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ABSTRACT

The rapid growth of federal domestic spending has prompted the

call for evaluation of the many federal assistance programs, with hope

for reduction or elimination of the ineffective programs. This study is

an assessment of the impact of assistance to states for comprehensive

planning of water and related land resources. A bargaining model is used

to explain and analyze the observed changes in state planning capability

since the introduction of federal funds, and to sort out those changes

attributable to the grant program.

The Title III grant program was developed from the recommenda-

tions of the Senate Select Committee on Water Resources and was used as

an incentive to ensure passage of the Water Resources Planning Act

(P. L. 89-80). Subsequently the Title III program has been oriented

toward the needs of the states and has provided important financial

resources for significant improvement in the planning capability of most

recipient agencies.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Federal aid has become one of the most important aspects of

governmental finance in this country. During recent years, it has

greatly increased in size, and the prospect is for an even greater use of

federal aid in the future. Federal aid in this country has developed

without a well-considered, consistent, national policy. It has been

guided principally by the advocates of particular aid forms and programs,

with little thought to national interest (Tax Foundation, 1973).

The 1972 Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance, prepared by the

U. S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB), lists 1,051 programs and

activities which provide benefits or assistance to the American people.

This mass of programs is divided among sixty different federal depart-

ments, agencies, commissions, or councils for administration. Of these

programs, about 60% provide assistance to state and local governments and

related organizations. Another 30% provide aid to individuals or to non-

governmental agencies and organizations. The remaining programs include

guaranteed loans, federally operated insurance, such as crop or veterans'

insurance, and social security. These latter programs, while few in

number, involve huge expenditures of federal funds. Consequently, there

is a need to gain a better understanding of this complex system, and a

need to periodically review and evaluate the various aid programs.

1
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The expansion of federal aid in this country is no exception to

the trend in other industrialized nations. Each has faced the increasing

gap between sub-national resources and the demands for services, and has

been forced to use central financial aid to these levels of government

(Graves, 1964).

The growth of this aid system in the United States, however, has

met with increasing criticism directed, not only at the philosophical or

constitutional questions, but also at the complexity of the categorical

grant structure and the maze of administrative burdens on all levels of

government. Proposals for reform of the system have come from all

sources, both within and without government. Several persons and groups

have called for drastic reform of the present method of distributing the

nearly $30 billion of aid to the states.

There have been recommendations for reduction or termination of

grant programs ; but as will be shown later, grant programs once enacted

tend to take permanent root and almost automatically expand in scope and

cost. In 1961, the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations

commented, "On frequent occasions it is alleged that 'once a Federal

grant begins, it never ends.' From a factual standpoint this allegation

is almost, but not quite, correct. 'Never' should be amended to 'hardly

ever' " (U. S. Congress, 1961b, p. 34).

Much has been said lately concerning the need for re-ordering

federal budget priorities. These discussions have centered mainly

around proposals to reduce defense and other expenditures to release

additional funds for domestic problems and programs. This controversy
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tends to over-simplify the issue, and seems to imply that all domestic

programs are good. While noting waste and excessive expenditures on the

part of the military, this view tends to ignore the need for assessment

of domestic programs, and alteration, reduction or elimination of those

which are ineffective or obsolete. Such an assessment may release even

more funds for use in areas of more pressing need.

The enactment of general revenue sharing may not solve the prob-

lem of domestic spending priorities. The pressure, from the states and

localities benefiting from this no-strings money, for increasing the

general revenue allocations may force new aids to use the revenue sharing

device. Nor will grant programs level off, or be reduced, due to the use

of revenue sharing. Many of the grant programs have built-in growth

elements and strong constituencies to resist reduction. Thus, revenue

sharing may just add to the already complex system of federal aid and

simply expand the structure (Tax Foundation, 1973).

According to Robert Finch, former head of the Department of

Health, Education and Welfare ( U. S. Congress, 1969, p. 437):

The tremendous proliferation of Federal Assistance programs
over the years has resulted in a tangled net of programs which
now threatens to negate entirely the basic reason for most of
the programs: the delivery of services. The overwhelming need
today is to improve the delivery systems: to find means of
sorting out the overlapping programs and cutting through the
array of technical and administrative requirements to insure
that the intended services reach the intended recipient effec-
tively and economically.

President Nixon, in his message to Congress on April 30, 1969,

added his views and recommended grant consolidation with these remarks

(Nixon, 1969, p. 635):
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As grant-in-aid programs have proliferated, the problems of
delivery have grown more acute. States, cities, and other
recipients find themselves increasingly faced with a welter of
overlapping programs, often involving multiple agencies and
diverse criteria. This results in confusion at the local level
in the waste of time, energy and resources, and often in frus-
tration of the intent of Congress. . . . This unnecessarily
complicates the planning process; it discourages comprehensive
planning; it requires multiple applications, and multiple book-
keeping both by the federal agencies and by state and local
governments. . . . It is an almost universal complaint of local
government officials that the web of programs have grown so
tangled that it often becomes impermeable. However laudable
each may be individually, the total effect can be one of
government paralysis.

The need for evaluation of domestic assistance programs is clear.

Over the last decade, grants and direct spending for domestic programs

have risen much faster than defense spending. On top of this, while

existing programs become more costly, new programs to clean up the

environment, for education and health care, and for the many other worth-

while purposes need to be financed. These programs, both old and new,

must be efficiently designed and managed to allow this country to make

the best use of its resources.

Purpose and Scope 

The primary purpose of this thesis is to evaluate the impact and

effectiveness of one particular categorical federal grant program. The

grant program under study is authorized by Title III of the Water

Resources Planning Act (P. L. 89-80). See Appendix C for the entire text

of the Act.

This study is not intended to be a general condemnation or

approval of the categorical grant system, but an assessment of the

effects of federal policy in the area of grants to states for
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comprehensive planning of water resources use and development. This

study is directed toward the allocation of federal resources for a rather

specific purpose, the enhancement of planning capability, and will not

examine the macroeconomic aspects of federal transfer payments.

A more specific objective of this thesis is to assess the impact

of this program in the State of Arizona and determine if such a mechanism

is effective in meeting the needs of the State, and the nation, in the

uses of water resources and related land use planning.

Description of Thesis 

Since any evaluation or assessment involves some sort of compar-

ison, Chapter 2 will be devoted to a discussion of various criteria and

frameworks for policy analysis, the methodology chosen for this thesis,

and the sources of data.

Chapter 3 is concerned with the history and development of

federal assistance programs. This chapter is necessary to show the

increasing size and scope of federal involvement and to indicate the

change in policy, over the years, associated with this massive grant

system.

Chapter 4 is a description of the legislative history and

administration of the Title III programs, as it relates to the other

objectives of the Act and the Water Resources Council. This description

is also intended to provide the criteria for evaluation of the program.

The assessment of the national impact of the grant program is

presented in Chapter 5, which is devoted to the results of the
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questionnaire sent to the designated agencies in the various states, and

also the information obtained through personal interviews.

The impact upon the State of Arizona is evaluated in Chapter 6,

using the criteria employed in the previous chapter, with emphasis on

the particular problem areas of the State.

A brief summary of the policy analysis and of the implications

for the future is presented in Chapter 7.



CHAPTER 2

FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY

Any evaluation or analysis involves the comparison of what is or

might be with some standard of what is acceptable, and so the determina-

tion of this standard, or a set of criteria defining the standard, is a

crucial part in any such study (Vickers, 1968). To understand and

delineate a valid set of criteria, one must first look at the goals and

objectives of the particular policy, in this case, a federal grant

program. These criteria must then be fitted into some kind of framework

or model of the system to permit the assessment of the differential and

integral effects of the policy upon the system.

In the case of federal aid, it is easy to assume that the main

purpose of the grant is financial, that is, to supplement inadequate

state and local resources. According to Reagan (1972), this is too

simple. He has stated that the following objectives are at least as

important as the purely financial objective (pp. 66-71):

1. To establish minimum national standards in some program that
exists in all states, but at different levels;

2. To equalize the resources among the various states and
localities through the use of federal gathering tools;

3. To improve the substantive adequacy of state programs;

4. To concentrate a "critical mass" of attention in a given
area to avoid duplication and waste;

5. To stimulate experimentation and the demonstration of new
approaches;

7
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6. To improve state and local administrative structure and
operation;

7. To encourage general social objectives, i.e., the non-
discrimination clause; and

8. To minimize the apparent Federal role.

Reagan goes on to state that closely related to, but conceptually

distinguishable from, the functional objectives of a grant program are

the economic and political rationales of federalism. The political con-

cern is over the justification for national intervention into areas once

considered to be the exclusive interest of state and local governments

under the federal systems. There are two parts to the economic ques-

tions. First, it is much easier to raise revenues at the federal level,

especially since the advent of the income tax, and second, there is the

argument of external effects or benefits.

According to Break (1967), the only economic justification for

categorical grants is the extent of their externalities. He suggests

that an evaluation of grant programs should consist of determining these

external benefits and their importance, and by doing so, a basis for

determining the appropriate federal share of expenditures in those areas.

A strong rationale, politically, for grants exists even without

spillover benefits. Monypenny (1960) argued that federal grant programs

were a response to a (p. 3):

• . . coalition which resorts to a mixed federal-state program
because it is not strong enough in individual states to secure
its programs, and because it is not united enough to be able
to achieve a wholly federal program against the opposition
which a specific program would engender.
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It is well known that some interest groups are stronger and more effec-

tive at state and local levels than at the national level, and vice

versa. Any group that wants something done at the state level, but that

has better political advantage at the national level, may turn to the

grant-in-aid to accomplish its goals.

Along the same line, it is generally easier to unify action at

the national level and achieve success. Once the national government has

enacted a particular program, the leverage of money may entice many of

the states to participate. Relatedly, it is much easier, politically, to

use the vehicle of federal aid to promote national objectives than to use

wholly national directed programs.

Another rationale for federal intervention into previously state

and local problems through the grant-in-aid is that the distinction of

what is national, what is state, and what is local, as far as issues, has

changed. Our society has become so interdependent that what can be left

to local discretion is difficult to define. Sundquist (1969) stated

that, in about 1960, a fundamental change occurred in the grant system.

He argues that prior to that time the typical assistance program did not

involve an expressly stated national purpose, but was meant to help

states or localities to accomplish their own objectives. Since that

time, he states that legislation is characterized by "forthright declara-

tions of national purpose, and close federal supervision and control to

ensure that the national purposes are served (Sundquist, 1969, p. 6).

Sundquist adds that the manner in which an issue is first a local, or

first a national, issue is unimportant. He says that a problem is
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usually seen as local, then federal aid is proposed to help solve the

problem, and finally the problem is redefined as being national and

requiring a national solution.

Reagan (1972, p. 81) rephrases this last thought by saying,

"Those things are national and justify grant programs which the Congress

says are national."

NOW, considering Reagan's list of multiple objectives for

federal grant programs, and Sundquist's assertion that grant programs

since 1960 have been intended to meet national objectives, one must

develop a suitable model for evaluation of grant policy.

Wholey (1970, p. 11) recognized that:

Evaluation is becoming increasingly important in the develop-
ment of federal social policies and in the management of federal
social programs. To make certain that these policies and
programs meet the needs of society, it is necessary to analyze
programs to determine their consequences -- that is, to measure
their success and failures in meeting the nation's goals.

Wholey (1970, p. 12) also believed, "The limited resources

available to meet grave social needs and the significant but largely

unpredictable impact of federal domestic policies require timely feedback

about both positive and negative effects from on-going programs to assure

productive program planning and management."

According to Wholey, the essential conditions for a sound

evaluation are the existence of a good methodology and sound measurements

that make it possible to distinguish program effects from those of other

forces working in a situation. In other words, an evaluation must be

able to separate what happened as a result of the program from that

which would have happened anyway. He states ( 
Wholey, 1970, p. 107):
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From a methodological standpoint, program impact evaluation
depends on the availability of suitable output measures and
appropriate comparison groups, or time-series data. Unless fed-
eral inputs are large relative to state and local inputs,
however, it may be impossible to isolate the impact of a
national federal program -- or one of its local projects -- on
a population receiving services from several sources.

Thus, it is important for this study to utilize a model which explains

the relationship between the granting and recipient agencies, and one

that also forms the basis for a valid analysis of this relatively small

grant program.

Conceptual Framework 

The rationale for grant programs is usually the indirect imple-

mentation of national goals and objectives, with federal funds used to

entice states into complying with the federal policy. The conditions

attached to the grants supposedly control the implementation of this

policy (Ingram, 1974).

If the idea that states simply react to federal programs is

accurate, then a straightforward evaluation or conceptual model is sug-

gested. Such approaches to program and policy analysis have been the

center of attention in the literature. A systems modeling technique, as

posited by Cook and Scioli (1971), or one used during the reign of the

Planned-Programming-Budgetting-System (PPBS), attempts to trace in one

direction the implementation of the goals and objectives stated in the

policy to some impact which may or may not represent achievement (Ingram,

1974).

However, other studies suggest that the administrative and polit-

ical constraints on federally imposed conditions consider the states'
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inability to perform certain functions and their strength in helping to

set such guidelines (Derthick, 1970).

Thus, a bargaining framework, as described by Ingram (1974), is

more appropriate for analyzing the intergovernmental relations involved

in grants-in-aid. According to Ingram (1974, p. 4), "bargaining is the

decision-making mode which occurs when participants share a common

interest in coming to a decision but have divergent values, goals, and

objectives." She says federal agencies would like to bind grant recip-

ients to federal policy, while state agencies seek maximum leeway to

pursue their own interests. And so, the bargaining takes place, as each

party tries to maximize its own returns.

This bargaining approach recognizes the inequality of resources

available to the respective parties and, thus, the varying degrees of

influence which may be exerted by each. It also recognizes the differ-

ences in tactics which may be employed in attempts to accomplish federal

objectives outlined in the program.

This framework attempts to describe the formulation and effect

of policy by first mapping out the resources available to the bargaining

parties, i.e., legal authority, professional and technical expertise,

money; and then defining the strategies and tactics used by each of the

parties. In deciding upon their tactics, federal and state bargainers

implicitly consider the other's objectives (Ingram, 1974).

Thus, this conceptual model best fits the needs of this study, in

that this evaluation involved the changes in conditions and bargaining

positions after a change in resource balance due to the introduction of
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federal funds. This model is appropriate for a second reason, that a

major goal of this particular grant program was to strengthen the bar-

gaining position of the recipient agencies.

Studies by Derthick (1970) and Murphy (1973) utilize conceptual

models which are derivations of the bargaining model. Examination of

these two studies shows the adaptability of the bargaining framework.

Derthick (1970), in her work on the consequences of the public

assistance program in Massachusetts, had, as her central purpose, the

analysis of the grant-in-aid system as an instrument of federal influ-

ence. She perceived a grant system, and so she looked for features or

common characteristics of form that could possibly apply to grants in

general.

Derthick felt that the conditions attached to grants contain the

most comprehensive and authoritative definition of federal objectives

(Derthick, 1970, p. 7):

In practice, the giving of grants has been inseparable from
the enunciation of federal purpose. Besides stating the func-
tion for which grants must be spent, the federal government
specifies conditions that either elaborate the purpose or regu-
late the processes by which state and local governments
accomplish the spending.

Many variations of technique and detail may be found in the
construction of grant formulas, in the content and specificity
of federal conditions, in the organization of federal admin-
istering agencies, and in the strictness of the agencies'
enforcement -- but the framework itself has been quite stable
and consistent.

Therefore, in her opinion, the place to begin an analysis of federal

objectives, and thereby an evaluation of the policy, is with these condi-

tions. She adds that what the conditions fail to delineate may be more
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important than what is defined, for the conditions attached to a federal

program cover a limited range of action.

Derthick qualifies her analysis immediately, by pointing out the

political constraints on federally imposed conditions. First, she argues

that the federal government cannot make a value choice itself, but must

leave this to the discretion of the recipient government because values

differ so widely across the country. Second, Congress attempts to find

terms which will insure the widest possible acceptance of the program,

and thus the grant enables the buying of participation and cooperation of

the recipients. She says that Congressmen see to it that, for state

governments, the ratio of benefit to cost in grant programs is high

enough to be fairly attractive. Third, the stress is on administrative

ends for two reasons: (1) equity in administration does not test the

constitutional propriety of the action and meets with little resistance,

and (2) the management of the grant program is handled by professional

administrators who have a strong voice in the determination of the condi-

tions. These constraints on the conditions attached to the grant program

place even stronger constraints on their use as valid measures of federal

objectives.

Derthick also asserts that administrative constraints affect the

conditions. These include consideration of state capacity, in that

conditions must not be too demanding, and often simply require statements

of intent rather than attempt to impose strict standards on results.

Overall, Derthick's work concentrates on administrative activity

(1970, p. 8):
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To the extent that participation in the grant program is
elicited, and to the extent that the federal government is able
to induce state and local governments to conform to the condi-
tions it has laid down, federal goals are realized. To the
extent that the federal government is able through these
processes to alter conduct in ways of its own choosing, federal
influence is exercised.

This approach, while useful, does not meet the needs of this analysis of

a small grant program with minimal criteria. Simply meeting the condi-

tions does not insure that the federal goals and objectives have been

realized, especially when flexibility is a key objective.

The piece of research that comes the nearest to approximating

that attempted in this thesis was accomplished by Murphy (1973) in his

examination of the impact of federal grants to state departments of

education under Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965. This program provides funds with few strings attached, to (Murphy,

1973, p. 1):

. . . stimulate and assist States in strengthening the leader-
ship resources of their State educational agencies, and to
assist those agencies in the establishment and improvement of
programs to identify and meet the educational needs of States.

In looking at the impact of this program Murphy set out to find

out why it had failed to meet the expectations of its founders. With

this approach, he was seeking reasons for lack of success rather than for

a relative measure of success of the program. He asked the following

types of questions. How was the money spent? Were individual project

objectives met? What were the relationships between the projects and

past activities? What types of people were hired before and after the

start of the program? How has the agency changed since 1965?
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Murphy took a logical approach to his examination of the state

education agencies, in that he looked at organizational theory and

behavior because the aim of the federal grant was to strengthen these

agencies. He considered such organizational attributes as (1) influence

of organizational cultures, (2) absence of organizational search for the

best solutions, (3) the impact of uncertainty, and (4) the notion of

organizations as coalitions of participants with conflicting goals

(Murphy, 1973, p. 22).

Murphy defends his techniques by arguing that it is reasonable to

expect that the use of the funds would adapt to the existing organiza-

tional structures, rather than organizational adjustment to the grant

program. He further argues that (Murphy, 1973, p. 26):

. . . decision-making is better characterized by considerations
that have to do with intra-agency competition, bargaining, and
standard operating procedures than with things like the estab-
lishment of overall goals and calculated choices to meet these
goals.

Murphy's research, while directed toward a diagnosis for the failure of

"free money" to be an instrument of reform, provides a good starting

point for the evaluation of a grant program with very similar intentions.

Methodology and Data 

Besides the available literature, three principal sources of

information were used in developing this thesis.

A set of twenty questions was sent to all the agencies designated

to receive Title III funds (see Appendix A). The response rate was

surprisingly high, with forty-seven of the fifty-three agencies replying.
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A list of twenty-two states was drawn up, with the consultation

of the Water Resources Council, and interviews were conducted with the

designated agencies, as well as some of their sister agencies, and

several federal agencies, in each of the states chosen. The author

personally visited five of the states, while other members of the

research group visited the remainder (Ingram, Bradley and Ingersoll,

1973).

Another set of questions was sent to the water-related agencies

in the State of Arizona (see Appendix B), and twelve of the thirteen

agencies queried responded.

Interviews were conducted with three of these state agencies:

the Arizona Water Commission, the Arizona Game and Fish Department, and

the Arizona State Department of Health.

It should be noted here that the responses to the questionnaires

represent the views of the recipients of grant funds, with the exception

of some of those polled in Arizona, and so the opinions must be inter-

preted with that in mind. The figures given were checked, as much as

possible with other sources, and some were eliminated when far out of

line.

Conclusions 

The literature abounds with discussions and critiques of the

various federal assistance programs, and the evaluations vary in their

emphasis nearly as widely as the programs vary in their intentions and

conditions. However, most of these studies are heavily administration

oriented, and nearly all give lack of good criteria as a problem in the
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analysis of federal programs. Many of the studies of policy have been

behaviorally oriented, and as much a study of the intergovernmental rela-

tionships between granting and recipient agencies as an evaluation of the

grant-in-aid mechanism itself.

This study of the effects of the Title III planning grants upon

comprehensive water resources planning in the State of Arizona will not

include the development of a new theoretical framework, and will not

debate the value of the existing frameworks, but will rely chiefly upon

the bargaining framework, with its underlying incremental approach to

policy change and decision-making.

A comparison of the bargaining process with the free and compet-

itive market system is possible, with the argument that since the

competitive market system yields desirable results for society because

voluntary exchange between individuals forces the right goods and

services to be produced, then a similar quid pro quo relationship

develops through the bargaining mechanism in the public sector. If this

theory has merit, the bargaining process reflects the preferences of the

parties involved. However, imperfections in the political process may

cause misallocation of resources and the selection of the wrong alter-

natives just as market failures, or externalities, may affect the

competitive market system's performance (iaveman, 1970).

This study recognizes that these imperfections exist, i.e., state

control over information, differences in emphasis and objectives, lack of

precise definitions of the various inputs and outputs, and lack of good

criteria for evaluation; however, the bargaining model is still the best
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choice for this thesis. It aids in explanation of the relationships

between the Water Resources Council and the designated recipient agencies,

and provides a valid framework for the analysis of the changes observed

in these relationships since the implementation of the Title III grant

program.



CHAPTER 3

THE DEVELOPMENT OF GRANTS-IN-AID

Grants-in-aid may be defined as transfer payments from a higher

level to a lower level of government to be used for rather specific pur-

poses and subject to the conditions set down by law or by administrative

regulation. This definition excludes unconditional transfer payments,

revenue sharing, but is broad enough to include both block grants, those

used for an area, such as transportation, and category grants, those used

for a specific purpose within that area, such as the operation of a rapid

transit system. The grant-in-aid is only one method of central financial

support, and only one tool used in shaping intergovernmental relations.

Other distinguishable means include central takeover of lower govern-

mental functions, revenue sharing, and the use of subsidies.

The system whereby the federal government gives cash or monetary

grants to the state and local governments has become so familiar in this

country that one tends to assume that it has always been that way, as in

a sense it has. The principle of assistance was established early, with

the giving of land grants in the 18th and 19th centuries. In this

century, grants have been used to assist mainly highways, health and

welfare, and education, and have been mainly cash grants. Thus, the

grant-in-aid structure has evolved from land grants to cash grants, and

as will be shown in this chapter, from one-time payments to on-going

annual programs.

20
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Early Land and Cash Grants 

Since the grant-in-aid structure began with land grants, it is

necessary to look first at the nation's early land policy for the basis

of the system's development. Many of the colonies had been entitled, by

their charters, to some of the western lands of the United States, and

although the area had been closed by the Proclamation of 1763, the out-

break of the Revolution permitted the states to retake control of these

areas. There was considerable conflict over the titles to this land and

widespread feeling that the lands should be ceded to the central govern-

ment. Finally, Congress, in 1780, stated its policy with a resolution

which contained three important points with regard to cecession of the

lands: (1) the states should be reimbursed for expenses incurred in the

defense of the lands, (2) the lands should be developed for eventual

statehood, and (3) the lands should be "disposed of for the common

benefit of the United States" (Graves, 1964, p. 479).

The cession of lands to the federal government was completed at

the start of the 19th century, and Congress was faced with the problem of

administering them. Congress had formed an earlier policy regarding

disposition of the property, and in 1784 and 1785, had laid the way for

the development of ten states between the Ohio and Mississippi Rivers.

Congress also adopted a land ordinance which set the foundations of the

public land system that was to be followed for nearly eighty years.

