifying the process and by clarifying the
role of the planner in state government. Second, an
obvious need is the definition of the skills requisite to
state planning. Third, it can help develop an educa-
tional theory and practice which will train people
capable of dealing with planning problems at any level
of government. Particular attention should be given to
the concept and process of staff work and its implica-
tions for eclucation of city, regional, and state planners.
The lack of personnel with broad enough orientations
to undertake work of interdepartmental and state-wide
scope might well prove the greatest bottleneck to the
growth of effective state planning.

Certainly these problems address themselves with
special force to AIP. AIP can perform its greatest serv-
ice through its ability to identify for itself and others
the skills, techniques, and orientations needed to make
state planning a vital and effective force in state govern-
ment. The need for planning in state government is
unquestioned. The challenge to AIP to contribute to

this end is one of the greatest that the organization
faces.
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Comment on the AIP State Planning Committee’s Report

HE INsTITUTE COMMITTEE report on State Planning
Tmny be criticised for what it does not say rather
than for what is set forth. The need for planning at the
state level of government is well stated. The section on
organizational approaches recognizes that planning, at
any level of government, is essentially a staff function
and must, therefore, have a close and effective relation-
ship with the chief executive's office.! Whether there is
a need for an advisory committee is a point that may be
debated, as the report suggests. We agree, however, that
where it exists, such a committee should be advisory to
the director of planning to assure the proper relation-
ships among the chief executive, the staff agency, and
the advisory committee. The report is wise, however,
in recognizing that “governmental organization is not
the same in all states, and the principles for organizing
state planning outlined [in the report] should be ad-
justed to the situation in each state.” Some critics of the
staff approach proclaim that the continuity of purpose
and long-range objectives and policies of the planning
agency will not be achieved if the responsibility for de-
cisions is placed with the elected chief executive, and
they plead for an administrative commission composed
of citizens serving terms that overlap governors' terms.
They are really saying that “planning should be kept
out of politics.” This approach fails to recognize that
government is a political activity and that planning is a
function of government. The planning agency that is
part of the “team” will be effective; the agency that is
“nonpolitical” will be ignored.

Itisin the sections on the planning function and the
activities of a state planning staff that the report fails
to state the case and describe completely and specifically
the function of a state planning agency, or for that
matter any planning agency. The report’s summary
asserts that a state planning agency should be equipped
to perform certain functions; but throughout the re-
port, the word “plan” is carefully avoided. Many other
terms are used which might be interpreted to mean
“the state plan,” but nowhere do we find the explicit
statement that the function of a state planning agency
is to prepare a state plan.

The planning agency is to commence its efforts with
“fact-gathering and analysis,” which is appropriate;

‘

J
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and the report does well to emphasize that “research
and analysis alone are not planning.” We then move to
“policy formulation” which is, as the report states, the
point at which “the real function of state planning is
executed.” But here we define goals, set priorities, and
place programs in balance. From this language it would
appear that the function of the state planning agency is
to prepare a “‘state policies plan.” If this is the meaning,
it should be so stated and the components of the policies
plan spelled out; i.e., physical, social, economic, etc.
There are those that would deny the appropriateness
of combining in one “super planning agency” the re-
sponsibility for all aspects of developmental policy.
As a practical matter, the difficulties of establishing
effective physical planning agencies in state govern-
ment have been great enough. We should not try to
achieve the pinnacle of governmental policy guidance
until we have demonstrated that we can provide ef-
fective policy guidance for physical development at the
state level.