Included in the ordinance was the surveying plan under which the terri-

tory was to be divided into townships and sections, and which included

the provisions that a definite portion of the land was to be set aside

for the maintenance of public schools, and that a portion of all precious
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metals be used for educational purposes. This legislation indicated that

the principles of federalism passed an early test in this country, since

on its basic tenets, that the superior resources of the central govern-

ment be used to initiate and support national programs, largely admin-

istered by the political subdivisions, achieved early success (Graves,

1964).

Other financial assistance from the federal government to the

states was tendered early. The first forms of direct grants to the

states were the assumption of the state debts in 1790. The debts

incurred by the states during the Revolution were of great concern

following the war, and there was much discussion about and opposition to

this move. It was successfully argued that the central government should

assume the balance in order to establish its credit and to prevent

competition among the states and with the federal government for new

sources of revenue with which to meet their obligations (Graves, 1964).

Transportation was the next in line to receive federal attention.

Some improvement in facilities had been undertaken by one or two of the

colonies, but with the establishment of the new government, the demand

for better transportation was stimulated by considerations of defense,

economic growth, and social welfare. Roads and canals were constructed,

first by the states with assistance from private corporations, and then,

since most states lacked the capability to adequately finance these

projects, and since new developments made some facilities obsolete rather

rapidly, the federal government took an interest in these internal

improvements (Graves, 1964).
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These improvements involved a number of problems: roads, canals,

harbors, public buildings and institutions, river improvements, land

reclamation, agriculture, railroads, and a national banking system.

These activities created the majority of intergovernmental problems of

the time because they accounted for most of the efforts spent. There was

considerable debate over the constitutionality of the authorization of

the federal government to make improvements in two or more states. This

was the key issue, the difference between national and state action.

This issue "turned solely on the powers given by the Constitution to the

federal and state governments respectively and not at all on the rights

of private individuals and corporations" (Goodrich, 1960, p. 44).

Another significant series of events in the development of the

grant-in-aid took place in the middle of the 19th century as the federal

government finished paying off its earlier accumulated debts. Although

the final payment on the debt was made in 1835, the revenue generating

machinery could not cut back until 1842, and so an excess of funds was

built up. The disposition of these surplus funds was a difficult problem

for the government, and it had two alternatives from which to choose: to

deposit the funds in banks, or to distribute it to the states. No one

advocated the former, and with the constitutional question as to

authority of Congress to distribute money to the states evaded by making

the money a loan, with mutual understanding that no repayment would be

required, the latter course was chosen. This distribution of funds was

significant as it marked the first instance in which large cash payments

were made by the federal government to the states (Graves, 1964).
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Such payments today would be classified as unconditional grants,

or revenue sharing. Additional cash grants for specific purposes, on an

annual basis, did not begin until later in the 19th century, and land

grants constituted the main form of federal aid of this period, with the

bulk going to support education.

Agricultural Education Grants 

A major contribution to grants-in-aid programs was made by the

various pieces of legislation in the late 19th and early 20th centuries

dealing with the broad field of agricultural education. The first, and

most famous, bit of legislation was the Morill Land Grant Act of 1862.

This act appropriated to each state a quantity of public land, based upon

Congressional representation. The act provided that all income

generated from these lands be used for the endowment, maintenance, and

support of at least one agricultural and mechanical college (Graves,

1964).

A second Morill Act, in 1890, raised the endowment and placed

responsibility for allocation of the proceeds from the sale of the lands

in the hands of the federal treasury. This was a change from previous

policy and was necessitated because some of the states had squandered the

benefits of the first Morill Act (Graves, 1964).

The constitutionality of the Morill Acts has never been questioned

in the courts, and so it would seem that the federal government had

successfully established the right to dispose of public property for the

common good, even though the uses may be in areas in which Congressional

intervention was prohibited (Burdick, 1922).
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Since these grants were on a continuing basis, and have been

increased in amount, they have been regarded as the prototype of modern

grants-in-aid. They were the first conditional grants and have had a

profound effect. The legislation became the key to the development of

all higher education in many states, being especially important in the

midwest and west (Graves, 1964).

Other legislation in the area of agriculture included the Hatch

Act of 1887 which established the first annual cash grants to states and

territories. It provided such grants for agricultural research, and the

stations set up under this act usually became associated with the land

grant colleges. The only federal check was the annual audit of the

financial records (Graves, 1964).

In 1914, the Cooperative Agricultural Extension System was

inaugurated by the passage of the Smith-Lever Act. The legislation

provided for an annual allotment to states, plus an initial sum to be

allocated in proportion to the rural population of the states. This act

added the third phase in the development of this educational and research

mechanism -- the system has grown into a vast organization, and this

mechanism has had much to do with the course of agricultural policy in

this country (Graves, 1964).

Many pieces of additional legislation, over the years, have added

larger sums of money and new responsibilities, such as vocational educa-

tion, to this complex system. It should be noted that the general scope

and effectiveness of this effort in agricultural education did not

suddenly appear. It started early and is still being expanded. These
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programs have grown and prospered because an attentive clientele was

quickly formed and benefitted greatly by the educational and research

activities (Graves, 1964).

Post Income Tax Period 

Following the adoption of the 16th Amendment, which assured the

federal government of a substantial annual income, Congress passed

several new grant-in-aid programs which have been expanded over the years

and have an important part in our domestic policy. The first of these

was the previously discussed Smith-Lever Act, while the second was the

First Federal Aid Highway Act of 1916, and the third was the Smith-Hughes

Vocational Education Act of 1917 (Graves, 1964).

The Highway Act authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to

cooperate with the state highway departments in the construction of rural

roads. The states were forced to establish highway departments, and the

funding was apportioned on the basis of area, population, and route

mileage. The original purpose of this aid was "to get the farmers out of

the mud," while the purpose now is for commerce and defense.

According to Graves (1964), the enactment of the highway aid

legislation signalled the start of a new era in federal assistance to

states. From that time on, not only did the volume of assistance for

highway construction exceed that for other purposes, but the federal

government began to the use of the grant funds more carefully. As

Maxwell (1946, p. 187) wrote:
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The highway grants were, indeed, the first sort of Federal
aid to be thoroughly supervised and administered. Advance
examination of the projects, detailed progress reports, audit
of expenditures, careful examination of the finished work to
insure that plans had been followed and that there was proper
maintenance -- all the techniques of good administration were
utilized.

The highway grants forced state and local government units to adhere to

established standards in order to be eligible for the federal funds.

These grants have involved huge sums and have developed an extensive

clientele.

Vocational education, the third major program area begun after

the income tax legislation, utilizes considerably more state and local

funds than federal funds, with the federal money used primarily for

salaries and travel of teachers and directors (Graves, 1964).

Roosevelt Era 

The next period of importance in the development of the grant-

in-aid was the Roosevelt Era. During this time, there was an extensive

centralization of powers, partly attributable to the Depression, and

partly due to the low prestige of the states. The Roosevelt administra-

tion developed emergency programs to help revive the economy, and also

designed permanent programs to prevent a recurrence of this event. The

temporary programs, such as the Civil Works Administration, Public Works

Administration, and the Works Progress Administration, created a whole

new set of intergovernmental relationships with respect to grant

programs. Some of the significant permanent assistance programs

developed during this time include social security, promotion of state

and local planning, and public housing (Herber, 1971).
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The Federal Social Security program, based upon the Social

Security Act of 1935, is a federal-state cooperative program under which

the federal government helps defray the administrative costs and carries

some of the financial burden. The major categories under this program

are: (1) insurance programs for unemployment compensation and old age

and survivor's insurance; (2) public assistance, such as old age assis-

tance, aid to the blind, aid to dependent children; and (3) maternal and

child welfare (Herber, 1971).

In a series of cases involving the constitutionality of the

Social Security Act, the Supreme Court developed new doctrines concerning

the spending power of the federal government. Anderson (1960, p. 30)

summarized the theme of the Court's ruling:

It was with these decisions and a few related ones that the
Supreme Court put behind it practically all ideas of trying to
impose limits upon the spending power of the national govern-
ment. In upholding the provisions of the old-age benefits,
administered directly by the national government, the Court
justified the program under the power of Congress to tax and
spend for "the general welfare." . . . In these decisions also
the Court denied that the very strong inducements offered to the
States under the Social Security Act amounted to coercion on
them, and asserted the right of the States themselves to enter
into cooperative agreements with the national government.

A planning program initiated during the Roosevelt Era, though not

actually a grant program, involved some of the same characteristics. It

was a major attempt for the time, but made little progress because

funding for the Natural Resources Board was cut off during World War II.

With the abolishment of the agency, the related agencies in the states

lapsed and many were also abolished (Graves, 1964).

The other main program of this period concerned public housing.

Several states had taken the initiative prior to federal action under the
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National Industrial Recovery Act and the Federal Emergency Administration

of Public Works. These two acts were followed by the Housing Act which

did authorize loans to state and local housing authorities for the

construction of low-rent housing and slum clearance.

Post World War II Period 

The fact that grant programs tended to multiply in number and

increase in scope after World War I and during the Roosevelt Era has been

noted. The major programs of these periods continued after World War II.

The Housing Act of 1954 gave both the state planning and public

housing programs a boost, and provided the basis for large investments in

all types of housing. The inclusion of the community planning and

development program was authorized by Section 701 of the Housing Act,

and this program makes funds available to official planning bodies on a

matching basis for work in communities, metropolitan areas, federally

impacted areas, disaster areas, and urban regions. The grants under this

program have put large sums into the hands of state and local planning

agencies to plan for local needs, and the administration of such a

program is not easy. Federal regulations require the development of an

overall master plan for the state, and this has been difficult to

accomplish, as even the definition of such a plan has been difficult

(Graves, 1964).

The Post World War II period was one of considerable expansion in

the number and scope of assistance programs. A steep climb occurred in

federal expenditures during the few years after 1945 as evidenced by the

rise from less than $1 billion in 1946 to about $2.4 billion in 1952 for
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these purposes. This increase, and later ones, is especially noteworthy

because of the emphasis on budget balancing during this time. The areas

of concentration during this period were around the problems of health

and welfare, education, and urban area problems (Graves, 1964).

Major developments have taken place in the health areas since

World War II, and grants for public health programs are more numerous and

more highly categorized than those in other fields, with the main cate-

gories for construction of health facilities, for research, for training,

and for medical care for the aged. The aims of other programs, while

directed toward water and air pollution, are primarily concerned with

health matters.

In 1960, the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations

studied the various grants for health purposes and found that although

the original purpose had been to stimulate increased state and local

spending in the categorical areas, Congress, by continuing and increasing

the support had demonstrated an intent that the support be permanent

(Graves, 1964).

The problems of water, once only the concern of the arid states,

have of late been recognized as critical in most sections of the country.

Droughts, floods, and periodic shortages of drinking water, even'in the

east are evidence that water supplies must be managed better in the

future, and although the states and municipalities have given increasing

attention to water development and pollution, the problems still exist

and abound throughout the nation. In regard to water pollution,

municipalities have blamed industry while industry blamed the cities,
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neither willing to make the first move. The Water Pollution Control Act

of 1948, the first federal interest in water pollution, authorized $3

million per year as grants for pollution control activities. This act

was strengthened and extended in 1956, with cost sharing included to help

channel state and local dollars into the efforts being supervised by the

Surgeon General (Graves, 1964).

A controversy existed for several years as to the proper role of

the federal government in this area and the desirability of continuing

the grant programs. The Eisenhower administration took the position that

it was a local problem and urged that the grants be tapered off and

eventually curtailed. After 1960, with a change in administration, the

federal program was strengthened again. The 1961 Act increased the

authorizations from $3 million to $5 million annually, extended the

program through FY 67, and provided for as much as $100 million annually

for construction work (Davies, 1970).

Congress was still dissatisfied with the pace of pollution con-

trol and the job being done by the Public Health Service and the states.

A set of amendments was introduced in 1963, and after much bargaining and

compromising, the bill was passed in 1965. The 1966 Clean Water

Restoration Act soon followed and it carried provisions for construction

grant authorizations of $3.55 billion, over a five-year period (Davies,

1970). Amendments to these pollution control acts have followed which

provide even more funds to state and local governments.

Another major development, the Water Resources Planning Act of

1965 and its grant provisions under Title III, will be discussed in

detail in Chapter 4.
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The concern over air pollution has followed a somewhat similar

course to that of water pollution in the federal government. Although

the states were the first to enact air pollution control statutes,

Congress recognized the federal interest in this problem when it adopted

the Air Pollution Control Act of 1955 which provided assistance to state

and local governments which bear the primary responsibility for air

pollution control. Like the water pollution control legislation, this

act was administered by the Public Health Service. Other air pollution

legislation has followed during the late 60's and early 70's, with many

of the newer programs being administered by the Environmental Protection

Agency.

Although the federal government has not yet made appropriated

funds available for the general support of education, it has provided

funds for some specific educational purposes. While general aid has been

contested, even on constitutional grounds, for fear of federal control of

schools, the federal government conducts a wide scope and a large number

of programs for education, and these programs are on the increase.

Enumeration of them and their legal bases is far too lengthy for

inclusion here.

Another major target of federal aid programs since World War II

has been the urban and metropolitan areas. As urban growth occurred,

grant-in-aid programs have been altered or designed to assist these

areas. Besides health programs, other areas of interest include housing

and urban renewal, civil defense and disaster relief, highways and other

forms of transportation, and airports.
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Revenue Sharing 

One concept of federal transfer of funds to lower levels of

government which has been developed in the Post World War II period is

revenue sharing. This idea was first introduced in 1958, but did not

receive much attention. A second version of this concept, known as the

"Heller Plan," was presented in 1960, and was also ignored.

The concept was revived by economists when personal income taxes

were reduced in 1964 because they feared additional tax cuts were

inevitable unless some mechanism by which surplus funds could be

allocated through the public sector was enacted. By 1968, more than a

hundred bills had been introduced into Congress containing some sort of

plan for revenue sharing (Reagan, 1972). And so, by the time President

Nixon took office, the concept had quite a large following. Revenue

sharing had a low priority in early years of the Nixon administration,

and it wasn't until 1972 that it could be enacted. The funds under this

program are distributed to the various state and local governments

according to a complicated set of formulae.

Conclusions 

The evolution of federal grants began first with the land grants,

supplemented, and later replaced by cash grants. The early cash grants

were not especially productive, and the matching ratios for grants to

states were rigid. The Depression was influential in easing the condi-

tions and the requirements for matching formulae, or in elimination of

them altogether.
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Federal spending for the purpose of aiding the states and

localities has taken one of three forms --grants, shared revenues, and

loans, with the grant programs constituting by far the largest sums

(Graves, 1964).

The great increase in the number and size of grants came after

the adoption of the Income Tax Amendment, with the start of the transi-

tion from sporadic, one-shot grants to the complex procedure of matching

grant programs occurring then. Another substantial increase in federal

interest came again in the 30's, but it was after World War II that the

revived interest in domestic issues caused the rapid expansion of federal

aid to lower governments. The main differences between current grants

and the earlier ones are the increase in the amount of aid and the use of

aid in ways which more directly affect the individual (Graves, 1964).

The overall effect of the development of the grant-in-aid system

has been that as the number and amounts of these grants have increased,

the states and localities have become more dependent upon federal funds

for their support. Although the conditions and matching requirements

have not been too burdensome, there has been some complaint. The system

still continues to grow, despite some feeling that a division of revenue

sources and expenditures should exist between the different levels of

government, and another view that the grants are forced socialism

(Herber, 1971). Despite all the dissatisfaction with the policies and

philosophies of the grant-in-aid programs, the states have not

relinquished the aid.
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The story of the development of the various grant programs is

strikingly similar. The federal government makes grant funds available

to state and local governments to initiate or attain a given level of

some service, or to reduce opposition to some other program. "Then it

becomes a going concern, vested interests are created, the controversial

becomes customary, and the opposition vanishes. Therefore, grants-in-aid

do not diminish; they multiply" (Carleton, 1960, p. 259).

Another aspect of the development of this system is quite

interesting. In one act after another, authorizations were provided for,

with increased authorizations for specified periods in the future. This

technique is interesting because the authorizations are no more than

declarations of policy, and do not make any funds available for expendi-

tures. They have no legal effect and do not bind the Appropriations

Committee of either the House or the Senate. However, the supporters of

the various grant programs have been able to utilize this approach to

their advantage and have helped to create this system of assistance

programs.

Any evaluation or analysis of a particular grant program must

realize that it is but one of the more than one thousand domestic assis-

tance programs; and not consider it as an isolated policy study, but as a

study of one aspect of the whole structure of intergovernmental relation-

ships that have been developed since the early days of this nation.



CHAPTER 4

BACKGROUND AND ADMINISTRATION OF TITLE III

History of Title III 

The Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 (P. L. 89-80) contained

several goals which had been sought for many years, including the compre-

hensive planning for the management and use of the nation's water and

related land resources. There was general agreement that the federal

agencies involved in various phases of water resources projects and

conservation often worked at cross purposes, and just as often failed to

sufficiently consider the needs and desires of the states. Comprehensive

planning for water and related land resources implied a cooperative

effort on the part of the federal agencies, and would also require a

greater role for the states, especially those states which had weak

planning operations and were at a disadvantage with the powerful federal

water agencies (Ingram et al., 1973).

The Water Resources Council (WRC), created by Title I of the Act,

was designed to give the federal agencies a unified sense of purpose.

The River Basin Commissions, provided for in Title II of the Act, were

intended to achieve the goal of comprehensive planning for their respec-

tive basins, and thus accomplish what the interagency coordinating

committees had not. The grants provision of Title III was to be used in

developing state capability to participate more equally and effectively

in the management and development of their water resources.

36
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The idea of River Basin Commissions was not new in 1965, as it

appeared in a bill originally submitted during the last stages of the

Eisenhower administration. Following the suggestion of the Presidential

Advisory Committee on Water Resources Policy of 1955, the bill called for

the creation of the Commissions as a new tool for coordination and

planning. At the same time, a similar bill was submitted by the House

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. The differences between the

two bills were not reconciled, and the proposals were tabled (Ingram et

al., 1973).

In 1961, the Kennedy Administration submitted a proposal which

contained the provisions for a Water Resources Council, the River Basin

Commissions, and the grants to the states. The Council and the grants

were not highly publicized, as the Title II provision for the Commissions

was the focus of dispute (Derthick, 1970). The debate centered around

the make-up of the Commissions, and whether the states' representatives

were officers of the federal government since they were Presidential

appointees. The states demanded explicit recognition of their equal

status and finally got their way after a two year struggle with the

Department of Justice and the Bureau of the Budget. It took another two

years before final passage of the bill in 1965.

While the roots of the Water Resources Planning Act may be traced

back to the early part of this century, Title III is specifically the

second recommendation of the Senate Select Committee on National Water

Resources (U. S. Congress, 1967). The committee called for the federal

government to (U. S. Congress, 1961a, p. 199):
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stimulate more active participation by the states in planning
and undertaking water resource development and management
activities by setting up a ten-year program of grants to the
states for water resources planning.

The committee recommended a minimum of five million dollars be made

available annually for matching funds to the states for long-range

comprehensive planning.

A primary concern of the Senate Select Committee was the economic

growth of the nation, which was believed to be closely tied to the proper

use of the nation's water resources. The Committee felt the states were

an important part of the planning process and should be strengthened. A

secondary consideration was the providing of adequate recreational

opportunities and fish and wildlife conservation (U. S. Congress, 1967).

The Committee efforts reflected the concern of most Senators that all

aspects of water resources use called for comprehensive planning and

coordinated development.

While the participants in the legislative process agreed upon the

need for comprehensive, coordinated planning, the passage of the

legislation required some bargaining and compromising as each party was

concerned with protecting its own interests.

For the federal water related agencies, the Army Corps of Engi-

neers and the Bureau of Reclamation, the idea of River Basin Commissions

was not popular, for these agencies had long resisted strengthening of

any central planning capacity which might threaten their dominance of the

field. The combinations of the three provisions in one bill reduced the

opposition (Ingram et al., 1973).
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The maintenance of the control by the federal government over

water resources development was of concern to the Bureau of the Budget,

and as mentioned previously, BOB fought hard before giving in to recog-

nition of the states as equal partners and able to appoint their own

representatives. The main condition was that a Commission could be

disbanded by either a majority vote of the states involved, or by the

WRC (Caulfield, 1973).

For the Interior Secretary, Stewart Udall, who received the

Presidential nod for the chairmanship of the new WRC, the creation of

comprehensive planning capacity was a desirable goal. He believed that

the 1961 Water Resources Planning Act was needed to meet the urgent needs

of the nation.

For the states, a great deal was at stake in the passage of the

Act, and especially in the grants provision of Title III. The desir-

ability of coordinated, comprehensive planning with the states as full-

fledged partners was expressed many times by the states' spokesmen, and

the mere idea of coordination among the states was reason enough, from

their point of view, for the grant portion of the program.

The need for state participation in the efforts of the proposed

WRC and the desire for voluntary membership in the Title III River Basin

Commissions made the grant program attractive from the federal point of

view. This relatively inexpensive program could serve as suitable

inducement for the states and would also make the states more capable to

plan for themselves. The suspicions and questions of the states were

many, and the objective of Title III was to gain as much state support
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for the bill as possible. Title III's language was drawn directly from

the corresponding section of the Water Pollution Control Act of 1965, not

because that grant program was particularly successful, but because the

language had proven highly acceptable to the states (Caulfield, 1973).

For Congress, Title III was a "sweetener" by which cooperation

could be elicited from the states to help carry out the recommendations

of the Senate Select Committee. Thus, for most parties concerned, the

grants provision of Title III was the mechanism which allowed passage of

the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965.

Administration of the Grant Program 

Given the legislative history of Title III, that the grant

program was added to the Act as a concession to the states to insure

passage, and that it did not give the WRC strong authority over the

states, the tasks of developing guidelines and administering the grant

program were not simple ones. With such weak support and no strong

mandate, the creation of stringent rules and regulations to promote WRC

objectives was a difficult undertaking. Building a staff to handle these

problems was the initial step, and the selections made show consideration

for federal-state relations and the need to treat the states as equal

partners in the planning process.

Henry Caulfield, who had been instrumental in the planning and

passage of the Act, received Secretary Udall's designation as Executive

Director of the new WRC, created by Title I of the Act. Caulfield's

first chore was the selection of a staff to assist him in carrying out

the Council's desires.
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The Army Corps of Engineers and the Department of Agriculture

each recommended a candidate for Deputy Director, and Caulfield chose

Reuben Johnson, to have an engineer in the post. Caulfield then per-

suaded Dr. Harold Wilm to be a consultant to the staff for drafting of

guidelines for the Title III grants. Wilm, a longtime veteran of the

Forest Service, had been New York's Commissioner of Conservation, and had

returned to the University of Syracuse to become its Dean of Forestry.

Wilm had been influential in the Interstate Conference on Water Problems,

and to Caulfield, was high desirable as one who would represent the

states and would be trusted by state officials. Moreover, Wilm was

neither an engineer, like Johnson, nor an economist, like Caulfield, but

a forest ecologist (Caulfield, 1973).

For an Assistant Director for policy, Caulfield selected Phillip

Glick, an attorney whose experience included authoring the 1933 law which

created the nation's many Soil Conservation Districts. Glick became not

only Assistant Director, but also legal counsel (Caulfield, 1973).

Caulfield's choices for these key positions demonstrate respect

for the several competing interests, and the need to present a balanced

staff representing not only diverse disciplines, but also the opinions of

both the states and the various federal agencies. The program's rules

and regulations show the influence of these key members in helping to

define the Council's sense of purpose. As W. Don Maughn, Executive

Director, put it (U. S. Water Resources Council, 1973, p. 1):

The Council's objectives are to encourage effective planning
for efficient and timely use of natural resources; pay careful
attention to alternatives and competing uses of them; encourage
the involvement of all interests: Federal, State, or local
level; and demonstrate the interrelationship between the
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comprehensive plan for a region and the separate projects or
programs that comprise the overall plan.

The staff developed a set of proposed rules and regulations, sent

a copy to each state, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and the

Virgin Islands, and published the proposed regulations in the Federal

Register on July 19, 1966. The staff solicited written comments or

suggestions, and then held a series of three public hearings on the

proposed guidelines. These public hearings were held at San Francisco,

Omaha, and Washington, D. C., on August 1, 3 and 5, 1966.

It was through the proposed guidelines and these public hearings

that the Water Resources Council expressed its ideas as to the intent and

objectives of Title III. Mr. Reuben Johnson, Deputy Director, chaired

the sessions, and delineated the general objectives (U. S. Water

Resources Council, 1966, p. 3):

In view of the wide variation in the progress of individual
states and their programs for natural resource planning, the
objectives of the grant program have been stated only in general
language. I will stress that it is encouraging increased State
participation in Federal and State comprehensive water and
related land resources planning, and increased state preparation
of plans in harmony with regional and national plans and programs
for the development and use of a state water and related land
resources plan, and increased state training of personnel where
necessary, to develop additional technical planning capability.

Johnson also added that ". . . progress by the states of the programs

proposed under Title III is expected by the Water Resources Council to

result in concrete accomplishments, leading to a statewide plan for water

and related land resource use and development" (U. S. Water Resources

Council, 1966, p. 39).



43

Wilm agreed, and stated (U. S. Water Resources Council, 1966,

p. 39):

The Act has two main objectives: One is to help a state
reach a state-wide plan . . ., and the other is to help the
state build expertise and confidence so that it can intelli-
gently and materially cooperate with the other States and the
Federal Government in water resources work.

Wilm thought the intent of Congress was not only to accelerate planning

for water and related land resources, but also to harmonize it with

comprehensive planning in other areas. Wilm felt that the establishment

of an accurate 1965 base figure was quite essential, and that reviewers

of the program would look carefully at the calculations to insure that

augmented planning actually took place.

Two obvious and established Council policies are drawn from the

above objectives. First, "the need for increased participation" in

Section 301(a) of the Act has been construed to mean an increased

commitment, as shown by increased appropriation above a base level calcu-

lated generally as the state funds employed for water resource planning

in Fiscal Year 1965. Only non-federal funds available for water and

related land resource planning above this base level are construed as

eligible both to match Title III funds and to contribute to the total

water resource planning program approved under Section 303 of the Act.

According to Part 703.3(a) of the Rules and Regulations (see

Appendix D), an allotment of funds may be awarded to any state after a

written application is approved by the Water Resources Council, and this

award may be up to 50 percent of the cost of the state's approved

planning program. States may have a multi-year program approved and need

submit only a supplemental application each year. Only increases in
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non-federal expenditures above the base figure may be used for matching

the allotment, according to Council Regulation 708(a)(4) which says:

The sources of a state's share of the cost of a program
shall have no bearing on whether or not such cost can be matched
by federal funds, except that other federal funds or property
cannot be used for matching purposes.

Also, Regulation 708(a)(7) says that

any funds used by a state for water and related land resources
planning may be employed to match an allotment under Title III
of the Act, except that funds used for matching other Federal
grants-in-aid or other federally aided program, or funds
specifically prohibited by the Council, may not be used to
match allotment under Title III.

Second, the provision to include "the cost of training personnel

for carrying such programs" encourages the states to build a staff of

trained planning personnel. An important addition to this second policy

is stated in Regulation 703.8(a)(7) which says "Consultant services are

eligible only to the extent that the development of trained state

personnel for comprehensive water and related land resource planning

activities is not impaired." These two policies have been reflected in

the Council's desire to see the designated agencies in the various states

grow and prosper and are rather explicitly stated in Part 703.1 of the

Rules and Regulations.

A third major aim of the Council, the enhancement of coordination

and cooperation of interests at all levels, is based upon Section 303 of

the Act, which says, in part:

The Council shall approve any program for comprehensive
water and related land resources planning which is submitted by
a state, if such program:

(1) provides for comprehensive planning with respect to
intra-state or interstate water resources, . . . with adequate
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provision for coordination with all federal, state, and local
agencies, and nongovernmental entities having responsibilities
in affected fields;

(2) provides, where comprehensive statewide development
planning is being carried on . . . for full coordination between
comprehensive water resources planning and other statewide
planning programs and for assurances that such water resources
planning will be in conformity with the general development
policy in such State.

This view is also expressed in Regulation 703.5(d) which indicates that

the state must include, in its application, assurances of coordination

with other governmental entities' planning efforts.

A fourth, and exceedingly important, aim of the Water Resources

Council is to give the states as much flexibility as possible through the

grant program. There is great latitude as to expenditures which can be

properly matched, and there are no strict guidelines as to what consti-

tutes a Plan. For a state to qualify for an award, it must simply have

its annual program approved, and this program, as defined in Part

703.2(m) of the regulations means:

• . . a coordinated set of planning activities designed to
accomplish the best use, development, management, control,
conservation, and preservation of the water and related land
resources of a State in accordance with the criteria in section
303 of the Act. A program may be divided into elements, based
on geography, political subdivisions, or kind of development,
and may include appropriate administration and training of
personnel.

Don Lane, Director, North West River Basin Commission, felt that Title

III's greatest asset is its flexibility in using the money to satisfy

differing state needs, and in minimizing the reporting and accounting

which could eat up the yearly funds (Lane, 1973).

During the hearings on the proposed guidelines, the representa-

tive from Missouri suggested adding the definition of "plan" to the
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rules, but this was not done. The notion that planning has different

definitions and descriptions, depending upon the particular problems and

legal situations of the various states, will be discussed further in

Chapter 5. It is important to note here, however, that no explicit

performance criteria or required tasks were placed in the formal rules,

and no state's awards have been drastically reduced for lack of progress.

The ability of the state to spend its Title III funds as it

deemed necessary, with a lack of red tape, is very much appreciated by

the majority of the states, with only 6 of 47 responding to the question-

naire (see Appendix A) that there was not sufficient flexibility. For

example, Alabama said there was not enough leeway in matching certain

expenditures, and Oregon mentioned that the use of Fiscal Year 1965 as

the base has posed problems because that was one of the higher years of

state funding of water resources planning.

The Council and staff see Title III as the mechanism by which

States can acquire the necessary capabilities to fulfill the intent of

the Act and to carry out the policies of the Council. However, the

authority and ability to enforce the Council's desires are subject to

several restrictions.

The Act is firm (Section 302) on factors to be considered in the

awarding of grants: "(1) the population, (2) the land area, (3) the need

for comprehensive water and related land resources planning programs, and

(4) the financial need of the respective states." Weighting of the

factors was left to the Council; these weights are given in Regulation

703.3(b), and are as follows:
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(1) Fifteen per cent of the funds in the ratio that the
population of each state bears to the population of all the
states,

(2) Fifteen per cent of the funds in the ratio that the land
area of the state bears to the land area of all the states,

(3)Thirty per cent of the funds in the ratio that the
reciprocal of the per capita income of a state bears to the sum
of the reciprocals for all the States, and

(4) Forty per cent of the funds according to the need for
comprehensive water and related land resources planning programs
in each state, as determined by the Council.

The first three parts of 703.3(b) constitute the "formula" por-

tion of the allocated funds, while the fourth part is the "need" share.

Both the determination of the weights for the "formula" share and the

notion that the Council was going to retain some degree of discretion

over a portion of the funds drew criticism during the hearing on the

proposed Rules. During the hearings, most of the comments were with

respect to the determination of the land area to be included, or

excluded, in the calculations. The percentage weights given to each fac-

tor were questioned, and Dr. Wilm explained the rationale behind those

finally selected (U. - S. Water Resources Council, 1966, p. 64):

We did try several reasonable combinations of percentages
and ran them through the machine. It is all right to say, I am

sure, that although the law doesn't permit our setting a floor
under an/ amount a state should get, that than, say, $20,000,
considering all factors, to match that with equal amount of

states funds, who do not have an enormous amount to work with.

On the other hand, we want to avoid that which would allot
exorbitant amounts to a very large populous state and thereby
penalizing the state which needs the planning money badly, the

smaller or poorer states. So this particular arrangement of
percentages is quite properly pragmatic.
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Thus, although a minimum grant is not specified, the combination of

weights chosen accomplished this, and only three agencies have ever

received total awards of less than $20,000, as is shown in Table 4.1.

It is interesting to note that some states, particularly Ohio,

still desire the setting of a minimum grant.

The existence of this "formula" has, in itself, hindered the

Council's capability to exert any influence over the States because it

has removed a large portion of the grant funds from the direct control of

the Council (see Table 4.2). This regulation was drafted by Wilm who

considered himself a stateman and even suggested that more of the funds

should possibly be allocated by this method to lighten the burden of

responsibility in determining "need" (Wilm, 1966). It is worthwhile

noting that no state application for Title III funds was rejected in the

initial year of the program. General distribution was clearly expected.

The Rules and Regulations, 703.3(c), state that determination by

the Council of the relative need for planning, and thus the distribution

of the forty percent "need" share, shall consider:

(1)Crucial nature of immediacy of water and related land
resources problems;

(2) Importance of the contribution of a state to federal or
federal-state planning of water and related land resource use
and development in its region;

(3)Specific opportunity for a state to make a substantial
advance in comprehensive water and related land resources
planning;

(4)Progress toward developing state staff capability for
comprehensive water and related land resources planning; and

(S) Such other factors as the Council may determine to be
relevant.
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Table 4.1 Grants to States under Title III. -- After Ingram, Bradley and
Ingersoll, 1973, pp. 49-52. The first figure for each state
represents the formula share of the grant, the second figure
represents the need share, and the third figure is the total
award. This is done for Fiscal Year 1967-1973.

State	 1967	 1968	 1969	 1970	 1971	 1972	 1973	 Total

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

	0.0
a 

28.0	 28.2	 28.5	 44.8	 41.7	 34.7 205.9

	

0.0	 17.0	 17.7	 16.7	 23.9	 19.0	 9.0 103.3 

	

0.0	 45.0	 45.9	 45.2	 68.7	 60.7	 43.7 309.2

	

25.0	 65•0b 68.1	 68.0	 107•5b 103.6	 86.4 523•5 c

	

0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 5.6	 0.0	 21.0	 0.0	 26.7

	

25.0	 44.6	 61.2	 73.6	 86.0	 124.5	 86.4 501.4

	

0.0
a 27.1	 27.6	 27.6	 43.6	 41.7	 34.7 202.2

	0.0	 16.4	 18.4	 18.4	 39.2	 39.0	 41.0 172.5

	

0.0	 43.5	 46.0	 46.0	 82.8	 80.7	 75.7 374.7

Arkansas	 22.0	 25.9	 26.1	 26.0	 41.0	 38.4	 31.8 211.3

	

22.8	 20.5	 21.3	 21.4	 16.6	 28.0	 18.2 148.7 

	

44.8	 46.4	 47.4	 47.4	 57.6	 66.4	 50.0 360.0

California	 49.4	 58.6	 58.8	 59.2	 93.6 " 91.1	 76.0 486.7

	

18.7	 10.3	 13.2	 12.8	 30.0	 30.0	 25.9 140.9 

	

68.1	 68.9	 72.0	 72.0	 123.6	 121.1	 101.9 627.6

Colorado	 21.5	 25.3	 25.6	 25.9	 41.0	 40.1	 33.4 212.6

	

22.7	 20.5	 20.3	 20.0	 29.2	 33.0	 28.1 173.9 

	

44.2	 45.8	 45.9	 45.9	 70.2	 73.1	 61.5 386.5

Connecticut	 0 •0
a 

14.8	 15.1	 15.1	 23.9	 23.1	 19.2 111.1

	

0.0	 18.4	 19.0	 10.0	 31.1	 23.0	 10.8 121.4 

	

0.0	 33.2	 34.1	 34.1	 55.0	 46.1	 30.0 232.5

Delaware	 8.9	 10.5	 10.8	 11.5	 18.2	 17.9	 14.8	 92.7

	

27.4	 26.7	 26.7	 26.0	 28.8	 22.0	 17.1 174.6 
	36.4	 37.2	 37.5	 37.5	 47.0	 39.9	 31.9 267.3

District of	 7.4	 9.9	 10.1	 10.5
b	

16.5
b	

15.1
b	

12.7	 82.2
c

Columbia	 0.0	 1.0 	2.9	 1.6	 0.0	 0.0	 12.3	 17.5 
	7.4	 10.9	 13.0	 12.1	 13.4	 14.7	 25.0	 96.5

Florida	 24.9	 29.4	 29.5	 29.4	 46.8	 46.1	 38.7 244.6

	

1.4	 15.4	 17.1	 17.2	 13.2	 13.9 	13.5	 92.0

	

26.3	 45.0	 46.6	 46.6	 60.0	 60.0	 52.2 336.6
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Table 4.1 Grants to States under Title III, Continued.

State	 1967	 1968	 1969	 1970	 1971	 1972	 1973	 Total

Georgia	 0.0
a 

28.
5b 

28.4b 28.3b	 44.7b	 42.0	 34.9 206.8 c

	

0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 13.3	 10.8	 24.1 

	

0.0	 26.9	 0.0	 12.0	 16.7	 55.3	 45.7 156.6

Hawaii
	

10.7	 12.7	 12.9	 13.3	 21.1	 18.6	 15.7 105.1

	

27.6	 26.7	 30.5	 31.9	 53.9	 45.1	 36.9 252.5

	

38.3	 39.4	 43.4	 45.2	 75.0	 63.7	 52.6 357.6

Idaho	 19.6	 23.0	 23.4	 24.2	 38.3	 36.4	 30.3 195.3

	

28.2	 26.1	 27.0	 28.0	 56.7	 51.0	 41.0 258.5 

	

47.8	 49.7	 50.4	 52.2	 95.0	 87.4	 71.3 453.8

Illinois	 26.3	 24.2	 34.81D 34.9	 55.0b	 53.0	 44.2 272.5 c

	

0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 2.6	 0.0	 18.0	 13.9	 34.5 

	

26.3	 24.2	 22.8	 37.8	 55.0	 71.0	 58.1 294.9

Indiana	 0.0
a	

0.0
a 

23.9
a 

24.2	 38.2	 27.3	 31.1 154.7 c

	

0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 10.4	 24.0	 24.0	 19.0	 77.4 

	

0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 34.6	 62.2	 61.3	 50.1 208.2

Iowa	 19.3	 22.6	 22.5	 22.5	 35.5	 34.7	 28.9 185.8

	

22.5	 20.5	 21.3	 21.3	 12.6	 24.0	 19.0 141.3 

	

41.8	 43.1	 43.8	 43.8	 48.1	 58.7	 47.9 327.1

Kansas
	

20.3	 24.0	 24.2	 24.3	 38.4	 36.4	 30.2 197.7

	

23.7	 18.3	 22.2	 22.1	 36.6	 30.9	 25.0 178.8 

	

44.0	 42.3	 46.4	 46.4	 75.0	 67.3	 55.2 376.5

Kentucky	 21.4	 25.2	 25.3	 24.9	 39.3	 37.4	 31.2 204.7

	

28.3	 24.6	 25.3	 25.7	 40.7	 29.0	 24.0 197.6 

	

49.7	 49.8	 50.6	 50.6	 80.0	 66.4	 55.2 402.3

Louisiana	 22.4	 26.5	 26.6	 26.6	 42.0	 39.5	 33.0 216.7

	

10.6	 20.5	 21.4	 21.4	 33.0	 23.0	 17.9 147.7 

	

33.0	 47.0	 48.0	 48.0	 75.0	 62.5	 50.9 364.4

Maine	 16.2	 19.1	 19.0	 19.2	 30.3	 29.4	 24.4 157.6

	

2.8	 7.9	 11.1	 10.9	 31.3	 43.0	 33.0 140.0 

	

19.0	 27.0	 30.1	 30.1	 61.6	 72.4	 57.4 297.6

Maryland	 15.2	 22.6	 18.2	 18.4	 29.0	 28.4	 23.7 150.7

	

22.2	 8.0	 23.0	 22.8	 43.0	 31.9	 25.9 191.5 

	

37.4	 40.6	 41.2	 41.2	 72.0	 60.3	 49.6 342.2
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Table 4.1 Grants to States under Title III, Continued.

State	 1967	 1968	 1969	 1970	 1971	 1972	 1973	 Total

	

Massachusetts 17.6	 20.7	 21.0	 20.9	 33.0	 32.5	 27.0 172.8

	

22.3	 18.1	 21.1	 21.2	 33.5	 28.0	 23.1 167.3 

	

39.9	 38.8	 42.1	 42.1	 66.5	 60.5	 50.1 340.1

Michigan	 26.5	 31.3	 31.7	 32.1	 50.6	 48.9	 40.8 261.9

	

22.9	 24.6	 24.3	 23.9	 44.4	 40.1	 33.0 213.2 

	

49.5	 55.9	 56.0	 56.0	 95.0	 89.0	 73.8 475.1

Minnesota	 22.6	 25.6	 26.8	 26.8	 42.4	 41.1	 34.2 219.4

	

3.4	 14.4	 20.4	 20.4	 42.6	 32.0	 26.1 159.4

	

26.0	 40.0	 47.2	 47.2	 85.0	 73.1	 60.3 378.8

Mississippi	 0
•
0
a 

28.7	 28.7	 28.4	 44.8	 40.6	 33.8 205.1

	

0.0	 20.5	 21.5	 21.8	 35.2	 26.0	 22.0 146.9 

	

0.0	 49.2	 50.2	 50.2	 80.0	 66.6	 55.8 352.0

Missouri	 22.8	 26.8	 27.3	 27.4	 43.2	 41.6	 34.6 232.6

	

18.9	 20.5	 20.2	 20.1	 24.0	 24.0	 13.4 141.2

	

41.7	 47.3	 47.5	 47.5	 67.2	 65.6	 48.0 364.8

Montana	 24.2	 28.5	 29.0	 29.1	 46.0	 44.7	 37.3 238.8

	

16.1	 24.6	 24.2	 24.1	 39.1	 31.0	 24.9 184.0

	

30.3	 53.1	 53.2	 53.2	 85.1	 75.7	 62.2 422.8

Nebraska	 19.1	 22.4	 22.5	 22.3	 35.2	 34.3	 28.5 184.3

	

22.6	 24.6	 25.2	 27.2	 44.8	 42.0	 35.1 221.5 

	

41.7	 47.0	 47.7	 49.5	 80.0	 76.3	 63.6 405.8

Nevada	 17.6	 20.8	 21.3	 21.8	 34.5	 33.4	 27.8 177.1

	

22.5	 20.5	 20.1	 23.2	 46.5	 35.0	 30.1 197.9

	

40.1	 41.3	 41.4	 45.0	 81.0	 68.4	 57.9 375.0

	New Hampshire 12.2	 14.4	 14.5	 14.4	 22.9	 22.5	 18.8 119.7

	

14.8	 14.3	 15.2	 15.3	 21.0	 24.0	 19.8 124.4

	

27.0	 28.7	 29.7	 29.7	 43.9	 46.5	 38.6 244.1

New Jersey	 19.3	 22.7	 23.1	 23.3	 36.9	 35.4	 29.5 190.1

	

22.4	 20.5	 21.1	 20.9	 39.1	 31.0	 30.5 175.5

	

41.7	 43.2	 44.2	 44.2	 76.0	 66.4	 50.0 365.6

	New Mexico	 22.1b	 27.8	 28.2	 28.7	 45.3	 43.8	 36.3 232.4

	

0.0	 12.3	 12.4	 11.9	 25.9	 25.3	 21.5 109.2 

	

22.1	 40.1	 40.6	 40.6	 71.2	 69.1	 57.8 341.6
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Table 4.1 Grants to States under Title III, Continued.

State	 1967	 1968	 1969	 1970	 1971	 1972	 1973	 Total

New York
	

40.0	 46.8	 47.6	 46.8	 73.9	 70.1	 58.3 383.5

	

18.0	 12.3	 12.7	 13.5	 30.0	 30.0	 10.0 126.5 
	- 58.0	 59.1	 60.3	 60.3	 103.9	 100.1	 68.3 510.0

North	 16.7	 22.4	 22.7	 22.6	 35.7	 35.1	 27.1 182.2
Carolina	 0.0	 15.0	 16.6	 16.7	 29.3	 39.0	 34.2 150.9 

	

16.7	 37.4	 39.3	 39.3	 65.0	 74.1	 61.3 333.1

Ohio	 28.7	 33.6	 34.1	 34.3	 54.3	 51.8	 43.1 279.8

	

23.0	 22.5	 22.4	 27.3	 43.7	 40.0	 32.0 211.4 

	

51.7	 56.1	 56.5	 61.6	 98.0	 91.8	 75.1 490.8

Oklahoma	 21.5	 25.2	 25.4	 25.3	 40.0	 38.5	 32.1 207.9

	

3.4	 12.9	 20.3	 20.4	 35.0	 25.9	 21.8 139.8 

	

24.9	 38.1	 45.7	 45.7	 75.0	 64.4	 53.9 347.7

Oregon	 20.7	 24.4	 24.8	 25.1	 39.7	 38.7	 32.3 205.7

	

28.3	 21.3	 20.9	 20.6	 6.0	 34.7	 29.6 161.4 

	

49.0	 45.7	 45.7	 45.7	 45.7	 73.4	 61.9 367.1

Pennsylvania	 31.3	 36.5	 37.1	 37.0	 58.3	 55.9	 46.4 302.5

	

15.7	 16.4	 16.5	 16.6	 39.7	 32.0	 26.1 163.0 

	

47.0	 52.9	 53.6	 53.6	 98.0	 87.9	 72.5 465.5

Puerto Rico	 30.0	 40.0	 41.5	 40.9	 65.0	 60.5	 50.5 328.4

	

0.0	 14.3	 22.1	 22.7	 30.0	 30.0	 25.9 145.0 

	

30.0	 54.3	 63.6	 63.6	 95.0	 90.5	 76.4 473.4

Rhode Island	 11.0	 13.0	 13.1	 13.0	 20.5	 20.1	 16.9 107.6

	

13.9	 18.4	 19.0	 19.1	 35.2	 28.0	 20.7 154.3

	

24.9	 31.4	 32.1	 32.1	 55.7	 48.1	 37.6 261.9

South	 21.3	 25.2	 24.9	 24.7	 38.9	 35.5	 29.6 200.1
Carolina	 28.3	 24.6	 25.5	 25.7	 41.1	 37.0	 30.9 213.1

	

49.6	 49.8	 50.4	 50.4	 80.0	 72.5	 60.5 413.2

South Dakota	 20.2	 23.7	 23.7	 22.9	 36.1	 35.2	 29.4 191.2

	

1.1	 11.3	 14.8	 15.6	 5.4	 6.3	 6.2	 60.7

	

21.3	 35.0	 38.5	 38.5	 41.5	 41.5	 35.6 251.9

Tennessee	 22.8b 26.9b 26.9	 26.8	 42.3	 39.7	 33.0 218.3 c

	

18.9	 0.0	 18.5	 5.6	 17.7	 16.6	 13.7	 91.1 

	

41.7	 21.2	 45.4	 32.4	 60.0	 56.3	 46.7 303.7
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Table 4.1 Grants to States under Title III, Continued.