If the language of the report intends to restrict the
function of the planning agency to the formulation
of policies for physical development, why does it not
so state? Why is the word “plan” so steadfastly avoided?
Should not the spatial aspects of the development
policies and programs of the state be set forth in graphic
form, on a map, as explicitly as possible? We are re-
minded of the recent article published in the JourNaL
by Eldridge Lovelace, in which he states “We have
become so happily absorbed in techniques and surveys
—in origin and destination, in economic backgrounds,
in decibels, street capacities, trade areas, space hours
and APHA scores—that we are neglecting our major
task—the preparation, public acceptance, adoption and
carrying out of comprehensive city plans.”? Mr. Love-
lace is talking about city plans, but is there any reason
to believe that state planning should not produce and
be responsible for the maintenance of a graphic state-
ment of the physical development objectives, programs,

and policies of the state?

' See Planning Services for State Government, Chicago: Council
of State Government, 1956,

*Eldridge Lovelace, “You Can't Have Planning Without a
Plan,” Journal of the American Institute of Planners, Vol. XXIV
(1958), No. 1, p. 7.
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The State of California has recently adopted legisla-
tion establishing the State Oflice of Planning.® The first
function of this new agency is to

Prepare, maintain, regularly review and revise a compre-
hensive, long-range, general plan for the physical growth
and development of the State, in co-operation with, and
utilizing the physical development plans as prepared by
state, local, regional and federal agencies, which plan shall
be known as the State Development Plan.' ... [The plan]
shall be based on studies of physical, social, economic and
governmental factors, conditions and trends® [and] shall
embody state policy regarding the State’s physical growth
and development’ [and] shall further include, and consist
of, a document, or documents, containing concise statements
in written and graphic form [emphasis supplied] concerning
and including, but not limited to, the following:

a) A statement including principal findings of [act and
delineating physical growth and development problems and
potentialities of the state.

b) A statement of the major objectives and principles and
a summary of the proposals expressed in the plan.

c) Recommendations for the most desirable general pattern
of land use and circulation within the state, and for the
most desirable use and development of land resources of
the state, all considered in respect to: present and future
growth and wends and forecasts thereof; climate, water re-
sources and other relevant natural or environmental [actors;
the need to conserve and develop special types of land and
water resources of statewide significance including, but not
limited to, areas especially suited for agriculture, forestry,
mining, recreation and fish and wildlife; all other factors
and conditions deemed to be relevant by the [State] Office
[of Planning].

d) Recommendations concerning the need for, and the
proposed general location of, major public and private

2 Chapter 1641, Statutes of 1959 (Section 65011.1—65020.9,
chapter 1.5, Title 7, Government Code, State of California.)

4 Ibid., Section 65013.2 (a).

s Ibid., Section 65015.1.

8 Ibid., Section 65015.3.

7 Ibid., Section G5015.4.
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works and [acilities. which works or [acilities. or reservations
of land or water thevefor, by reason of their function, size,
extent, legal status, or for any other cause, are ol state con-
cern: or the authorization, location or construction of which
are legally within the provinee or jurisdiction or state
agencies or oflicials, or which for any other cause are ap-
propriate subjects Tor inclusion in the State Development
Plan.?

We [eel that the report of the AIP Committee should
have set torth the basic elements of a state plan in a
manner and in detail similar to the language ol the
California legislation.

The Committee Report further suggests that the
capital improvement programming function should be
a primary responsibility of the planning agency. Of
course the planning agency must be concerned with
this [unction; but without a long-range physical plan,
there can be no valid long-range capital improvement
program. It would seem that long-range fiscal planning
should be as much the province of the budget agency as
physical planning is the province of the planning
agency. Together, the two functions provide the long-
range program. The capital improvements priority list
must be balanced against financial capability before
there is a program, and the immediate result is the
capital budget. Should not, therefore, the capital im-
provement program be the primary responsibility of
the budget agency with essential assistance from the
planning ofhce?

We hope that the Committee's report and these com-
ments will stimulate debate among the members of the
Institute and others, and that through discussion many
of the differences of opinion and approach may be re-
solved. In this way the Institute will make a maximum
contribution to state planning by helping to establish
firmly the planning function in state government.

ELTON R. ANDREWS
Planning Officer, Local Planning Office
California Department of Finance