State	 1967	 1968	 1969	 1970	 1971	 1972	 1973	 Total

Texas	 49.6	 58.6	 59.0	 58.9	 93.3	 89.0	 74.4 482.9

	

24.5	 16.4	 16.3	 16.4	 30.0	 30.0	 24.7 158.3 

	

74.1	 75.0	 75.3	 75.3	 123.3	 119.0	 99.1 641.2

Utah	 19.7	 23.2	 23.8	 24.4	 38.6	 37.4	 31.3 198.4

	

22.6	 22.5	 25.7	 25.1	 32.9	 33.0	 26.8 188.7 

	

42.3	 45.7	 49.5	 49.5	 71.5	 70.4	 58.1 387.1

Vermont	 13.2	 15.6	 15.4	 14.8	 23.4	 22.7	 19.1 124.3

	

11.9	 12.2	 14.8	 15.4	 26.6	 43.0	 34.7 158.5 

	

25.1	 25.8	 30.2	 30.2	 50.0	 65.7	 53.8 282.8

Virginia	 21.3	 25.2	 25.1	 25.1	 39.7	 37.5	 31.3 205.2

	

28.2	 24.6	 25.4	 25.4	 52.3	 39.0	 33.9 228.8 

	

49.5	 49.8	 50.5	 50.5	 92.0	 76.5	 65.2 434.0

Virgin	 0.0
a	

0.0
a 

23.4
a 

23.4
a	

37.0
a	

35.7
a	

29.8	 29.8
Islands	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0 

	

0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 0.0	 29.8	 29.8

Washington	 19.4	 22.8	 23.1	 23.3	 37.1	 36.0	 30.0 191.7

	

5.6	 15.9	 15.7	 19.1	 44.9	 35.0	 30.0 166.2

	

25.0	 38.7	 38.8	 42.4	 82.0	 71.0	 60.0 357.9

West Virginia 18.2	 21.3	 21.6	 21.7	 34.2	 32.4	 26.8 176.1

	

12.4	 18.4	 19.1	 19.0	 16.2	 18.6	 13.2 117.1

	

30.6	 39.7	 40.7	 40.7	 50.4	 51.0	 40.0 293.2

Wisconsin	 21.0	 24.6	 24.8	 24.9	 39.3	 38.8	 32.5 205.9

	

22.6	 22.6	 23.2	 23.1	 40.7	 32.0	 25.7 189.9

	

43.6	 47.2	 48.0	 48.0	 80.0	 70.8	 58.2 395.8

Wyoming	 18.9	 22.2	 22.7	 22.8	 36.1	 35.7	 29.5 188.0

	

7.8	 20.5	 20.2	 20.1	 38.9	 29.0	 24.2 160.6 

	

26.7	 42.7	 42.9	 42.9	 75.0	 64.7	 53.7 348.6

a
Did not apply for a grant this year.

b
Actual grant, original grant being reduced because state could not match.

c .
Figures do not balance due to occurrences mentioned in (b).
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Table 4.2	 Ranking of States as Grant Recipients Based on "Formula"* for
Fiscal Year 1973.	 -- After Ingram et al.,	 1973, p.	 50.

1. Alaska 4.800 86,400
2. California 4.222 76,000
3. Texas 4.133 74,400
4. New York 3.238 58,300
5. Puerto Rico 2,805 50,500
6. Pennsylvania 2.577 46,400
7. Illinois 2.455 44,200
8. Ohio 2.394 43,100
9. Michigan 2.266 40,800
10. Florida 2.150 38,700
11. Montana 2.072 37,300
12. New Mexico 2.016 36,300
13. North Carolina 2.000 36,000
14. Georgia 1.938 34,900
15. Arizona 1.927 34,700
16. Alabama 1.927 34,700
17. Missouri 1.922 34,600
18. Minnesota 1.900 34,200
19. Mississippi 1.877 33,800
20. Colorado 1.855 33,400
21. Louisiana 1.833 33,000
22. Tennessee 1.833 33,000
23. Wisconsin 1.805 32,500
24. Oregon 1.794 32,300
25. Oklahoma 1.783 32,100
26. Arkansas 1.766 31,800
27. Virginia 1.738 31,300
28. Utah 1.738 31,300
29. Kentucky 1.733 31,200
30. Indiana 1.727 31,100
31. Idaho 1.683 30,300
32. Kansas 1.677 30,200
33. Washington 1.666 30,000
34. Virgin Islands 1.655 29,800
35. South Carolina 1.644 29,600
36. New Jersey 1.638 29,500
37. Wyoming 1.638 29,500
38. South Dakota 1.633 29,400
39. Iowa 1.605 28,900
40. Nebraska 1.583 28,500
41. Nevada 1.544 27,800
42. North Dakota 1.505 27,100
43. Massachusetts 1.500 27,000
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Table 4.2--Continued

44. West Virginia 1.488 26,800
45. Maine 1.355 24,400
46. Maryland 1.316 23,700
47. Connecticut 1.066 19,200
48. Vermont 1.061 19,100
49. New Hampshire 1.044 18,800
50. Rhode Island 0.938 16,900
51. Hawaii 0.872 15,700
52. Delaware 0.822 14,800
53. District of Columbia 0.705 12,700

99.862 1,800,000

*"Formula" means the 60% share based on level area, population and per
capita income.
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To make this determination, it is necessary to convert qualitative state-

ments, taken from a state's applications, annual report or request for

funds, plus any additional information such as publications, state water

plan, new staff, into quantitative statements to actually decide the

"need" share. Such a conversion can be made only after deliberations

that involve a good knowledge of the states and their planning efforts.

The amount of funds awarded from this forty percent is thus based upon

staff judgments founded upon the above criteria. Although this is a

subjective evaluation, the staff had a rather complicated series of esti-

mates and calculations to determine the shares for the various states.

The staff views the use of this "need" share as an incentive, not as a

punishment, although points may be taken off for use of consultants

(Leman, 1973).

Since there have been no significant increases in total appro-

priations for the Title III program, and a steady supply of funds is

necessary to allow the states the desired flexibility, it has been diffi-

cult for the Council to use the "need" share as originally intended. The

discretionary use of the "need" funds has allowed the rewarding of some

states for significant progress, but a major shift of the available funds

in this category is not acceptable because increases to some states would

mean cuts to others.

An examination of Table 4.3 indicates that the Council has used

40% discretionary money to reward states with good performance records.

The four top recipients of 40% money rank 25 or below on the basis of the

formula. At the same time, states with fully developed planning capa-

bilities continue to get a share of funds to be allocated on the basis of



57

Table 4.3	 Ranking* of States as Grant Recipients Based on Grants (1967-
1973).	 -- After Ingram, Bradley and Ingersoll,	 1973, p.	 51.

$ Total $ 60%** $ 40%***

1. Texas Alaska Idaho
2. California California Hawaii
3. New York Texas Virginia
4. Alaska New York Nebraska
5. Ohio Puerto Rico Michigan
6. Michigan Pennsylvania South Carolina
7. Puerto Rico Ohio Ohio
8. Pennsylvania Illinois Nevada
9. Idaho Michigan Kentucky
10. Virginia Florida Maryland
11. North Carolina North Carolina Wisconsin
12. Montana Montana Utah
13. South Carolina New Mexico North Carolina
14. Nebraska Missouri Montana
15. Kentucky Minnesota Kansas
16. Wisconsin Tennessee New Jersey
17. Utah Louisiana Delaware
18. Colorado Colorado Colorado
19. Minnesota Arkansas Arizona
20. Kansas Oklahoma Massachusetts
21. Nevada Georgia Washington
22. Arizona Wisconsin Pennsylvania
23. Oregon Alabama Oregon
24. New Jersey Oregon Wyoming
25. Missouri Virginia Minnesota
26. Louisiana Mississippi Vermont
27. Arkansas Kentucky Texas
28. Washington Arizona Rhode Island
29. Hawaii South Carolina North Dakota
30. Mississippi Utah Arkansas
31. Wyoming Kansas Louisiana
32. Oklahoma Idaho Mississippi
33. Maryland Washington Puerto Rico
34. New Mexico South Dakota Iowa
35. Massachusetts New Jersey Missouri
36. Florida Wyoming California
37. North Dakota Iowa Maine
38. Iowa Nebraska Oklahoma
39. Alabama North Dakota New York
40. Tennessee Nevada New Hampshire
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Table 4.3--Continued

$ Total $ 60%** $ 40%***

41. Maine West Virginia Connecticut
42. Illinois Massachusetts West Virginia
43. West Virginia Maine New Mexico
44. Vermont Indiana Alabama
45. Delaware Maryland Florida
46. Rhode Island Vermont Tennessee
47. South Dakota New Hampshire Indiana
48. New Hampshire Connecticut South Dakota
49. Connecticut Rhode Island Illinois
50. Indiana Hawaii Alaska
51. Georgia Delaware Georgia
52. District of Columbia District of Columbia District of Columbia
53. Virgin Islands Virgin Islands Virgin Islands

*Ranking based on states receiving largest amounts in each category.
**60% on Formula share.

***40% on Need share.
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need. When only total dollars are considered as they are in the first

column of Table 4.3, it is obvious that the big states who do well under

the formula regularly get a full share of the money. However much the

Council may have been restricted in its allocations, the results have

neither greatly benefitted friends or punished states immune to federal

aims. It remains to be demonstrated that if a larger percentage of the

total money were placed under Water Resources Council control, the agency

would be more activist in determining allocations. The present staff

would like to see an expansion of the need category (Leman, 1973).

The grant allotments to states are often made annually in two

parts. The first is a tentative notification of a state's share and is

determined strictly by the first three factors in the formula. The

second is made later and is based upon the "need" criterion. If after

these awards are calculated, a state does not request funds or does not

use its available funds, the Council may redistribute these surpluses.

For example, in Fiscal Year 1973, Connecticut received an additional

$10,000, Missouri, $9,700 and South Dakota, $10,000, from these funds.

This extra money has been used to bolster the budgets of these states as

either a reward or recognition of the need for additional planning

efforts (Leman, 1973).

Even with this situation, the 60-40 formula arrangement drew some

criticism from the questionnaire respondants during this study. Several

states, including Arizona, expressed a desire that greater weight should

be given to the need factor. Other formulas were suggested with changes

in the bases or percentage figures in each category. The comments
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concerning the 60-40 formula reflect the self-interest of each of the

states in trying to exert influence to adapt the rules to best fit its

own particular situation, and thus put it in a stronger position to

request additional funds.

Another problem, at least as far as some states are concerned, is

the one-for-one matching ratio prescribed by Title III. This matching

ratio may have hindered the Council, in that the states, in trying to get

the most mileage from their own budgets, may transfer available matching

funds to programs bringing a greater return.

Conclusions 

The administration of the Title III grant-in-aid program has been

oriented toward serving the needs of most of the states. The supply of a

steady stream of money, year after year, has tended to take priority over

rewarding the achievement of specific program objectives. Now and again

the Water Resources Council used the 40% of the money which the agency

can allocate on the basis of need to encourage good performance.

Reallocation funds not applied for under the formula are also used for

this purpose. States which have been especially dedicated to fulfilling

Water Resources Council goals are not favored at the expense of other

states. Full capability states which have a complete staff and water

plan and thus no immediate institution-building need continue to receive

a healthy share of total Title III funds.

The approach taken by the Council is understandable. Getting

money out to the states with a minimum of conflict with states over the

equity of distribution served to build support and a record for the
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program. The legislative history, orientation of the staff, and the

hearings and rules and regulation all afforded maximum leeway to the

states. Introducing a strong bias into 40% need allocations would have

meant substantial cuts in the grants to big states which also have real

clout in Congress. There is no support in the legislative history for

such a position, and only under optimal conditions of steadily increasing

funding of Title III might a more aggressive stance have been expected of

the Water Resources Council. Since the Title III program has not been

fully funded, such an expectation has never been tested, and the Water

Resources Council has operated the grant program in such a way as to

maximize their bargaining position.



CHAPTER 5

IMPACT OF TITLE III: NATIONALLY

This chapter assesses the extent to which the goals of the Water

Resources Council, as outlined in Chapter 4, have been accomplished and

what portion of that accomplishment can be attributed to the Title III

program. The Water Resources Council's goals were directed toward

improving program inputs, building up the institutional capability of

states to plan, not toward the program outputs or actual plans. The

assumption was that the specific goals of the Title III programs --

augmented expenditures, enlarged and more diverse staffs and the prepara-

tion of state water plans -- would produce better planning processes.

This improved planning capability would allow planners to better define

the alternatives available to states, and would, in turn, lead to better

decisions and management policies. While institutional capability may be

a necessary condition to good water planning, it does not insure it. In

focusing upon the goals of the Water Resources Council, the evaluation is

of means, not ends (Ingram et al., 1973).

The choice which the Council made to concentrate on instrumental

goals was a result of their bargaining position vis-a-vis the states. As

previously noted, the Water Resources Council had neither the legislative

mandate nor administrative capability to impose strict performance stan-

dards upon the states. In addition, the diversity in planning capability

and problems among the states made the selection of performance criteria

62
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extremely difficult. Stringent guidelines would have been impossible to

enforce. The concern with institution building did not require the

Council to become involved in the operational aspects of state water

resources planning, and yet the Rules and Regulations were sufficiently

specific so that conformance could be verified. The rules also allowed

sufficient flexibility so that no uncomfortable constraints were placed

upon the states.

This arrangement afforded some continuing advantage to the states.

The Council depended upon the states for data, in applications and annual

reports, on the extent of their compliance with the federal goals. It

became the states' interest to provide data showing their adherence to

the spirit and purpose of the Act. Since the states controlled the infor-

mation, they were able to make their strongest case, both the Council,

and to this evaluation. Consequently, the information and opinions must

be evaluated in light of the very real state interest in showing confor-

mance to Water Resources Council institution building standards.

Beyond the dependency upon states for data, an assessment of the

impact of Title III upon the states has further difficulties. With

Title III, as with most federal grant programs, it is hard to isolate and

quantify particular impact. The current interest in environmental pro-

grams has prompted reorganizations, the creation of new organizations and

increased expenditures apart from any impetus provided by Title III. The

strategy employed is to determine what has happened in states in relation

to the Council's goals, and then whatever influence Title III may have

had in goal achievement will be sorted out to the extent possible.
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Augmented State Expenditures for Water Planning 

Table 5.1 shows the achievement of increased state participation

in water and related land use planning, as measured by increased state

expenditures. Total state funds spent in Fiscal Year 1965 amounted to

$11,953,452. In Fiscal Year 1973, the designated agencies declared

expenditures of $30,266,380. The difference of $18,312,928 represents a

150% over the base year.

In the base year, fourteen states (Alaska, Hawaii, Idaho,

Michigan, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Carolina,

Tennessee, Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming) declared

zero budgets for comprehensive water and related land use planning.

Alabama, Delaware, the District of Columbia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North

Dakota, Puerto Rico and Rhode Island indicated less than $20,000 in annual

expenditures. Only thirteen of the fifty-three agencies showed a budget

greater than $100,000, with only one of these, California, going over

$1,000,000.

The situation is now nearly reversed, with only six agencies

(Alabama, District of Columbia, Florida, New Hampshire, New Mexico and

West Virginia) under $100,00, while 5 states spend over $1,000,000

annually.

Caution should be exercized when comparing specific numbers. The

exact amounts spent by states in the base period is open to question.

Some activity may have been classified simply as data collection rather

than comprehensive planning for purposes of establishing a state base.

The same activity may, for other purposes, be ranked among water planning

activities.
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Table 5.1 State Expenditures for Comprehensive Water and Related Land
Use Planning. -- After Ingram, Bradley and Ingersoll, 1973,
p. 60a.

State FY65* FY73** Augmentation % Increase

Alabama 5,000 82,340 77,340 1,547
Alaska 0 350,000 350,000 * * *
Arizona 87,800 303,502 215,702 246
Arkansas 62,280 150,000 87,720 141
California 7,587,000 7,968,000 381,000
Colorado 171,789 662,266 490,477 286
Connecticut 150,245 203,914 53,669 36
Delaware 5,000 119,179 114,179 2,284
District of Columbia 5,600 87,988 82,388 1,471
Florida 26,800 86,800 60,000 223
Georgia 25,000 141,514 116,514 466
Hawaii 0 100,000 100,000 ***
Idaho 0 484,630 484,630 ***
Illinois 49,229 171,444 122,215 248
Indiana 300,000 1,385,000 1,085,000 362
Iowa 20,000 161,524 141,524 708
Kansas 155,201 317,730 162,529 105
Kentucky 5,800 112,000 106,200 1,831
Louisiana 348,175 750,000 401,825 115
Maine 300,000 1,200,000 900,000 300
Maryland 21,498 1,000,000 978,502 4,552
Massachusetts 66,700 673,265 606,565 909
Michigan 0 310,900 310,900 * * *
Minnesota 91,000 375,000 284,000 312

Mississippi 5,000 105,000 100,000 2,000
Missouri 157,600 295,900 138,300 38

Montana 51,791 454,732 402,941 778

Nebraska 113,982 504,939 390,957 343

Nevada 0 112,906 112,906 ***

New Hampshire 0 50,000 50,000 ***

New Jersey 66,000 931,000 865,000 1,311

New Mexico 0 76,500 76,500 * * *
New York 360,000 1,738,000 1,378,000 383

North Carolina 97,139 399,600 302,461 311

North Dakota 2,000 140,000 138,000 6,900

Ohio 33,000 1,186,111 1,153,111 3,496

Oklahoma 0 145,697 145,697 * * *
Oregon 729,477 854,380 124,903 17

Pennsylvania 33,607 537,600 503,993 1,500

Puerto Rico 16,158 559,000 542,842 3,360

Rhode Island 14,655 158,581 143,926 982
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Table 5.1--Continued

State FY65* FY73** Augmentation	 % Increase

South Carolina 0 428,726 428,726 ***
South Dakota 130,000 223,414 93,414 72
Tennessee 0 136,000 136,000 ***
Texas 456,319 1,970,485 1,514,166 332
Utah 39,705 124,138 84,433 213
Vermont 32,290 163,788 131,498 407
Virginia 130,612 972,035 841,423 644
Virgin Islands****
Washington 0 488,000 488,000 ***
West Virginia 0 54,665 54,665 ***
Wisconsin 0 135,300 135,300 ***
Wyoming 0 122,887 122,887 ***

*Figures taken from FY73 requests for assistance under Title III.
**Figures taken from FY73 requests for assistance under Title III.
***% increase calculation infeasible as the base was zero.

****% figure available.
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Table 5.2 illustrated state responses to a questionnaire sent by

Leonard Dworsky in 1955. The seven states specified reported substantial

budgets and activities. Table 4.1 indicates that, for purposes of the

grant program, their base figure in 1965 was zero. It should be noted

that, in the Dworsky study, collection of hydrologic data and support for

P. L. 566 projects were both considered planning, and the Council does

not accept either as a state match.

Although a good portion of the planning funds are being spent on

personnel and expenses, the agencies reported using about $2.9 million

for consultants in Fiscal Year 1973. The bias, of course, of the Council

staff has been against the use of consultants, who do not basically aug-

ment institutional capability. Of 37 agencies using consultants, 28 used

federal grant money for the purpose, while 30 used state funds. Alabama,

Georgia, Maryland, Nevada, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and Texas showed

large expenditures on consultants, with Maryland and New Jersey combining

for a total of over $1.4 million. Indiana noted that all of its Title

III funds were to be spent on outside consultants in Fiscal Year 1973.

In response to a question concerning the percentage of Title III funds

used for consultants, 14 of 46 reported zero, 16 said less than 25%, 8

more said less than 50%, and only 8 said over 50% (see Table 5.3).

Enlarged State and Water Planning Staff 

The Council's desire to see the staffs of the designated state

agencies enlarged, with belief that the increase in planning personnel at

the state level would allow these agencies to become stronger
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Table 5.2 Water Resources Planning in Fiscal Year 1955.* -- After Ingram
et al., 1973, p. 61a.

State & Agency	 Budget
	

Functions

Administration of public
water resources and water
rights, hydrologic data
collection, and membership in
PSIAC and other committees.

Pollution control, flood con-
trol, beach erosion, water
use and inventories, under-
ground water protection.

Municipal water supply, water
allocation, hydrological data
collection, stream
encroachments.

Administration of state
waters including protection,
conservation, and development.

Water supply and well logs,
added that in 1955 the agency
was authorized to conduct a
state-wide survey on a water-
shed basis and develop a long-
range management plan.

Planning and data collection.

Water allocation, data collec-
tion, added copy of proposed
state policy which listed
comprehensive planning.

Idaho State Department of
	

$125,530
Reclamation

Michigan Water Resources
	

$214,418
Commission

New Jersey Division of
Water Policy and Supply
Conservation and
Economic Development

New Mexico State Engineer

$580,836**

$580,000

Ohio Department of Natural
	

$212,000
Resources

Oklahoma Division of Water	 $142,600
Resources

Washington Division of
	

$125,000
Water Resources

*Information for Table 5.2 was taken from a study done by Leonary
Dworsky in 1955.

**$311,490 was for construction.
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Table 5.3 State Expenditures for Consultants (Including Universities) in
Fiscal Year 1973. -- After Ingram et al., 1973, p. 62a.

Federal
a

Funds
Stateb

Funds Total
% of State c

Funds

Alabama $58,700 $ 25,000 $ 83,700 102
Alaska 12,700 0 12,700 4
Arizona 0 56,000 56,000 19
Arkansas 0 10,000 10,000 7
California 0 0 0 0

Colorado 19,682 9,556 29,238 4

Connecticut 8,500 23,000 31,500 15

Delaware 6,613 10,500 17,113 14

District of Columbia 0 0 0 0

Florida 0 3,662 3,662A 4

Georgia 88 ' 000d
62

Hawaii 50

Idaho 0 0 0 0

Illinois 0 0 0 0

Indiana 62,200 18,390 80,590 6

Iowa 0 0 0 0

Kansas 0 0 0 0

Kentucky 0 20,000 20,000 18

Louisiana 20,000 40,000 60,000d 8

Maine 20,000 2

Maryland 70,000 740,000 810,000 81

Massachusetts 0 14,250 14,250 2

Michigan 17,000 0 17,000 6

Minnesota 15,000 21,000 36,000 10

Mississippi
Missouri

0
0

5,000
0

5,000
0

5
0

Montana 33,000 75,500 108,500 24

Nebraska 0 58,800 58,800 12

Nevada 59,604 16,300 75,904 67

New Hampshire 4,000 0 4,000 8

New Jersey 10,000 626,000 636,000 68

New Mexico 0 0 0 0

New York 0 0 0 0

North Carolina 0 0 0 0

North Dakota 3,000 36,000 39,000 28

Ohio 0 0 0 0

Oklahoma 2,700 3,900 6,600 5

Oregon
Pennsylvania

0
0

0
180,000

0
180,000d

0
34

Puerto Rico 44,000 8

Rhode Island 9,000 9,000 18,000 11



Table 5.3--Continued 

Federal
a

Funds
Stateb

Funds Total
% of State c

Funds

South Carolina $ 4,000 $	 0 $	 4,000 1
South Dakota 7,400 600 8,000 4
Tennessee 0 0 0 0
Texas 15,000 172,690 187,690 10
Utah 7,534 12,000 19,534 16
Vermont 0 2,400 2,400 2
Virginia 0 15,000 15,000 2
Virgin Islands c - - - -
Washington 0 0 0 0
West Virginia 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin 10,000 0 10,000 7
Wyoming 35,000 0 35,000 29

aTitle III funds, figures taken from FY 1973 Request for Assistance.

bFigures taken from FY 1973 Request for Assistance.
c
Based on State Funds only and does not include Title III grant. This

percentage calculated using total on Table 4.2 and FY 1973 expendi-

tures on Table 4.1.
dFederal and State Funds not distinguished.
eNo figures available.
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participants in the decision-making process, has been accomplished (see

Tables 5.4 and 5.5).

The numbers of professional staff employed by the designated

agencies show considerable growth since the base year. Many of the

states had large increases, with Arizona, Delaware, Maryland,

Massachusetts, Michigan, New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio,

Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina and Vermont reporting the highest

growth rates, either in numbers or percentages. Some agencies, although

experiencing some expansion, haven't grown much since their formation.

States in this category are Alabama, Alaska, Georgia, Missouri, Nevada,

Rhode Island, South Dakota and Wyoming. California, Minnesota and New

York show decreases while Florida, Hawaii, Louisiana and Virginia demon-

strate a peak during the program, and then a decline. Four states

(Arkansas, Colorado, Oregon and Washington) indicated little or no change

in organizational strength.

It is difficult to assess the significance of the figures on

personnel because of the difference in organizational structure and

reporting systems used. For example, South Carolina listed all the

personnel in the designated agency, while North Carolina and Virginia

gave only those personnel within a planning division of the agency.

Reorganization of some of the designated agencies is another considera-

tion. It is therefore hard to calculate accurately the actual growth of

state capacity. Another item to be considered when viewing these

increases is that some of the functions which are now included in the

development of comprehensive plans, particularly basic data collection,

were no doubt being done to some degree prior to the base year, and are
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Table 5.4 Numbers of Professional Staff in Designated State Agencies,
1965-1973. -- After Ingram et al., 1973, p. 63a. Figures are
taken from responses to question number 5 of Appendix A
(blanks indicate no response).

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

Alabama 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 4
Alaska 2 1.5 1 1 1 2.5 3.4 5.1 6
Arizona 1 2 2 2.4 3 7 9 13.1 15.6
Arkansas 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
California 256 224
Colorado 17 17 17 17 19 19 19 19 19
Connecticut
Delaware 4 4 4 9 14 12 19 20 20
District of

Columbia
Florida 4 11 12 9 7
Georgia 3 4 4 7
Hawaii 10 9 8 6 8 6 6
Idaho 1 1 9 12 13 17 19 20
Illinois
Indiana 4 4 6 7
Iowa 17 18 19 20 19 20 21 23
Kansas 9 10 13 15 15 16 16 16
Kentucky 1 1 8 9 8 9 9 13
Louisiana 12 15 10 11 9 10 11
Maine 2 2 2 2 2 3 4 7
Maryland 4 5 7 6 13 11 14
Massachusetts 7 8 10 10 17 19 19 21 26
Michigan 2 9 14 14 15 16 19 18
Minnesota 3 3 4 4 3 4 3 2 1
Mississippi 3 3 3 3 3 3 6 6 6
Missouri 1 2 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Montana
Nebraska 4 4 4 7 6 6 6 9
Nevada 3 5 3 4 4 4
New Hampshire 77
New Jersey 9 9 8 8 13 12 12 14 16
New Mexico 11 16 16 16 18 23 23
New York 77 79 83 48 46
North Carolina 1 1.1 1.2 3.2 5.8 7.2 8.1 10.8 14
North Dakota 7 8 8 10 11 13 13
Ohio 32 44 41 79 102
Oklahoma 17 18 19 22 23 24 36 38 46
Oregon 12 12 12 15 15 9 9 -12 12
Pennsylvania 6 7 13 15 15 16 17
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island 2 5 5 5 6



Table 5.4--Continued

73

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

South Carolina 3 4 7 7 7 12 13
South Dakota 1 2 2 2 3 3
Tennessee
Texas 96 80 126 132 134 135 135 128 130
Utah 2.5 2.4 12.5 13.5 14.5 14 15.2 14.2 14.7
Vermont 2 3 5 6 6 6 10 13 15
Virginia 3 3 15 20 30 35 37 20 24
Virgin Islands
Washington 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 11 12
West Virginia 3 4 6 6 6 6 8
Wisconsin 1 2 2 3 8 8 9
Wyoming 3 4 5 6 5 5
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not categorized under different criteria. Even so, these reports show

that the Council's objective of promoting enlarged state planning staffs

has been accomplished in at least some of the states. Larger numbers of

technical personnel do not necessarily mean an increased capacity.

However, a factor which does not show enhanced capability to accomplish

comprehensive water and related land use planning is the diversity of

academic disciplines beginning to appear among the staffs or some of the

designated agencies. Although the largest single group is still

engineers, more agencies are now utilizing planners, economists, life

scientists, physical scientists and other professional personnel to aid

in preparation of policy alternatives. Table 5.5 shows this shift. This

broadened outlook should enable the agencies to consider a wider range

of possible solutions to their problems.

The foregoing data indicates that the Water Resources Council's

"institution-building" aims have been partially realized. States contri-

bute more now to water planning, while their planners are more numerous

and more diverse of background. At present, most states do have an in-

house capability to do water planning, and reliance upon consultants is

limited. The question still remains as to the role Title III has played

in the observed increase in state capability. Similar funding augmenta-

tion and staff increase might have occurred without federal incentives.

A tentative assumption can be made that if Title III offers the

states an important incentive to increase staff, then they will react by

spending Title III funds on salaries. Table 5.6 shows the number of man-

months of planning supported by Title III funds in the years from 1967 to

1973. Overall, there has been impressive growth. The number of



Table 5.6 Man-Months of Professional Staff Time Supported by Title
III, 1967-1973. -- After Ingram et al., 1973, p. 65a.
Data is taken from responses to question number 6 of
Appendix A (blanks indicate no response).

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

Alabama 12 12 12 12 15 21 36
Alaska 0 0 0 6 7 18 24
Arizona 0 12 18.8 36.0 38.0 46.5 48.0
Arkansas 48 48 48 48 48 48 60
California 0 30 50 44 52 33 52
Colorado 4 20 40 50 70 70 70
Connecticut
Delaware 8 8 48 26 0 0 75
District of

Columbia
Florida 72 72 72 72 60 66 60
Georgia 15 15 45
Hawaii 45 45 55 56 70 64 62
Idaho 12 69 33 57 107 81 42
Illinois 9.5 13 18 0 9 23.3 23
Indiana 48 48 60 67
Iowa 18 24 26 28 36 38 48
Kansas 12 16 18 18 19 19 19
Kentucky ? 25 25 25 15 29 28
Louisiana 12.2 28.1 37.0 34.9 45.6 69.8 78.0
Maine 24 24 24 30 40 50 60
Maryland 48 60 84 72 148 91 147
Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
Michigan 20 48 48 48 51 53 53
Minnesota 30 30 36 42 36 24 12
Mississippi 30 30 30 30 66 66 66
Missouri 6 6 6 6 8 6 6
Montana
Nebraska 12 24 42 15 20 18 30
Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 0 50 50
New Jersey 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
New Mexico 18 38 39 36 60 53 47
New York 6 12 16 84 76
North Carolina 0 1 18 6 19.5 24 24
North Dakota 20 25 30 30 35 50 80
Ohio 48 48 60 60 72

Oklahoma 39 45 48 71 82 84 127

Oregon 1 31 33 41 39 29 46

76
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Table 5.6--Continued 

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

Pennsylvania 36 81 109 130 145 149 186
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island 14 30 36 30 36
South Carolina 0 12 36 36 24 24 24
South Dakota 0 8 22 24 29 36 36
Tennessee
Texas 76.6 63.9 53.4 41.9 94.4 77.5 69.4
Utah 138 150 144 158.4 146.4 146.4
Vermont 12 12 24 24 36 48 48
Virginia 59 55 42 54 95 76 62
Virgin Islands
Washington 12 12 12 12 60 60 60
West Virginia 12 14 31 48 15 15 40
Wisconsin 12 24 36 36 42 54 60
Wyoming 0 36 48 60 72 60 60

TOTAL	 720.4 1240.0 1570.2 1681.8 2081.9 2219.5 2592.8
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man-months has nearly tripled from 720.4 to 2592.8. Some important

differences among states can be observed in Table 5.6. In some states,

such as Florida, Kansas, Idaho, Texas, Kentucky and Virginia, there has

been no increase in man-months of planning staff supported by Title III;

the pattern has been uneven, or the increase has been small. In other

states, the jumps in man-months supported by Title III have come only

recently. Delaware, Georgia and Massachusetts are examples.

It is important to observe that the allocation of Title III funds

to staffing does not always coincide with increases in numbers of staff,

i.e., Arkansas, Maryland, New York and Texas. Colorado has shown an

increase in planning supported by Title III from 4 to 70 man-months, but

its staff has grown only from 17 to 19. In some states, there is

flexibility as to whether staff will be paid out of Title III or state

funds. Because they perceive that it will improve their record with the

Water Resources Council, states may put staff on Title III funds even if

they are not new staff. A Texas spokesman, for example, indicated that

the state agency had the capability to pay salaries with either state or

federal money (Williams, 1973). In some states, such as New York and

California, personnel which would have been laid off because of limited

state funding, were kept on under Title III.

There are other important and contradictory reasons why the whole

relationship between staff increases and Title III is not displayed in

Table 5.6. A number of state legislatures have placed limits upon the

hiring of personnel under federal funds. They have been concerned that

federal grant funds will be withdrawn, and the states will be left to pay
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salaries of employees. In such cases, Title III funds have been spent on

functions which release state funds, and these funds are then spent on

staffing. In other cases, the salary and grade levels set by states are

too low to attract qualified applicants.

The Preparation of State Water Plans 

A further goal of the Water Resources Council has been the

preparation of state water plans. Of all their aims, this is the most

output oriented. It is also the most difficult to assess. There is no

consensus among water resources planners as to what constitutes a plan or

how to relate planning documents to concrete actions. As the Council of

State Governments has pointed out (1969, p. 51):

State plans can represent either the advocacy of proposals
or a commitment of a course of action. But what the plan is
depends upon whose plan it is. A plan prepared by a department
or other agency of state government may advocate goals, objec-
tives, and future actions. Within the limits of departmental
authority, the plan may constitute a commitment, but a state
agency's commitment is tenuous. It may prove to be merely an
expression of the agency's desire, because it is not quite a
state's commitment. Plans prepared by agencies, boards,
commissions, or other internal units of government do not
necessarily constitute long-term state commitments; they only
advocate what subsequently may or may not become a state
commitment.

Only 9 of the 47 states responding to the questionnaire affirmed

they actually had a completed state water plan, although 33 of the

remaining 38 indicated they were working on such a plan (see Table 5.7).

Most take from six to ten years and aim to complete their plans in the

mid-1970's, although these dates are changeable.

Without acceptable criteria to judge the different plans, and

without extensive knowledge of the implementability of the plans within
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Table 5.7 Status of Water Plans. -- After Ingram et al., 1973, p. 67a.

State Water
Plan Program Start Completed

Expected
Completion

a
Category

I II III

Alabama yes 1967 1976 x
Alaska yes 1968 1975 x
Arizona yes 1967 1976 x
Arkansas yes 1967 1979 x
California yes 1946 1957 x
Colorado yes 1967 1975 x
Connecticut (b)
Delaware yes (c) (c) x
District of

Columbia
Florida
Georgia

(b)
yes
no

1967d 1980 X X X
e

Hawaii yes 1971 (c) x
Idaho yes 1967 1976 x
Illinois yes (c)	 d 1967 x
Indiana yes 1969 (c) x
Iowa
Kansas

yes
yes

1967
1967 (c)

1978
x

x
x
e

Kentucky yes 1968 (c) x
Louisiana yes 1967 1975 x
Maine
Maryland

yes
no

1971 1974 x

Massachusetts
Michigan

yes
no

(c) 1975 x

Minnesota yes 1967 (c) x
Mississippi
Missouri

yes
no

(c) 1980 x

Montana (b)
Nebraska yes (c) 1971 x
Nevada yes 1967 1975 x
New Hampshire
New Jersey

yes
no

1972 (c) x

New Mexico yes 1968 1974 x

New York yes (c) 1966 x
North Carolina yes 1967 1975 x

North Dakota yes (c) 1969 x

Ohio yes 1968 1974 x

Oklahoma yes 1967 1975 x

Oregon yes 1967 1973 x
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Table 5.7--Continued 

State Water	 Expected
Plan Program	 Start	 Completed	 Completion

Categorya

I	 II III

Pennsylvania yes	 1968 1975 x
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island

(b)
yes	 1967	 1968 x

South Carolina yes	 1967 1977 x
South Dakota yes	 (c) 1975 x
Tennessee
Texas

(b)
yes	 (c)	 1968 x

Utah yes	 (c) (c) x
Vermont yes	 1967 (c) x
Virginia yes	 1967 1977 x
Washington yes	 1969 1975 x
West Virginia yes	 1967 (c)
Wisconsin
Wyoming

yes	 1967
yes	 1967	 1973

1978 x
x

Virgin Islands (b)

a
Categories: I. Component of General State Plan. II. Water and
Land Use Plan. III. Separate Water Plan.

bNo response.

cNot given.

dBegun prior to that year.
eState indicated more than one category.
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each state, it is difficult to determine the value of having a written

document called a plan. In Texas, for example, implementation of a state

water plan was defeated in a popular referendum. But the Texas Water

Development Board, believing that the plan will be finally accepted, is

implementing parts of it (Harris, 1973). Thus, the Texas Water Plan is

an agency commitment, though not yet a state commitment, to a long-range

policy.

New York, another state with a completed plan, has taken severe

cuts in planning personnel since the Title III grant program (see

Table 5.4), and it would be hard to argue that the existence of a written

plan makes the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation a

stronger participant in the decision-making process.

The Council's desire to see "concrete accomplishments, leading to

a state-wide water plan," therefore, may have caused some states to

become preoccupied with the gathering of basic data and the formation of

complex, sometimes multi-volume, documents. This may have led some

states to expend their efforts to complete a "product," rather than to

increase their ability to take active roles in the bargaining process.

Other states have taken a different view of planning, and have

taken advantage of the lack of strict guidelines as to permissible state

programs to adapt their efforts to their local situations. These states

may have decided that a written plan is not to their benefit, and are

choosing to work toward policy implementation instead.

The Council's notion of giving grants to the states to use as

they see fit is reflected in the diverse concepts of what constitutes
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planning. The "no-strings-attached money" has enabled states to do

everything from basic data collection to the buying of cooperation from

sister agencies. The grant program has allowed some innovative leaders

to adapt their agencies to meet the demands of their particular states in

all areas of planning related to water and land resources.

Planning approaches taken by states may be classified variously

as problem-focused, action-oriented, alternative futures, fragmentary,

standard and re-evaluation. Examples of problem-focused planning can be

found in the New England Guide plans on-going in New Hampshire, Vermont

and Maine. The impetus of this planning has come from federal require-

ments including those from HUD and EPA, and a comprehensive planning

process has been built around the need to meet these various federal

requirements. The New Hampshire guide-plan is cited below. Delaware and

Maryland have action-oriented plans which agency officials view as

valuable in making day-by-day water-related decisions. Maryland's is

discussed below. Utah and Minnesota perceive water resource plans as a

set of alternatives to be given to decision-makers. The Utah Process is

discussed further on as an example, and Arizona's similar conceptual

methodology will be discussed in Chapter 6. South Carolina has conducted

its planning in innovative fragments without putting together a state-

wide document. Some states, among them North Carolina, have taken a more

conservative, straight-line projection approach. Finally, at least two

states, Texas and California, utilize planning as a process of

re-orientation and re-evaluation of planning efforts which are no longer

viable policy guidelines (Ingram et al., 1973).
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New Hampshire exemplifies comprehensive planning focused on the

particular problem of water quality. The Office of State Planning, in

cooperation with the State Water Supply and Pollution Control Commission,

and with the assistance of a resource planner from the New England River

Basin Commission, began, in early 1972, to prepare the state's Guide

Plan. This group prepared a structural outline for basin plans, into

which EPA and HUD basin and regional planning requirements were placed

as tasks.

The planning procedure for the Guide Plan has three aspects (New

England River Basin Commission, 1973, p. 16):

(1) state and federal goals and policies, existing water and
land-use constraints, and natural water resources availability
considerations;

(2)natural resource analysis by development capability;
and

(3) existing water quality analysis, and technical
feasibility of water quality control facilities schemes,
including sewage collection districts, treatment plant types,
capacities, and locations, and engineering works concerning
water supply and control developments.

The first two are the responsibilities of the Office of State Planning

and the third is the job of the Water Supply and Pollution Control

Commission.

The three planning approaches are designed to produce a most

desirable future land policy map for 2020 as the framework for evaluation

alternatives to produce the final 2020 Basin Water Use and Water Quality

Management Plan Map. The future land policy map will result from

comparing the existing basin land-use pattern with the basin fish and

wildlife support map, the composite natural resource development
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capability map, and the water quality inventory map. The Basin Water Use

and Water Quality Management Plan will be derived by evaluating technical

feasibility, socio-economic and environmental impacts for various water

quality management alternatives under WRC, EPA and HUD guidelines.

Interestingly, the Guide Plan procedure is also being used in the

states of Vermont and Maine, and will be an integral part of the compre-

hensive coordinated joint plan for the New England region.

A different action-oriented concept of planning is utilized in

the state of Maryland. It is geared to the needs of the functional

resource management programs. The Department of Natural Resources

emphasizes plan implementation rather than the preparation of a state-

wide plan. According to its Fiscal Year 1974 request for assistance, the

Department considers economic, technical and political feasibility as the

important factors in its planning philosophy.

This planning process encompasses (Maryland Department of Natural

Resources, 1973, p. 6):

. • . the generation of basis planning inputs at the local
level; plan formulation and plan review at the resource
management agency level; plan review, program development, and
implementation arrangements (legislative and administrative) at
the Office of the Secretary staff level. In short, the state
posture is one of striving to meet regional and national
objectives while remaining sensitive to the needs of its local
jurisdiction.

This approach relates the job of planners to specific needs for action

rather than the preparation of an abstract planning document.

A third concept of planning, the alternative futures technique,

is being employed in the state of Utah. Alternative futures aims to

provide an alternative to the "best estimate" approach based on trends
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and projections. Alternative futures assumes that no accurate prediction

is possible. To avoid getting locked into a single, preferred plan, a

variety of "estimates" are developed and none identified as most likely.

The emphasis is on identifying the effect of change, and thus giving

decision-makers the opportunity to choose those alternatives which, hope-

fully, will maximize the good while minimizing the bad aspects of future

events. The objective is not a set plan, but a guide or framework for

decision making (Utah Department of Natural Resources, 1973).

Since events will always occur over which the state has no direct

control, the alternative futures technique allows state agencies to

develop contingency plans, at least for those events that have been

identified as likely, whether desired or not. Utah attempts to involve

those decision-makers who will be required to implement whatever deci-

sions are made, so that planning will be more acceptable to all con-

cerned and more applicable to the state's goals. The greatest problem

has been to get legislators and other decision makers to accept alterna-

tives rather than specific recommendations (Christianson, 1973).

The alternative futures technique begins by identifying those

events which, in the judgment of both planners and policy makers, could

occur within the next ten years and would have a substantial impact upon

the economy or social institutions of the state. These events were com-

bined to form "alternative futures," and a model was designed to project

the effects of combinations of these events. The results are then com-

pared to a standard projection of trends to show the range of conditions

which might be faced in that period. Some examples of probable future
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events which are related to water and land resources planning are con-

struction of the Kaiparowits power plant, coal gasification or liquefac-

tion, oil shale development, and increases in steel and other production

(Utah Department of Natural Resources, 1973).

The staff in Utah adopted five alternative futures. The staff

also considered that forecasting should not be only statewide, but should

also consider those events which could affect only one area within the

state, and the operations of specific state agencies. The staff, there-

fore, divided the state into seven multi-county planning districts and

made projections for each (Utah Department of Natural Resources, 1973).

This type of planning is tied to the budgetary process, for each

state agency must develop contingency programs and budget projections for

each alternative future. Thus, each agency must explain its budget

request in terms of the planning concept, rather than the traditional

percentage addition to the previous year's budget (Utah Department of

Natural Resources, 1973).

The Utah Process leaves elected decision-makers to choose among

the alternatives presented by staff planners. This planning concept

prefers flexibility and coordination rather than a single desired direc-

tion for the state. Whether decision makers actually want the burden of

choosing among alternatives is another matter. The Utah legislature has

requested recommendations, rather than options, for its decision

(Lawrence, 1973).

Some states have concentrated, not on statewide planning, but on

broad, comprehensive views of especially pressing problems where planners
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have the opportunities of innovating and having a policy impact. South

Carolina has accomplished excellent environmental studies such as the

Port Royal Sound study. Currently, the South Carolina Water Resources

Commission has branched out into many different areas, including the

analysis of environmental impact statements for nuclear power plants.

The Executive Director of the South Carolina Water Commission, Clair

Guess, stated that he would like to undertake an overall state water plan,

but lacked the resources. He said that he was more concerned with

implementation of policy than the creation of a written document called

a plan (Guess, 1973).

A far less innovative approach has been taken to planning by the

neighbor to the north. North Carolina has concentrated on general data

collection with a view to projecting the statewide water needs into the

future. This is a more usual, standard planning process. The result

eventually will be a formal state water planning document. The trade-off

in this kind of standard planning is the failure to be immediately

relevant to emerging needs (Ingram et al., 1973).

Because of sharp changes in public opinion, the planning docu-

ments in some states are no longer relevant. The State Water Plans of

Texas and California envisioned more water development than is now likely

ever to take place. The challenge in these states is not to create a

plan; the job of state water planners is to update and re-evaluate the

plan.

Planning encompasses these, and other, disparate efforts and

products. It depends not only upon the expectations of the WRC, but also
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upon the state's perceptions of the necessity of planning and the value

of different types of planning documents and processes. The variety of

planning efforts encountered among states indicate that the real impact

of Title III must be assessed on a state-by-state basis (Ingram et al.,

1973).

The Relation of State Goals to Title III 

Most state water planning officials believe that the federal

grant program has been very important to increasing state capability in

water and related land resources planning. There have been variations,

as would be expected, in the impact of Title III upon state efforts and,

based on these differences, three broad categories of impact effect have

been identified: (1) full-capability states, (2) low-interest states,

and (3) institution-building states (Ingram et al., 1973).

A number of states, among them Oregon, Texas, Colorado, Kansas,

California, Illinois and New York, already had a relatively high level of

planning capability in 1965, and fall into the full-capability category.

Since 1965, there have been few staff increases and limited augmentation

of state funding for water resources planning. To these states, Title

III has sometimes been useful but not crucial.

Some of these full-capability states believe that Title III funds

have given them the ability to take on new tasks and duties that would

probably not have been funded by their legislatures. For instance,

California responded to a question during the national survey (see

Appendix A) concerning such accomplishments as follows:
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Input to the Comprehensive Framework Studies for the
California Region from the State Departments of Recreation, Fish
and Game, and Conservation would probably not have been possible
without Title III funds. Lack of such funds would have limited
the leadership role of the Department of Water Resources in the
Framework studies, state participation in the Western U. S. Water
Plan Study of the Bureau of Reclamation, and some new directions
of study or indirectly other planning efforts of the Department.

Kansas responded that Title III funds had enabled it to establish a

computerized means of handling many planning problems.

In other full-capability states, Title III has served to

insulate water planners from changes in state priorities. As noted

before, New York stated that Title III funds were important in 1971 to

re-hire capable water resources planners and engineers who would other-

wise have been laid off due to a cutback of in-state funds.

The response of Illinois is most illustrative of the perspective

of full-capability states:

Some of the planning efforts of the regional planning bodies
would not have been achieved without Title III. The state would
have met its planning obligations with or without Title III
funds. Title III funds are a miniscule portion of the state
water resource planning operation, and recently for the most
part have been farmed out to regional planning agencies or used
for printing.

Another category in which Title III has had no more impact than

upon the full-capability state, if as much, is the low-interest states.

These are the states where water resources policy is of little importance

relative to other problems. Water is not of sufficient significant to

justify much investment of state monies. Alabama, Indiana, Kentucky,

Louisiana and New Hampshire are in this category. Heavy use of consul-

tants is a common characteristic, i.e., New Hampshire has spent around

50% of its awards collecting basic information from consultants and
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Indiana has used 100% of its Title III money to defray the costs of

engineering consultants contracted to map flood plains.

The third category, the institution-building states, included

states which did not have state water plans or strong planning agencies

in 1965, but did see the need for increased state capability and a

stronger role vis-a-vis the federal water agencies. In these states,

Title III grants have had an important effect. Arizona, Delaware, Maine,

Massachusetts, South Carolina, Utah and Wyoming fit into this category.

The impact in Arizona will be discussed in detail in the next chapter,

but a couple of other examples are worth mentioning here.

The state of South Carolina has grown from no staff devoted to

water resources planning to a staff of 13. The state has published a

number of innovative studies such as the South Carolina Tidelands Report 

(South Carolina Water Commission, 1970), which provides the basic guide-

lines for the planning and management of approximately 500,000 acres of

estuaries and tidal marshes in South Carolina. The Water Resources

Commission has completed a baseline environmental study of the Port Royal

Sound Estuary system of Beaufort County in order to provide realistic and

reliable data for decision-making regarding its use and management. The

questionnaire we received from South Carolina summarized (Guess, 1973):

The Federal Support through Title III has assured our Water
Resources Commission with funding levels that help develop
highly qualified and trained personnel for the maintenance of a
residence staff in South Carolina with expertise in the field
of comprehensive water and related land resources planning.
Many of these persons are young graduates of our state colleges
and universities.
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Although Wyoming, like a number of other states in this category,

would not claim to have developed to full capability, its gains made with

the aid of Title III have been substantial. In 1966, only one man spent

one-half time on water planning, and most of what was done was project-

oriented. The staff remains small in 1973, but an increase to five full-

time planners has given a focal point for water planning within the state

(Bishop, 1973). Although Wyoming would have benefitted from federal

planning effort, the response credits Title III with the Wyoming

framework water plan.

Frank McCann, the Head of the Water Resources Section of the

Maine Planning Office, stated that the "Title III programs assisted

greatly in moving the entire resource planning potential off dead

center." The staff in their office grew from two in 1966 to seven in

1973. In response to the national survey, the Maine Director of State

Planning stated, "The state would not have the present in-house

capability without Title III funds."

Similar results were experienced by the other states in the

institution-building category, and it is in this group that Title III has

had the greatest impact (Ingram et al., 1973).

The remainder of the states fit in one, or between two, of these

categories with most falling between the low-interest and the institution-

building groups.

The general view of state water agency officials is that many

states are in a much stronger position vis-a-vis federal agencies today

than before the Planning Act. Their growing sense of state strength,
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whether actual or perceived, is not limited to any geographic area or

attributed to the decline in agency influence, with the possible

exception of the Bureau of Reclamation.

Among those states where water is seen as an important issue,

there are many incentives for action and an aggressive state position.

Due, at least in part, to the environmental movement, states are more

critical of federal construction proposals than in the past, and many

states are beginning to question the need for further development.

However, in many states, the issue of water by itself is not that

important, and without a sustained interest by state officials, high

levels of participation and performance are not achieved. Given the

demands upon a state's resources, it would not be reasonable to expect a

small grant program to create an interest in water (Ingram et al., 1973).

The Relation of Federal Goals to Title III 

In addition to the specific goals and objectives of the WRC, as

outlined in Chapter 4 and discussed in previous sections of this chapter,

the Planning Act envisioned the creation of a nationally led planning

process. The passage of the Act started a period of intense planning in

water resources, some inside and some outside of the framework

established by the Council.

According to the Act, the key mechanism under which their

Comprehensive Coordinated Joint Planning was to take place was the River

Basin Commission. These organizations are neither federal nor state, but

joint. It was planned that these Commissions were to do many of the

studies across the country and coordinate the efforts of the member
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states. This has not been too successful an arrangement for several

reasons. First, decisions are made by consensus. Second, the Commis -,,

sions have not been set up across the country. Third, other regional

organizations exist which provide competition for the Commissions

(Ingram et al., 1973).

Participation in their federal-state planning has been enhanced

by Title III in that many states would not contribute time or money if it

were not for the grant funds. The "sweetener" has worked as an induce-

ment for participation, but has not increased cooperation through these

regional organizations.

Conclusions 

As this chapter has illustrated, Title III has provided important

financial resources for significant improvement in the capability of the

states to effectively plan for the use and management of their water

resources. This chapter has also shown that the accomplishment of the

goals and objectives of the WRC have depended upon those of the states.

The grants have had greater effect upon inputs than outputs, as expected,

but the lack of completion of state water plans should not be considered

too great a shortcoming of the Title III program. For one thing, the

Council has not demanded that such a document be produced, only that a

planning program or process toward a plan be defined.

Finally, in view of the magnitude of closely related environ-

mental and natural resources programs, it is unrealistic to attribute

all the increases in state water planning capability to one stall grant
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program, but Title III funds, as administered by the WRC, have provided

some states with enough resources and flexibility to take on the

responsibility for water resources planning.



CHAPTER 6

IMPACT OF TITLE III -- STATE OF ARIZONA

This chapter assesses the extent to which the goals and objec-

tives of the WRC have been met in Arizona and what portion of that

accomplishment can be attributed to the Title III program.

A brief sketch of the history and functions of the agency desig-

nated to receive Title III funds, the Arizona Water Commission, is

followed by an evaluation of the specific goals of the grant program --

augmented expenditures, enlarged and more diverse staffs, and the

preparation of a state water plan.

Intrastate coordination, an item which greatly effects institu-

tional capability, is examined next. Coordination among state agencies,

in the area of water resources planning and management, has long been a

problem in Arizona. Mann (1963), Cooke (1968) and Null (1970) all cited

coordination, or the lack thereof, as a major hindrance to effective

water resource management in the state.

Finally, a description of the participation of the Arizona Water

Commission (AWC) in the activities of the various interstate organiza-

tions will be presented.

The Arizona Water Commission 

The Arizona Water Commission, the agency responsible for compre-

hensive water and related land resources planning, is the successor

96
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agency to the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission (AISC). The AWC was

created by House Bill 3, enacted by the 30th Legislature and signed into

law on April 13, 1971.

The previous agency, the AISC, was established in 1948 to

prosecute and defend all rights, claims and privileges of the State

respecting interstate streams (Arizona Session Laws, 1948, 1st Special

Session, Ch. 14, par. 2).

The Commission shall have the power, jurisdiction and
authority to prosecute and defend all rights, formulate plans
and the development program, represent the state in conferences
and negotiations, obtain licenses for reservoirs, dam sites, and
numerous other requirements related to Arizona's network of
streams of an international or interstate character.

More specifically, the AISC was created to fight the legal battle for the

Central Arizona Project (CAP), and the State's claim to Colorado River

water, in Congress and before the courts. The supporters of the CAP

wanted a separage state agency to serve as a focal point for the various

groups involved in the work for the CAP (Null, 1970).

After the State Water and Power Plan was established in 1967,

legislation was passed specifically giving the AISC not only the power to

plan the water projects for the CAP, but to construct and operate them as

well. The legislation authroized the AISC to (Arizona Revised Statutes,

45-506):

. • . plan, construct, operate and maintain the Central Arizona
Project, or any portion thereof, and any other water projects
hereafter included in the state water and power plan; to acquire
all real property required therefor in the name of the state;
and to take such actions and proceedings as may be necessary and

desirable in connection therewith.
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Other powers given to the AISC include the authority to initiate

and participate in conferences, meetings and hearings, to apply for and

hold permits and licenses from the federal government for reservoirs, dam

sites and right-of-ways, to investigate works, plans or proposals per-

taining to interstate streams and to recommend action to the Governor and

to the legislature (Arizona Revised Statutes, 45-506).

House Bill 3 transferred to the AWC all of the duties and

responsibilities of the AISC and the Arizona Resources Board, plus the

supervision of dam safety function of the Highway Department, and the

watershed management, hydrologic data collection, and the licensing of

weather modification functions of the Land Department (see Table 6.6,

page 112).

In addition, all members of the AISC serving on the effective

date of the legislation continued to serve as members of the AWC, and the

staff of the AISC became the staff of the AWC.

As shown in Table 6.4 (page 107), seven members are appointed to

the Commission by the Governor with the consent of the Senate. At least

six counties must be represented. Ex-officio members of the AWC include

the State Land Commissioner and the chairman of the Arizona Power

Authority commission (Arizona Revised Statutes, 45-502).

Commissioners serve six-year terms, with the terns staggered so

that at least two commissioners are appointed every two years. Monthly

meetings are mandatory and any commissioner missing three meetings in

succession, unless on official business, has his membership on the AWC

terminated (Arizona Revised Statutes, 45-502).
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A chairman for the AWC is elected by the members and serves for

two years. Commission decisions are made by majority vote, but there must

be at least five members present to constitute a quorum for the transac-

tion of business (Null, 1970).

The staff of the AWC is headed by Mr. Wes Steiner, who serves as

the State Water Engineer as well as Executive Director of the Commission.

Throughout its history, the AWC has been involved in a variety of

functions and activities, although none are as well known as its role in

the fight for the CAP. In its early years, the old AISC was involved with

convincing the Congress of the need for the CAP. Congress made it clear,

however, that there would be no CAP until the dispute between Arizona and

California over the Colorado River was settled. By 1952, the AISC had

filed suit with the U. S. Supreme Court against California concerning the

division of Colorado River water. The Supreme Court, in 1963, found in

facor of Arizona's position, and the allotment of the water which had been

established in the Boulder Canyon Project Act of 1929 (Null, 1970).

Throughout the legal struggle, the AISC hired the legal counsel

and gathered the information for the suit. During this time, a very

close association with the Central Arizona Project Association (CAPA) was

developed, and the CAPA worked with the AISC to develop popular support

for the project. There was interchange of personnel and considerable

cooperation between the AISC and the CAPA, as both the agency and

interest groups wanted to present a united front (Null, 1970).

Following Arizona's victory in the suit with California, atten-

tion returned to the legislation needed to begin construction of the CAP.
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The relationship between the AISC and the CAPA continued during this

time, and their efforts were rewarded with the passage, by Congress, of

the Colorado River Basin Project Bill in 1968. This bill authorized the

construction, operation and maintenance of the CAP.

Since the passage of the enabling legislation for the CAP, the

AWC has been heavily involved in working out the details of the construc-

tion and repayment plans for the project, and has spent considerable time

overcoming recently building opposition within the state.

Besides the CAP, the AWC is involved in numerous other activities

related to water and land use planning. Some of these will be discussed

in later sections of this chapter. The other interests of the AWC

include flood control, basin studies, basic data collection, desalting,

water quality planning, watershed management, power plant and transmis-

sion line siting, weather modification, as well as preparation of a state

water plan. The AWC is also involved in interstate water planning

efforts, and the international discussions on salinity in the Colorado

River.

Augmented Expenditures 

Table 6.1 shows the extent of Arizona's increased participation

in water and related land use planning, as measured by increased state

expenditures. It is interesting to note that the totals for the first

and last years of this study, FY 1965 and FY 1973, do not coincide with

the figures on the Title III grant applications submitted by Arizona, as

shown in Table 5.1. For purposes of the Title III program, Arizona
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declared a figure of $87,000 for comprehensive water and related land use

planning in FY 1965, and a figure of $303,502 for FY 1973. This yields

an augmentation, or increased spending, figure of $215,702, for a 246%

increase over the base year.

However, Table 6.1 shows a figure of $202,347 for FY 1965, and

one of $819,884 for FY 1973. This represents an augmentation of $617,537

and over 300% increase. The differences in these figures are the result

of several things. For one, the WRC does not recognize some expenditures

as qualifying for matching funds. Another reason is the different sys-

tems of labeling and bookkeeping. Third, the figures in Table 6.1

include the expenditure of both state and federal funds (see Table 4.1

for dollar amounts), while Table 5.1 accounts for state funds only.

Although a large share of the AWC's expenditures are for

personnel and associated expenses, the agency reported spending sizable

amounts for consulting and other professional services during the study

years, as shown in Table 6.1. This is contrary to the desires of the

WRC, as they discourage the use of consultants and favor the building of

institutional expertise to take on the farmed out tasks.

Table 6.1 also shows expenditures for contracts with the Bureau

of Reclamation and the U. S. Geological Survey for hydrologic and basic

data investigations.

Enlarged Planning Staff 

Arizona, as pointed out in Chapter 5, can be categorized as an

institution-building state. The professional staff of the AISC, now the

AWC, has increased from a single engineer in FY 1965 to an authorized
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strength of 15.6 positions in FY 1973, as shown in Table 6.2. This

growth, in itself, does not necessarily increase planning capability

(Ingram et al., 1973), however, the increased diversity in academic

disciplines employed indicates a broadened experience base, and should

allow more comprehensive approaches to planning problems. The staff is

still predominantly engineers, as is the case nationally, but the addi-

tion of an economic division and additional scientific personnel is an

indication that the AWC is attempting to take a more flexible and posi-

tive role in state water planning. Projections for FY 1974 by the AWC

show a jump in staff to more than 25 positions.

Title III funds have supported an increasing amount of profes-

sional time, as shown in Table 6.3. Arizona has not been reluctant to

use the federal money to hire additional staff, but the AWC indicated

some concern for the stability of the positions should the Title III

grant program be discontinued (Clarke, 1974).

Preparation of a State Water Plan 

According to the 3rd Annual Report of the AWC, the statewide

planning program encompasses: (1) preparation of Phase 1 of the Arizona

State Water Plan, (2) studies related to the adequacy of subdivision

water supplies, (3) performance of planning studies essential to the

implementation of the CAP, (4) support of the State's interests in the

salinity negotiations with Mexico, and (5) representation of the State's

interests in the various regional water planning activities, (Arizona

Water Commission, 1973).
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Table 6.2 Professional Staff, Fiscal Year 1965 - Fiscal Year 1973.
-- Data is taken from questionnaire from Arizona in
response to national study by Ingram et al., 1973.

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

Planners

Engineers 1 2 2 2 2 4 4.8 7.8 9

Economists .4 1 2 2 2 2

Life Scientists

Physical
Scientists 1 2.2 3.3 4.6

Others

TOTAL 1 2 2 2.4 3 7 9.0 13.1 15.6

Table 6.3 Man-Months of Professional Staff Time
Supported by Title III Funds, Fiscal Year
1967 - Fiscal Year 1973. -- Data is taken
from questionnaire from Arizona in
response to national study by Ingram et
al., 1973.

1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973

0.0 12.0 18.8 36.0 38.0 46.5 48.0
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In developing the Arizona State Water Plan, the AWC is using an

alternative futures approach. Phase 1 of the plan, soon to be published,

is designed as a resource and needs assessment for the State. Phase 2

will be a description of various alternatives available to the State in

the use and administration of its water resources, including alternative

levels of population and economy, with and without the importation of

water beyond Arizona's remaining entitlement in the Colorado River.

Phase 2 is scheduled for completion in FY 1975. Phase 3, formulation of

the physical systems and/or operating programs needed to meet the require-

ments identified in Phases 1 and 2, plus the evaluation of the economic

and environmental impacts of each alternative, is scheduled for comple-

tion in FY 1976.

Arizona, like many other states, has pushed back the scheduled

completion dates for its plan, as more pressing responsibilities take

priority. The WRC has not pressed for completion of planning documents,

but has desired to see efforts directed that way, and so the AWC has

satisfied the WRC's requirements, even though no plan has actually been

produced.

Intrastate Coordination 

The enhancement of coordination and cooperation of interests at

all levels in the management of water and land resources, a major aim of

the WRC, is a complex objective, with evaluation of performance just as

complicated. Arizona has long been plagued with an over abundance of

administrative agencies involved in many aspects of water resources

planning and regulation. The same problem has prevailed in other areas
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of state concern, as the number of agencies has risen from 42 at

admission to statehood to over 125 at the present time (Cooke, 1968).

There are no less than 11 state agencies which have significent

responsibilities with regard to water (see Table 6.4).

In addition to the proliferation of state agencies, the problem

of cooperation is compounded by the presence of local entities such as

irrigation water delivery districts, irrigation districts, irrigation and

drainage districts, water conservation districts, and an agricultural

improvement and power district (Cooke, 1968). Municipal and county

control over water administration in their jurisdiction also adds to the

difficulty.

All too often the state agencies are headed by boards and

commissions which have a high degree of autonomy, with the result that

policy making has been removed from beneath the control of both the

executive and legislative branches (Mason and Hink, 1965, p. 144):

The truth of the matter is that the independent boards, regula-
tory commissions and other administrative agencies constitute an
uncoordinated and headless fourth branch of government, which
represents a flurry of governmental activity unforeseen by the
Founding Fathers and unknown to the separation of power
theorists . . . the nature and extent of the new "administrative"
function far exceeds the limits of ministerial and managerial
tasks traditionally assigned to public administration.

Given this situation, it is not surprising that special interest groups

would seek to exert influence over the administrative agencies and that

they would often be fairly successful. Mann (1963, p. 72) commented:

The public agencies, in many instances, have become little more
than spokesmen for the private interest groups with whom they
must deal. The close union between the Arizona Game Protective
Association and the Arizona Game and Fish Department has long
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been recognized. . . . The alliance between the Arizona Project
Association is not only accepted but widely praised.

Mann (1963, p. 117) also points out:

The State Land Department, the Game and Fish Commission, the
State Parks Board, the Department of Mineral Resources, the
state engineer, the Arizona Power Authority, and the various
agencies active in the agricultural and livestock industries
. . . all go their separate ways, depending upon whatever means
of cooperation they can establish to create harmony in the
state administration. In theory the governor may exercise some
authority over these agencies, particularly through the
appointing power, but in fact these agencies often become the
hand maidens for those interests which are most directly con-
cerned with their activities. In the natural resource and
agricultural fields, one finds that interest groups directly
affected by the operation of an agency often control the
activities of the agency.

To futher complicate the situation, overlapping areas of

responsibility are common. Table 6.5 shows the powers and duties of the

11 identified water-related agencies, as reported by the agencies in

response to the questionnaire (see Appendix B). Note that both the

State Health Department and the Game and Fish Department have responbi-

bility for controlling pollution, while the Water Quality Control

Council, composed of representatives of other agencies and interest

groups and yet still considered a part of the Health Department, also has

a role in this area.

Other areas of overlap are water resources planning and construc-

tion. The Game and Fish Department, the Outdoor Recreation Coordinating

Committee, and the AWC all claim planning responsibilities. In the

construction field, four agencies, including the AWC, are authorized to

construct and operate or supervise the construction of water-related

projects.
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The shortcomings in Arizona's administrative organization were

recognized soon after statehood, with attempts at general reorganization

several times since then, all with little success. There have also been

a number of attempts to achieve better coordination of water resources

planning, by creating new agencies and merging old ones. Examples of

this are the Arizona Resources Board, the Arizona State Planning Board,

and the Arizona State Resource and Planning Board (Cooke, 1968). The

Resources Board was established in 1919 and was given broad powers.

Although the Resources Board existed until the creation of the AWC in

1971, it was largely inoperative, and had filed only one report. The

other two agencies experience similar fates. The State Planning Board,

created in 1934, had no appropriated funds and produced only one report

during its two-year life. In 1944, the State Resource and Planning Board

was established to assist in agricultural adjustment after World War II,

and essentially ignored, was discontinued shortly after the was (Mann,

1963).

There have been some attempts at combining agencies, for

efficiency and economy. In 1942, the functions of the Water Commissioner

were transferred to the State Land Commissioner, and in 1954, the Land

Commissioner also took over the functions of the Underground Water

Commission. Mann (1963, p. 119) points out that the reasons for such

transfers may be suspect:

Invariably the excuse for organizational changes was "economy
and efficiency," but economy usually took precedence over
efficiency. It should be noted that administrative rational-
ization may be only a facade for the actual destruction of a
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program. The elimination of the Underground Water Commission by
transferring its functions to the Land Department in 1954 was
clearly a case in point.

Thus, the combining of functions resulting from the creation of

the AWC in 1971, does not necessarily mean a change in policy for water

administration in Arizona. However, both Cooke (1968) and Null (1970)

identified the AISC, under the leadership of Mr. Steiner, as the agency

most capable of providing comprehensive guidance to the State's efforts.

Table 6.6 shows the recommendations of the AISC in 1969,

regarding reorganization and consolidation of water resources responsi-

bilities, and these recommendations were essentially enacted when the AWC

succeeded the AISC in 1971. However, as has been noted before, the giving

of powers and the implementation of policy are not one and the same.

House Bill 3, which created the AWC, requires that the Commission

coordinate and confer with the Arizona Power Authority, State Game and

Fish Department, State Land Department, Arizona Outdoor Recreation

Coordinating Commission, Office of Economic Planning and Development,

Arizona Atomic Energy Commission, and the various political subdivisions

of the State with respect to matters within their jurisdiction. In

addition, the statutes require that the AWC coordinate and confer with

the State Health Department and the Water Quality Control Council on

issues of mutual interest (Arizona Revised Statutes, 4 5-511). Note that

this list covers nearly all the water-related agencies identified in this

chapter.

A common device, and another source of coordination among the

agencies is obtained through interlocking representation on commissions
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and work groups. For example, the Executive Director of the AWC serves

as a member of the Interagency Economic Coordinating Council and as a

member of the State Agency Environmental Council. He also serves on the

State Water Quality Control Council, the State Interagency Committee for

Planning and Coordination, the State Community Development Council, the

Power Plant and Transmission Siting Committee, the Coordinated Planning

Subcommittee of the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee, and the

Arizona Water Resources Committee. The ex-officio representation on the

AWC by the State Land Commissioner and the Chairman of the Power

Authority have been noted previously (Arizona Water Commission, 1973).

A central mechanism for all planning coordination is operated by

the Office of Economic Planning and Development. Clearinghouse proce-

dures set down by the State Interagency Exchange for Planning and

Coordination are operational in accordance with OMB Circular No. A-95 and

its revisions. The clearinghouse has developed an "interest matrix" for

funneling applications and approvals of grants to the proper agencies

(Clarke, 1974).

Although it is probably too early to judge the effectiveness of

the AWC in operating within this maze of administrative agencies and

devices, or in coordinating the various water functions of the State, the

new agency is most definitely a step toward more positive state partici-

pation in water and related land resources planning. A spokesman for the

AWC gave substantial credit for the gains in the agency's ability to

coordinate with other entities to Title III funding, stating that the

grant money had permitted the hiring of a "critical mass" of staff to

allow the spending of time on interagency activities (Clarke, 1974).
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The agencies queried all felt that coordination had improved

within the past few years, and most gave credit to the growth and

expansion of the AWC as a major factor in the improvement of relations.

Spokesmen for both the Game and Fish Department and the Water Quality

Control Council cited the AWC, and particularly Mr. Steiner, as having

played an increasing role in water administration in Arizona.

Interstate Coordination 

The Water Resources Planning Act, in addition to its other goals,

aimed to change the balance of power between federal agencies and state

governments in water Resources development, and to make the states equal

partners in the planning process (Ingram et al., 1973). Thus, consid-

eration of the AWC's role in interstate and federal-state activities is

important to this study.

The arid Southwest has been the scene of many struggles over

water and water rights, and cooperation has at times been difficult at

all levels, and particularly among the various states.

The AWC is involved in many activities related to western water

resources management, with 15 man-months in FY 1972 and 20 man-months in

FY 1973 reported as devoted to federal-state coordination activities

(Ingram et al., 1973).

A regional body, the Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee

(PSIAC), composed of the seven states signing the Colorado River Compact,

is the agency concerned with the management and development of the

Colorado River Basin. The AWC is Arizona's representative and has a

position on the Coordinated Planning Subcommittee of the PSIAC.
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The Committee of Fourteen, consisting of two members appointed by

the goy ernor of each of the seven Colorado River Basin states, was

established in 1962 to advise the U. S. State Department and the U. S.

Commissioner of the International Boundary and Water Commission con-

cerning negotiations with Mexico on the issue of water quality in the

Colorado River. Mr. Steiner, of the AWC, is currently chairman of this

committee (Arizona Water Commission, 1973).

Another interstate mechanism for cooperation is the Western

States Water Council. Mr. Steiner also represents Arizona on this group

which is composed of three representatives of each of the eleven western

states and was established to promote regional understanding and coopera-

tion in water matters (Arizona Water Commission, 1973).

As part of the federal legislation authorizing the CAP, Congress

directed the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a study of the long-

range water supply and requirements of the western United States and to

develop a general plan to meet these needs. This study, commonly

referred to as the Western U. S. Water Plan or Westside Study, is

scheduled for completion by the end of the current fiscal year. The AWC

participated extensively in this study in an effort to maximize the

State's position (Arizona Water Commission, 1973).

Cooperation with the Bureau of Reclamation is pursued through the

Lower Colorado River Management Program Coordinating Committee. This

Committee coordinates investigation of specific problems along the river

and makes recommendations to the Bureau, who is in charge of the

management program.
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A final mechanism is a task force consisting of representatives

of the Bureau of Reclamation, the Geological Survey, the Bureau of

Indian Affairs, and the three lower Basin States, California, Nevada, and

Arizona, was formed during 1969 to direct a program designed to determine

groundwater return flows to the Colorado River. A member of the AWC

staff serves on the task force (Arizona Water Commission, 1973).

Although Arizona has long been conscious of the importance of

water, the state has not until recently had a strong commitment to water

planning. Mr. Steiner believes Title III has been invaluable in

building a state capability sufficient to establish a position separate

from that of the Bureau of Reclamation (Ingram et al., 1973). The AWC

also feels that this increased capability allows Arizona to bargain more

effectively with its long-time rival for Colorado River water, California.

The AWC also has developed improved working relationships with the Corps

of Engineers and the Soil Conservation Service (Clarke, 1974).

Conclusions 

While Arizona has not solved all its problems in the planning and

administration of the water resources of the State since the inception of

the Title III grant program, it is valid to conclude that the State has

achieved a stronger bargaining position in the arena of water resources

management.

As shown in this chapter, Arizona has built a water planning

agency with considerably more capability and potential to cope with the

future problems of the State. Increased expenditures for water planning

functions, enlarged staff with more diverse talents, and consolidation of
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some water-related functions and responsibilities are all indications of

Arizona's commitment to comprehensive water and related land use

planning. Attempts at improved relations between the various state,

federal, and regional organizations is a strong plus for the AWC, and

according to most people interviewed and the literature, is the one area

in state water administration in need of more intensive concentration.

All the credit for this enhanced planning capacity and

strengthened bargaining position, both intrastate and interstate, cannot

be attributed to Title III. Many other factors, as have been mentioned

previously, were also partly responsible. A point which should not be

overlooked is that the talent and personality of the current Executive

Director of the AWC, Mr. Steiner, has contributed immeasurably to the

success of the agency. However, Title III did provide vital funding at

an opportune time to get the current program going.

Thus, Arizona has been nearly a model state for the Title III

grant program of the Water Resources Planning Act. The State has met

nearly all the objectives of the WRC, and with the exception of consul-

tant use, complied with all the criteria in the Rules and Regulations.

The funds provided by this federal grant-in-aid have been used, not only

in accordance with federal requirements, but also in the spirit and

intentions of the legislation.



CHAPTER 7

POLICY IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

As expected, the evaluation of the impact of this relatively

small federal domestic assistance program produced no dramatic revela-

tions. However, it has produced a better understanding of this federal

tool used to encourage participation in comprehensive water and related

land use planning.

As shown in Chapter 4, the Title III grant program of the Water

Resources Planning Act did not differ substantially from the many other

grants-in-aid which had been previously developed. It was a case of the

use of funds to "buy" support for a piece of federal legislation that

contained provisions not particularly attractive to the states and

interested federal agencies. While the Act contained the statement of

explicit national goals and objectives, the authority to demand state

adherence to the spirit of the legislation, as well as meeting the

qualifications for federal assistance, was not granted.

The WRC, also created by the Planning Act, had no strong

legislative basis or legal authority to take an aggressive position in

the administration of the grant funds, and its bargaining position has

been weakened even more since the passage of the legislation, but no

doubt the grant program, and most likely the rest of the bill, would not

not have received the support necessary for enactment if the WRC had been

given strong authority over the states.

120
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The Rules and Regulations developed by the WRC have further

restricted the Council's ability to exert influence over the recipient

agencies. The existence of the 60-40 formula has removed much of the

Council's control over a larger share of the funds, as the states can

almost claim a right to that portion of the money since it is allocated

on the basis of land area, population, and the reciprocal of per capita

income.

Another, and unforeseen, circumstance which has diminished the

WRC's bargaining strength was the failure of appropriations for support

of the Title III program to increase as projected. Lack of full funding

of the program inhibited council actions after the initial awards had

been made, in a spirit of accommodation, to get the program going. The

absence of substantial increases in funding has prevented the WRC from

shifting a larger share of the funds to those states capable of, or

willing to make, substantial program in water resources planning.

Thus, the WRC was forced to take a cooperative attitude toward

the states in the administration of the grant program and the enforcement

of compliance with the attached conditions. This attitude, plus the

Council objective of giving the states as much flexibility as possible in

the expenditures of both the Title III and state matching funds has

restrained WRC criticism of state planning programs.

The states, meanwhile, have enjoyed their position vis-a-vis the

WRC. They have had only to provide organizational and budgetary infor-

mation to the WRC, to document compliance with federal requirements, and

have received, in turn, essentially free money to spend as they choose.
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Some states have needed the funds, and put them to good use, while

others, from lack of need or lack of interest or both, have simply spent

the money.

Arizona, as was shown in Chapter 6, is one of the states having

benefitted considerably from the Title III program. The federal funds

have not only increased the technical expertise and planning capability

of the Arizona Water Commission, but more importantly have provided the

AWC with a steady supply of funds independent of the special interest

groups which have considerable influence in state water resource

activities. This does not insure comprehensive planning to meet the

needs of the state, but these funds do permit allocation of staff time

to such efforts.

The most pressing problem of resource administration in Arizona,

coordination, is probably immune to the direct effects of the influence

of federal funding, and will be effected only indirectly by the leader-

ship of the AWC and the stronger bargaining position of the agency. The

presence of formal coordinating mechanisms is no indication of coopera-

tion and may reflect nominal acceptance of the concept for "grantsmanship"

purposes. In fact, there are probably too many formal coordination

mechanisms, both intrastate and interstate, for the AWC to handle effec-

tively. The intrastate devices may even contribute to the problem by

compounding the channels of communication and increasing confusion.

Wholesale reorganization of the state government structure, along with

better definition of water rights and law, is needed if the state is to

make the best use of its water resources, and to make comprehensive

planning efforts worthwhile.
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The AWC is gaining prestige and influence within the state struc-

ture, and is in a good position to provide a focal point for the develop-

ment of sound water resources policy. And so, since Title III is

practically the only federal funding for comprehensive water resources

planning, and discontinence of the program would probably cause the

state-wide water planning program of the AWC to suffer due to the

priority of the CAP, this small amount of money may play a key role in

state water policy formulation. It may be just the thing needed to

provide a broader view of water and related land use planning in Arizona,

and produce an integrated plan representative of the desires of the

people of the state.

The AWC is in a stronger position vis-a-vis the federal water

agencies now then it was prior to the Planning Act. Whether the trend in

federal-state relations in environmental control is toward the federal

government increasing its own role and influence over the states as

Haskell and Price (1973) argue; whether the federal government is

decreasing its apparent role (Reagan, 1972) through the use of the grant

funds; or whether the states, Arizona included, are actually taking a

stronger posture, is not important here. What is important is that

Arizona, like many other states, is starting to develop stronger

commitments to improving natural resources policy.

As shown in Chapter 6, policy change, even minute incremental

change, has been and will continue to be a slow process. The amorphous

state organizational structure is resistant to alteration. The plethora

of interest groups and sub-state governmental entities involved in water
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resources and land use planning activities are in need of strong state

leadership, and provided the AWC can survive the current difficulties

with the CAP, Arizona will have developed an agency capable of assuming

that role.

Finally, Title III has been an inexpensive "tweak" of the system,

and while having its shortcomings and disappointments, has produced some

very positive results. To adequately assess the true value of the grants

provision of the Water Resources Planning Act, an evaluation should assess

the entire Act to determine if the "sweetener" has truly done its job.

Such an evaluation is beyond the scope of this thesis. The interest in a

separate evaluation of the grant portion of the Act, considering that the

grant program is up for renewal, shows clientele support and indicates

that Title III fits the trend toward perpetuation of the firmly

entrenched grant-in-aid system.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Evaluation of Title III Water
Planning Grants to States

Please respond to the following questions, and feel free to add
any comments or concerns you may have about the Title III Program. Any
additional information or ideas which you feel should be included in our
study will be greatly appreciated.

Name of State:

1 What institutional arrangements exist for coordination of water and
land-use plans in your state? (For example, interagency committees,
Governor's planning staff, water and land planning agencies.)

2. What institutional arrangements exist for integrating water resource
and water quality planning in your state?

3. What percent of your Federal and State Title III funds are used to
hire outside professional consultants (including universities) in
your state?

4. What is the relationship between agencies utilizing Title II OWRR
funds and agencies utilizing Title III planning funds in your state?

5. Professional staff:
Fiscal Year

65	 66	 67	 68	 69	 70	 71	 72	 73

Planners

Engineers

Economists

Life Scientists

Physical Scientists

Others

TOTAL
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6. How many man-months of the above professional planning staff time has
Title III funds supported in your state in each of the following?

FY 1967

FY 1968

FY 1969

FY 1970

FY 1971

FY 1972

FY 1973

7. How many man-months of professional planning staff time is devoted to
federal-state coordination activities during fiscal years 1972 and
1973?

8. Do you have a State Water Plan? If not, in what stage of development
is the plan and when do you expect completion? If yes, when was the
plan completed?

9. In which of the following categories would your Plan fit?

a. Component of General State Plan.
b. Equal Partner in Water and Land Use Plan.
c. Separate State Water Plan.

10. What do you believe have been the accomplishments of water and
related land resource planning in your state which may not have been
achieved without Title III funding?

11. In your view, is there sufficient flexibility in the matching
requirements of Title III grant funds? If not, would permission to
carry over state funds not matched in one year to the succeeding year
be useful? Would a provision allowing states in a region involved in
basin planning to pool funds be useful?

12. In your view, which is the best institutional arrangement for
allocation of water and related land use planning grants?

a. Through the Water Resources Council.
b. Through joint federal-state regional institutions such as River

Basin Commissions.
c. Through Federal Regional Natural Resources Councils.
d. Others, please specify.
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13. Which of the following modifications in federal funding of water and
related land planning are desirable in your view?

a. More funds should be allocated on the basis of a formula.
b. More funds should be allocated on the basis of need and

opportunity of state to make a substantial advance.

14. In your view, what would be the impact upon water and related land
resource planning in your state if Title III funds were discontinued:

a. There would be a reduction in state capacity.
b. The effect upon state water and related land resource planning

would be negligible.
c. The State would pick up the funding.
d. The funding would be supplied by other federal programs,

specifically

15. If the Title III grants program had more funding, could your state
supply matching funds?

16. How much more Title III funds could your state utilize if made
available?

immediately

for next couple of years

17. Would you prefer Title III funds allocated by the current 60-40
formula or by another formula? Please explain.

18. In your view, if natural resource revenue sharing should replace
Title III grant funding, would the amount of money spent for water
resources and related land planning:

a. Be reduced.
b. Stay the same.
c. Be increased.

19. What is your view of the desirability of combining the Title III
program with other federal grant programs? Would you_prefer:

a. A continuation of the program authorized in the 1965 Act.
b. The consolidation of this funding program with grants for land

use planning.
c. A combined water resources grant program (including floods,

plain management, water supply coastal zones, etc.).
d. General Natural Resources Revenue Sharing.
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20. In your view, should the Title III program be continued beyond the
initial 10-year legislative authorization:

a. At the current funding level?
b. At the funding level authorized by the initial legislation?
c. At the funding level higher than the initial authorization?
d. Not be continued? Please explain.
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Organization 

Date established:
Authority (ARS): 	
Number of officers:

Ex-officio:

131

Public (at large): 	
Public (represents geographical areas):
Public (represents interest groups): 	
Length of term: 	
Appointed by Governor? Yes
Need Legislative approval? Yes
Other:
Are terms staggered? Yes

No

No

No

Powers and Responsibilities 

Please check those which apply to your agency.

Water Resource Planning
Pollution Control
Regulate Water Use

(Water Rights)
Appropriate Water
Employ Staff
Issue Well Permits

Issue Dam Permits
Enforcement Power
Enter into Contracts
Finance Local Water Projects
Issue Bonds
Participate in federal projects
Construct and operate projects

Has your agency gained or lost any power or responsibilities since
July 1, 1967? If so, which ones?

Funding 
FY68 FY69 FY70 FY71 FY72 FY73

Total expenditures
Water related expenditures

Do you utilize any Federal Grant/Aid funds? If so, which Federal
Programs and how much annually?
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Staffing 

FY68 FY69 FY70 FY71 FY72 FY73
Professional staff
Water related staff                                     

Intrastate Coordination 

What mechanisms do you use for coordination on state water resource
conservation and development?

Is your agency an ex-officio member of any other state boards or
commissions?

Additional Comments 
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Public Law 89-80
89th Congress, S. 21

July 22, 1965

2111 art
To provide for the optimum development of the Nation's natural resources

through the coordinated planning of water and related land resources, through
the establishment of a water resources council and river basin commissions,
and by providing financial assistance to the States in order to increase State
participation in such planning.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repreaentatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, 	 Water Resouroes

Planning Alit.

SHORT TITLE•
SEcrioir 1. This Act may be cited as the "Water Resources Planning

Act".
STATEKENT OF POLICY

Sac. 2. In order to meet the rapidly expanding demands for water
throughout the Nation, it is hereby declared to be the policy of
the Congress to encourage the conservation, development, and utiliza-
tion of water and related land resources of the United States on a com-
prehensive and coordinated basis by the Federal Government, States,
localities, and private enterprise with the cooperation of all affected
Federal agencies, States, local governments, individuals, corporations,
business enterprises, and others concerned.

EFFECT ON TIMING LAWS

SEC. 3. Nothing in this Act shall be construed—
(a) to expand or diminish either Federal or State jurisdiction, Federal or

responsibility, or rights in the field of water resources planning, state .J

development, or control; nor to displace, supersede, limit or diction.

modify any interstate compact or the jurisdiction or responsibility
of any legally established joint or common agency of two or more
States, or of two or more States and the Federal Government; nor
to limit the authority of Congress to authorize and fund projects;

(b) to change or otherwise affect the authority or responsibility Fede ral
of any Federal official in the discharge of the duties of his office oiala.
except as required to carry out the provisions of this Act with
respect to the preparation and review of comprehensive regional 79 STILT. 244.

79 STAT.or river basin plans and the formulation and evaluation of Federal	 2437

water and related land resources projects;
(c) as superseding, modifying, or repealing existing la ,vs Federal agenoies

applicable to the various Federal agencies which are authorized and interna-

to develop or participate in the development of water and related t ional ocard

land resources or to exercise licensing or regulatory functions in sions•

relation thereto, except as required to carry out the provisions of
this Act; nor to affect the i 	 powers, or prerogatives of
the International Joint Commission, United States and. Canada,
the Permanent Eng-ineering Board and the United States Oper-
ating Entity or Entities established pursuant to the Columbia
River Basin Treaty, signed at Washington, January 17, 1961, or TIAS 5638.

the International Boundary and Water Commission, United
States and Mexico;

(d) as authorizing any entity established or acting under the River basin

provisions hereof to study, plan, or recommend the transfer of occimi"i°m•
waters between areas under the jurisdiction of more than one
river basin commission or entity performing the function of a
river basin commission.

SI-220 0— (95)
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TITLE I—WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL

Duties.	 SEC. 1OE2. The Council shall—
(a) maintain a continuing study and prepare an assessment

biennially, or at such less frequent intervals as the Council may
• determine, of the adequacy of supplies of water necessary to meet

the water requirements in each water resource region in the
United States and the national interest therein; and

(b) maintain a continuing study of the relation of regional
or river basin plans and programs to the requirements of larger
regions of-the Nation and of the adequacy of administrative and
statutory means for the coordination of the water and related land
resources policies and programs of the several Federal agencies;

See note (1) below it shall appraise the adequacy of existing and proposed policies
and programs to meet such requirements; and it shall make recom-
mendations to the President with respect to Federal policies and
programs.

Federal projects 	 SEC. 103. The Council shall establish, after such consultation with
prooedures.	 other interested entities, both Federal and non-Federal, as the Council

may find appropriate, and with the approval of the President, prin-
ciples, standards, and procedures for Federal narticinants in the
preparation of comprehensive regional or river basin plans and for
the formulation and evaluation of Federal water and related land
resources projects. Such procedures may include provision  for Coun-
cil revision of plans for Federal projects intended to be proposed
in any plan or revision thereof being prepared by a river basin
planning commission.

Review of plans.	 Sic. 104. Upon receipt of a plan or revision thereof from any river
basin commission under the provisions of section 204(3) of this Act,
the Council shall review the plan or revision with special regard to--

(1) the efficacy of such plan or revision in achieving optimum
79 STAT. 245,	 use of the water, and related land resources in the area involved;
79 STAT. 246.	 (2) the effect of the plan on the achievement of other programs

for the development of agricultural, urban, energy, industrial,
recreational, fish and wildlife, and other resources of the entire
Nation; and

(8) the contributions which such plan or revision will make in
obtaining the Nation's economic and social goals.

Based on such review the Council shall—
(a) formulate such recommendations as it deems desirable in

the national interest; and
Report to Preei..	 (b) transmit its recommendations, together with the plan or
dent and Congress.	 revision of the river basin commission and the views, comments,

and recommendations with respect to such plan or revision sub-
mitted by any Federal agency, Governor, interstate commission,
or United States section of an international commission, to the

See note (1)

See note ( 9)
See note (31

below SEC. 101. There is hereby established a Water Resources Council
(hereinafter referred to as the "Council") which shall be composed of

below the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture the Sec-
below retary of the Army, the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,

and the Chairman of the Federal Power Commission. The Chairman
of the Council shall request the heads of other Federal agencies to
participate with the Council when matters affecting their responsi-
bilities are considered by the Council. The Chairman of the Council
shall be designated by the President.
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President for his review and transmittal to the Congress with his
recommendations in regard to authorization of Federal projects.

Szc. 105. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this
Act, the Council tray: (1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such times
and places, talic, such testimony, receive such evidence, and print or
otherwise reproduce and distribute so much of its proceedings and
reports thereon as it may deem advisable; (2) acquire, furnish, and
equip such office space as is necessary ; (3) use the United States mails
in the same manner and upon the same conditions as other departments
and agencies of the United States; (1) employ and fix the compensa-
tion of such personnel as it deems advisable in accordance with the
civil service laws and Classification Act of 19:19, as amended; (5) pro-
cure services as authorized by section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1916
(5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to exceed $100 per diem for individuals;
(6) purchase, hire, operate, and maintain passenger motor vehicles;
and (7) incur such necessary expenses and exercise such other powers
as are consistent with and reasonably required to perform its functions
under this Act.

(b) Any member of the Council is authorized to administer oaths
when it is determined by a majority of the Council that testimony shall
be taken or evidence received under oath.

(c) To the extent permitted by law, all appropriate records and
papers of the Council may be made available for public inspection
during ordinary office hours.

(d) Upon request of the Council, the head of any Federal depart-
ment or agency is authorized (1) to furnish to the Council such infor-
mation as may be necessary for carrying out its functions and as may
be available to or procurable by such department or agency, and (2)
to detail to temporary duty with such Council on a reimbursable basis
such personnel within his administrative jurisdiction as it may need or
believe to be useful for carrying out its functions, each such detail to
be without loss of seniority, pay, or other employee status.

(e) The Council shall be responsible for (1) the appointment and
supervision of personnel, (2) the assignment of duties and responsi-
bilities among such personnel, and (3) the use and expenditures of
funds.

TITLE II—RIVER BASIN COMMISSIONS

Administrative
provisions.

63 Stat. 9541
78 Stat. 400.
5 USC 1071
note.
60 Stat. 810.

See note (4) below

Oaths.

Recordd, publia
impeotion,

CREATION OF COMMISSIONS

SEC. 201. (a) The President is authorized to declare the establish-
ment of a river basin water and related land resources commission
upon request therefor by the Council, or request addressed to the
Council by a State within which all or part of the basin or basins
concerned are located if the request by the Council or by a State (1)
defines the area, river basin, or group of related river basins for which
a commiastion is requested, (2) is made in writing by the Governor or 79 STAT, 246. 

in such manner as State law may provide, or by the Council, and (3) 79 STAT. 247.

is concurred in by the Council and by not less than one-half of the
States within which portions of the basin or basins concerned are
located and, in the event the Upper Colorado River Basin is involved,
by at least three of the four States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah,
and Wyoming or, in the event the Columbia River Basin is involved,
by at least three of the four States of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and
liVaahington. Such concurrences shall be in writing.
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Duties. (b) Each such commission for an area, river basin, or group of
river basins shall, to the extent consistent with section 3 of this Act—

(1) serve as the principal agency for the coordination of Fed-
eral, State, interstate, local and nongovernmental plans for the
development of water and related land resources in its area, river
basin, or group of river basins;

(2) prepare and keep up to date to the extent practicable, a
comprehensive, coordinated, joint plan for Federal, State, inter-
state local and nongovernmental development of water and
related resources : Provided, That the plan shall include an evalua-
tion of all reasonable alternative means of achieving optimum
development of water and related land resources of the basin or
basins, and it may be prepared in stages, including recommenda-
tions with respect to individual projects;

(3) recommend long-range schedules of priorities for the col-
lection and analysis of basic data and for investigation, planning,
and construction of projects; and

(4) foster and undertake such studies of water and related land
resources problems in its area, river basin, or group of river basins
as are necessary in the preparation of the plan described in clause
(2) of this subsection.

MEMBERSHIP OF COMMISSIONS

Federal chair-
men.

Federal agenoies.

States.

Src. 202. Each river basin commission shall be composed of mem-
bers appointed as follows:

(a) A chairman appointed by the President who shall also serve as
chairman and coordinating officer of the Federal members of the com-
mission and who shall represent the Federal Government in Federal-
State relations on the commission and who shall not, during the period
of his service on the commission, hold any other position as an officer
or employee of the United States, except as a retired officer or retired
civilian employee of the Federal Government;

(b) One member from each Federal department or independent
agency determined by the President to have a substantial interest in
the work to be undertaken by the commission, such member to be
appointed by the head of such department or independent agency and
to serve as the representative of such department or independent
agency;

(c) One member from each State which lies wholly or partially
within the area, river basin, or group of river basins for which the
commission is established, and the appointment of each such member
shall be made in accordance with the laws of the State which he repre-
sents. In the absence of governing provisions of State law, such State
members shall be appointed and serve at the pleasure of the Governor;

(d) One member appointed by any interstate agency created by an
interstate compact to which the consent of Congress has been given,
and whose jurisdiction extends to the waters of the area, river basin, or
group of river basins for which the river basin commission is created;

(e) When deemed appropriate by the President, one member, who
shall be appointed by the President, from the United States section of
any international commission created by a treaty to which the consent
of the Senate has been given, and whose jurisdiction extends to the
waters of the area, river basin, or group of river basins for which the
river basin commission is established.

Interstate agen-
cies.

International
commissions.

79 STAR. 247.
79 STAT. 248.
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ORGANIZATION OF COMMISSIONS

Sac. 203. (a) Each river basin commission shall organize for the
performance of its functions within ninety days after the President
shell have declared the establishment of such commission, subject to
the availability of funds for carrying on its work. A commission
shall teammate upon decision of the Council or agreement of a major-
ity of the States composing the commission. Upon such termination, Disposition of
all property, assets, and records of the commission shall thereafter be reoords.

turned over to such agencies of the United States and the participating
States as shall be appropriate in the circumstances: Provided, That
studies, data, and other materials useful in water and related land
resources planning to any of the participants shall be kept freely
available to all such participants.

(b) State members of each commission shall elect a vice chairman,
who shall serve also as chairman and coordinating officer of the State
members of the commission and who shall represent the State govern-
ments in Federal-State relations on the commission.

(c) Vacancies in a commission shall not affect its powers but shall vaoanoi es.
be filled in the same manner in which the original appointments were
made: Provided, That the chairman and vice chairman may designate
alternates to act for them during temporary absences.

m(d) In the work of the commission every reasonable endeavor shall Chaien, final

be made to arrive at a consensus of all members on all issues; but fail- authorit's

ing this, full opportunity shall be afforded each member for the pres-
entation and report of individual views : Provided, That at any time
the commission fails to act by reason of absence of consensus, the
position of the chairman, acting in behalf of the Federal members, and
the vice chairman, acting upon instructions of the State members, shall
be set forth in the record: Provided further, That the chairman, in
consultation with the vice chairman, shall have the final authority, in
the absence of an applicable bylaw adopted by the commission or in
the absence of a consensus t to fix the times and places for meetings, to
set deadlines for the submission of annual and other reports, to estab-
lish subcommittees, and to decide such other procedural questions as
may be necessary for the commission to perform its functions.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSIONS

Sic. 204. Each river basin commission shall—
(1) engage in such activities and make such studies and investi-

gations as are necaaanry and desirable in carrying out the policy
set forth in section 2 of this Act and in accomplishing the purposes
set forth in section 201 ( b) of this Act ;

(2) submit to the Council and the Governor of each participat- Report to Presi-

ing State a report on its work at least once each year. Such report dent and Con-

shall be transmitted through the President to the Congress. After gress•
such transmission, copies of any such report shall be sent to the
heads a such Federal, State, interstate, and international agencies
as the President or the Governors of the participating States may
direct;

(3) submit to the Council for transmission to the President and Joint plan,

by him to the Congress. and the Governors and the legislatures of trant"ission•

the participating States a comprehensive, coordinated, joint plan,
or any major portion thereof or necessary revisions thereof, for
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water and related land resources development in the area, river
basin, or group of river basins for which such commission was
established. Before the commission submits such a plan or major
portion thereof or revision thereof to the Council, it shall transmit
the proposed plan or revision to the head of each Federal depart-
ment or agency, the Governor of each State, and each interstate
agency, from which a member of the commission has been
appointed, and to the head of the United States section of any
international commission if the plan, portion or revision deafs
with a boundary water or a river crossing a boundary, or any tribu-
tary flowing into such boundary water or river, over which the
international commission has jurisdiction or for which it has
responsibility. Each such department and agency head, Governor,
interstate agency, and United States section of an international
commission shall have ninety days from the date of the receipt of
the proposed plan, portion, or revision to report its views, com-
ments, and recommendations to the commission. The commission
may modify the plan, portion, or revision after considering the
reports so submitted. The views, comments, and recommendations
.submitted by each Federal department or agency head, Governor,
interstate agency, and United States section of an international
commission shall be transmitted to the Council with the plan,
portion, or revision; and

(4) submit to the Council at the time of submitting such plan,
any recommendations it may have for continuing the functions of
the commission and for implementing the plan, including means
of keeping the plan up to date.

POWYS AND ADMINISTRATIVE raoviimis OF THE comarissmisis

Szo. 205. (a) For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this
title each river basin commission may—

(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such times and places, tala
such testimony, receive such evidence, and print or otherwise
reproduce and distribute so much of its proceedings and reports
thereon as it may deem advisable;

(2) acquire, furnish, and equip such office space as is necessary ;
(3) use the United States mails in the same manner and upon

the same conditions as departments and agencies of the United
States;

(4) employ and compensate such personnel as it deems advis-
able, including consultants, at rates not to exceed $100 per diem,
and retain and compensate such professional or technical service
firms as it deems advisable on a contract basis •

(5) arrange for the services of personnel from any State or the
United States, or any subdivision or agency thereof, or any inter-
governmental agency;

(8) make arrangements, including contracts, with.any partici-
pating government, except the United States or the District of
Columbia, for inclusion in a suitable retirement and employee
benefit system of such of its personnel as may not be eligible for
or continuing in another governmental retirement or employee
benefit system, or otherwise provide for such coverage of its
personnel;

(7) purchase, hire, operate, and maintain passenger motor
vehicles; and
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(8) incur such necessary expenses and exercise such other
powers as are consistent with and reasonably required to perform
its functions under this Act.

(b) The chairman of a river basin commission, or any member of
such commission designated by the chairman thereof for the purpose,
is authorized to administer oaths when it is determined by a ma-
jority of the commission that testimony shall be taken or evidence
received under oath.

(c) To the extent permitted by law, all appropriate records and
papers of each river basin  commission shall be made available for
public inspection during ordinary office hours.

(d) Upon request of the chairman of any river basin commission,
or any member or employee of such commission designated by the
chairman thereof for the purpeee, the head of any Federal depart-
ment or agency is authorized (1) to furnish to such commission such
information as may be necevsary for carrying out its functions and
as may be available to or procurable by such department or agency,
and (2) to detail to temporary duty with such commission on a reim-
bursable basis such personnel within his administrative jurisdiction
as it may need or believe to be useful for carrying out its functions,
each such detail to be without loss of seniority, pay, or other employee
status.

(e) The chairman of each river basin commission shall, with the
concurrence of the vice chairman, appoint the personnel employed
by such commission, and the chairman shall, in accordance with the
general policies of such commission with respect to the work to be
accomplished by it and the timing thereof, be responsible for (1)
the supervision of personnel employed by such commission, (2) the
assignment of duties and responsibilities among such personnel, and
(3) the use and expenditure of funds available to such commission.

Oaths.

Reoords,publio
inspeotlon.

Personnel.

00MYENtaTION OF 00XOWDMUON MMIDIFJO

Sic. 206. (a) Any member of a river basin commission appointed
pursuant to section 202 (b) and (e) of this Act shall receive no addi-
tional compensation by 'virtue of his membership on the commission,
but shall continue to receive, from appropriations made for the agency
from which he is appointed, the salary of his regular position when
engaged in the performance of the duties vested in the commission.

ftg) Members of a commission, appointed pursuant to section 202
(c) and (d) of this Act, shall each receive such compensation as may
be provided by the States or the interstate agency respectively, which
they represent.

(c) 'The per annum compensation of the chairman of each river
Wain commission shall be determined by the President, but when
employed on a full-time annual basis shall not exceed the maximum
scheduled rate for grade GS-18 of the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended; or when engaged in the performance of the commission's
duties on an intermittent basis such compensation shall be not more
than $100 per day and shall not exceed $12,000 in any year.

So. 207. (a) Each commission shall recommend what share of its
expenses shall be borne by the Federal Government, but such share
shall be subject to approval by the Council. The remainder of the
commitcion's expenses shall be otherwise aPportioned as the commis-
sion mav determine. Each commission shall prepare  e budget manu-
ally and trunanit it to the Council and the Statta. Estimates of pro-

Chairmen.

78 Stat. 400. See notes
5 inc 1113. (4) above

and (5)

Expenees. below
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posed appropriations from the Federal Government shall be included
in the budget estimates submitted by the Council under the Budgeting

42 Stat. 20.	 and Accounting Act of 1921, as amended, and may include an amount
31 USC 1.	 for advance to a commission against State appropriations for which

delay is anticipated by reason of later legislative sessions. All sums
appropriated to or otherwise received by a commission shall be credited
to the commission's account in the Treasury of the United States.

(b) A commission may accept for any of its purposes and functions
appropriations, donations, and grants of money, equipment, supplies,
materials, and services from any State or the United States or any
subdivision or agency thereof, or intergovernmental agency, and may
receive, utilize, and dispose of the same.

Annual audit.	 (c) The commission shall keep accurate accounts of all receipts and
disbursements. The accounts shall be audited at least annually in

• accordance with generally accepted auditing standards by independ-
ent certified or licensed public accountants, certified or licensed by a.
regulatory authority of State, and the report of the audit shall be
included in and become a part of the annual report of the commi ssion.

A000unts,	 (d) The accounts of the commission shall be open at all reasonable
Anapeotion.	 times for inspection by representatives of the jurisdictions and agencies

which make appropriations, donations, or grants to the commission.

TITLE III—FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO THE STATES
FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING GRANT AUTHORI-
ZATIONS

Appropriation	 SEC. 301. (a) In recognition of the need for increased participation
authorization, 	 by the States in water and related land resources planning to be effec-

tive, there are hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Council for
the next fiscal year beginning after the date of enactment of this Act,
and for the nine succeeding fiscal years thereafter, $5,000,000 in each
such year for grants to States to assist them in developing and par-
ticipating in the development of comprehensive water and related land
resources plans.

(b) The Council, with the approval of the President, shall prescribe
such rules, establish such procedures, and make such arrangements
and provisions relating to the performance of its functions under this
title, and the use of funds available therefor, as may be necessary in
order to assure (1) coordination of the program authorized by this
title with related Federal planning assistance programs, including

73 Stat. 678.	 the program authorized under section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954
40 USC 461.	 and (2) appropriate utilization of other Federal agencies administer-

ing programs which may contribute to achieving the purpose of this
Act.

ALLOTMENTS

• Sac. 302. (a) From the sums appropriated pursuant to section 301
for any fiscal year the Council shall from time to time make allotments
to the States, in accordance with its regulations, on the basis of (1) the
population, (2) the land area, (3) the need for comprehensive water
and related land resources planning programs, and (4) the financial
need of the respective States. For the purposes of this section the
population of the States shall be determined on the basis of the latest
estimates available from the Department of Commerce and the land
area of the States shall be determined on the basis of the official
records of the United States Geological Survey.
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(b) From each State's allotment under this section for any fiscal
year the Council shall pay to such State an amount which is not more

than 50 per centum of the cost of carrying out its State program
approved under section .303, including the cost of training personnel

for carrying out such program and the cost of administering such
program.

STATE PROGRAMS

SEC. 303. The Council shall approve any pro	 for comprehensive

water and related land resources planning which
program

 is submitted by a

State, if such program—
(1) provides for comprehensive planning with respect to intra-

state or interstate water resources, or both, in such State to meet
the needs for water and water-related activities taking into account
prospective demands for all purposes served through or affected

by water and related land resources development, with adequate
provision for coordination with all ' Federal, State, and local
agencies, and nongovernmental entities having responsibilities in

affected fields;
(2) provides, where comprehensive statewide development

planning is being carried on with or without assistance under sec-

tion 701 of the Housing Act of 1954, or under the Land and Water 73 Stat. 678.

Conservation Fund Act of 1965, for full coordination between 40 USC 461.

comprehensive water resources planning and other statewide plan- 76 stat. 8 7.

fling programs and for assurances that such water resources plan_ 16 usc 4E4:9,4

nitig will be in conformity with the general development policy in note .

such State;
(3) designates a State agency (hereinafter referred to as the

"State agency") to administer the program;
(4) provides that the State agency will make such reports in

such form and containing such information as the Council from
time to time reasonably requires to carry out its functions under

this title;
(5) sets forth the precedure to be followed in carrying out the

State program and in administering such program; and

(6) provides such accounting, budgeting, and other fiscal

methods and procedures as are necessary for keeping appropriate

accountability of the funds and for the proper and efficient admin-

istration of the program.
The Council shall not disapprove any program without first giving Notice of hear-

reasonable notice and opportunity for hearing to the State agency ing•

administering such program.

ILEVIEW

Sr,c. 304. Whenever the Council after reasonable notice and oppor-

tunity for hearing to a State agency finds that—
(a) the program submitted by such State and approved under

section 303 has been so changed that it no longer complies with a

requirement of such section ; or
(b) in the administration of the program there is a failure to

comply substantially with such a requirement,
the Council shall notify such agency that no further payments will be
made to the State under this title until it is satisfied that there will no
loeg,:er be any such failure. Ur.til the Council is so satisfied, it shall
mahe no further payments to such State under this title.

Nonoompliano e.
Curtailing of
paym ent
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Plaint inane a.

Audit.

PAYMENTS

Sze. 805. The method of computing and paying amounts pursuant
to this title shall be as follows:

(1) The Council shall, prior to the beginning of each calendar
quarter or other period prescribed by it, estimate the amount to be
paid to each State under the provisions of this title for such
period, such estimate to be based on such records of the State and
information furnished by it, and such other investigation, as the
Council may find necessary.

(2) The Council shall pay to the State, from the illotment
available therefor, the amount so estimated by it for any period,
reduced or increased, as the case may be, by any sum (not pre-
viously adjusted under this paragraph) by which it finds that its
estimate of the amount to be paid such State for any prior period
under this title was greater or less than the amount which should
have been paid to such State for such prior period under this title.
Such payments shall be made through the disbursing facilities of
the Treasury Department, at such times and in such installments
as the Council may determine.

DEFINITION

SEC. 306. For the purpose of this title the term "State" means a
State, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands.

RECORDS

Src. 307. (a) Each recipient of a grant under this Act shall keep
such records as the Chairman of the Council shall prescribe, including
records which fully disclose the amount and disposition of the funds
received under the grant, and the total cost of the project or under-
taking in connection with which the grant was made and the amount
and nature of that portion of the cost of the project or undertaking
supplied by other sources, and such other records as will faclitate an
effective audit.

(b) The Chairman of the Council and the Comptroller General of
the United States, or any of their duly authorized representatives, shall
have access for the purpose of audit and examination to any books,
documents, papers, and records of the recipient of the grant that are
pertinent to the determination that funds granted are used in accord-
ance with this Act.

79 STAT. 253.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS
See note (6) below

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

"Six. 401. There are authorized to be appropriated-0) not to
exceed $6,000,000 annually for the Federal share of the expenses of
administration and operation of river basin commissions, including
salaries and expenses of the chairman: Provided, That not more than
$750,000 annually shall be available under. this subsection for any
single river basin commission; and

"(b) not to exceed $1.5 million annually for the expenses of the
Water Resources Council in administering this Act."

Approved June 17, 1971.
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79 STAT, 254,

RULES AND REGITLATIONS

SEC. 402. The Council is authorized to make such rules and regula-
tions as it may deem necessary or appropriate for carrying out thoes
provisions of this Act which are administered by it.

DELEGATION OF ruxcrroxs

SEC. 403. The Council is authorized to delegate to any member or
employee of the Council its administrative functions under section
105 and the detailed administration of the grant program under title

UTILIZATION or PERSONNEL

Sac. 404. The Council may, with the consent of the head of any other
department or agency of the United States, utilize such officers and
employees of such agency on a reimbursable basis as are necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act.

Approved July 22, 1965.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY:

HOUSE REPORTS: No. 169 accompamying H. R. 1111 (Comm. on Interior &
Insular Affairs) and No. 603 (Comm. of Conference).

SENATE REPORT: No. 68 (Comm. on Interior & Insular Affairs).
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 111 (1965)1

Feb. 25: Considered and passed Senate.
Mar. 31: Considered and passed House, amended, in lieu of

H. R. 1111.
July 13s House agreed to oonferenoe rcport.
July 141 Senate Agreed to oonference report.



(1) The Department of Transportation Act, Section 7, PL 89-
670, 80 Stat. 941, 49 USC 1656, sets out provisions
concerning inclusion of the Secretary of Transportation
and navigation features of water resources projects,
particularly primary direct navigation benefits.

(2) The National Water Commission Act, PL 90-515, 82 Stat.
868, sets out provisions concerning the Council s
relationship to the Commission.

(3) Various other enactments set out provisions pertinent to
Council functions and responsibilities. See for example,
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, Section 4(p), PL 90-
542, 16 USC 1275(a), 82 Stat. 909: Northeast U.S. Water
Supply Study authori7ation, Section 101, PL 89-298,
16 USC 1962 d-4, 79 Stat. 1073: Colorado River Basin
Project Act, Section 201, PL 90-537, 43 USC 1511, 82
Stat. 886; Water Quality Improvement Act of 1970, PL
91-224, 33 USC 1155(m) 84 Stat. 11 (estuarine pollution
studies); River and Harbor Act of 1970, Section 209, PL
91-E11, 84 Stat. 1829; National Environmental Policy Act;
PL 91-190, Jan. 1, 1970, 83 Stat. 852; etc.

(4) The Classification Act of 1949, as amended, was re-
classified to chapter 51 and subchapter 53 of Title 5
when the Title was recodified. Section 15 of the Act of
Auguat 2, 1946, formerly 5 USC 55a is now covered in
5 USC 3109 as a result of the recodification of Title 5.

(5) Citation to 5 USC 1113 should now read 5 USC 5101 et ses.

(6) Amended by PL 90-547 October 2, 1968, 82 Stat. 935;
further amended by PL 92-27, June 17, 1971, 85 Stat. 77.
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PART 701—COUNCIL
ORGANIZATION

Subpart A—Introduction
Sec.
701.1	 General.
701.2	 Creation and basic authority.
7012	 Purpose of the Water Resources

Council.
701.4	 Functions.
701.5	 Organization pattern.
701.6	 Location of office.
701.7-701.50 [Reserved]

Subpart 13—Headquarters Organization

701.51 The Council.
701.52 Definitions.
701.63 Council decisions by Members.
701.54 Council decisions by Representa-

tives.
701.55 Associate Members.
701.56 Observers.
701.57 Official decisions of the Council.
701.58 Secretary.
701.59 Subordinate groups at headquarters.
701.60 Administrative committees.
701.61 Technical committees.
701.62 Advisory committees.
701.63-701.70 [Reserved ]
701.71 The Chairman.
701.72-701.75 [Reserved]
701.75 The Water Resources Council Staff.
701.77 Director—duties and responsibil-

ities.
701.78 Director—delegation of authorities.
701.79 Other principal Council officers.
701.80 Selection policy for profsional

personnel.
701.81-701.99 (Reserved]

Subpart C—Field Organization
Sec.
701.100 Field Directors.
701.101 Field committees.
701.102 Existing committees.

AtrrnosiTy: The provisions of this Part
701 issued under sec. 402, 79 Stat. 244; 42

1962d-i.
Souacs: The provisions of this Part 701

appear at 35 P.R. 12105, July 29, 1970, unless
otherwise noted.

Subpart A—Introduction
§701.1 CcueraL

This part describes the organization
established by the Water Resources
Council in discharging its duties and re-
sponsibilities. The organization is de-
signed to assure that Council Members
will meet at least quarterly and consider
and decide major matters before the
Council. It provides that Representa-
tives of Council Members together with
the Director can take action when neces-
sary and appropriate and, after consid-
eration, submit recommendations to the
Council Members on matters requiring
their action. It also provides that the
Council Members shall be continuously
advised of the actions of their represent-
atives and the Council staff. Council
Members expect to participate per-
sonally in the work of the Council.
§ 701.2 Creation and basic authority.

The Water Resources Council was es-
tablished by the Water Resources Plan-
nIng Act (42 U.S.C. 1962-1962d-5). The
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rules and regulations of this part are
promulgated under section 402 of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 1962d-1) .

§ 701.3 Purpose of the Water Resources
Council.

It is the purpose of the Water Re-
sources Council to effectuate the policy
of the United States in the Water Re-
sources Planning Act (hereinafter the
Act) to encourage the conservation, de-
velopment, and utilization of water and
related land resources of the United
States on a comprehensive and coordi-
nated basis by the Federal Government,
States, localities, and private enterprise
with the cooperation of all affected Fed-
eral agencies, States, local governments,
individuals, corporations, business enter-
prises, and others concerned, within the
limitations set forth in section 3 of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 1962-1) .

§ 701.4 Functions.

The functions of the Water Resources
Council are:

(a) To maintain a continuing study
and prepare periodically an assessment
of the adequacy of supplies of water
necessary to meet the water require-
ments in each water resource region in
the United States and of the national
Interest therein.

(b) To maintain a continuing study
of the relation of regional or river basin
plans and programs to the requirements
of larger regions of the Nation.

(c) To appraise the adequacy of ad-
ministrative and statutory means for
coordination and implementation of the
water and related land resources poli-
cies and programs of the several Federal
agencies and to make recommendations
to the President with respect to Federal
policies and progiams.

(d) To establish, after consultation
with appropriate interested Federal and
non-Federal entities, and with the ap-
proval of the President, principles,
standards, and procedures for Federal
participation in the preparation of com-
prehensive regional or river basin plans
and for the formulation and evaluation
of Federal water and related land re-
sources projects, including primary di-
rect navigation benefits as defined by
section 7a, P.L. 89-670.

(e) To coordinate schedules, budgets,
and programs of Federal agencies in
comprehensive interagency regional or
river basin planning.

(f) To carry out its responsibilities un-
der title If of the Act with regard to the
creation, operation, and termination ot
Federal-State river basin commissions.

(g) To receive plans or revisions there-
of submitted by river basin commiseions
In accordance with section 204(3) of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 1962b(3) ), and to review
and transmit them, together with its
recommendations, to the President in ac-
cordance with section 104 of the Act (42
U.S.C. 1962a-3).

(h) To assist the States financially in
developing and participating in the de-
velopment of comprehensive water and
related land resources plans in accord-
ance with title Lii of the Act.

(i) To perform such other functions
as the Council may be authorized by
law, executive orders, regulations, or
other appropriate instructions to per-
form.

(j) To take such actions as are neces-
sary and proper to implement the Act
and to carry out the functions enumer-
ated herein.

§ 701.5 Organization pattern.

(a) The Office of the Water Resources
Council is composed of the Water Re-
sources Council, the Chairman of the
Water Resources Council, the Water
Resources Council Staff headed by a
Director, and Field Organizations within
its jurisdiction.

(b) The Water Resources Council
consists of the following members: The
Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary
of Agriculture, the Secretary of the Army,
the Secretary of Health, Education. and
Welfare, the Secretary of Transportation
(pursuant to section 7a, P.L. 89-670),
the Chairman of the Federal Power
Commisison, and such other agenciez
as may be added by statute.

(c) The Chairman of the Council is
designated by the President.

(d) The Executive Officers of the
Water Resources Council Staff are the
Director, Deputy Director and two Ls-
sistant Directors. The principal Staff Of-
ficers are the Associate Director, General
Counsel and Administrative Officer,

(e) The Water Resources Councli
Is employed, assigned duties end respon-
sibilities, and supervised by the Director
In accordance with §§ 701.76 through
701.80, inclusive.

(f) Administrative, consultative and
technical committees are established and
assigned duties C:ad reeponsibilities by the
Counc il and are seperelseei by the Dires-
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tor in accordance with §§ 701.76 through
701.80, inclusive.

(g) Field organizations are established
by or operate under the Council and in-
clude field committees formerly under
the Inter-Agency Committee on Water
Resources and the offices of the
Chairmen of Federal-State River Basin
Commissions established under title II
of the Act.

§ 701.6 Location of office.

The Headquarters is located in the
Washington, D.C. area.

§§ 701.7-701.50 [Reserved]
•

Subpart B—Headquarters
Organization

§ 701.51 The Council.

Decisions of the Council are made as
hereinafter described in §§ 701.53 and
701.54.
§ 701.52 Definitions.

(a) As used in this part the term
"Member" means the Secretary of the
Interior, the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, the
Secretary of Transportation, the Chair-
man of the Federal Power Commission,
or a designee appointed in accordance
with § 701.53(a) when the designee is
acting for one of the above-named.

(b) As used in this part the term
"Representative" means an individual
authorized by a "Member" to act for such
member pursuant to § 701.54.

§ 701.53 Council decisions by Members.

Council decisions by Members with re-
spect to the purpose stated in § 701.3
and the functions listed in § 701.4 are
determined by majority vote of Members
present except that decisions affecting
the authority or responsibility of a Mem-
ber, within the meaning of section 3(b)
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1962-1 (b) ), can be
made only with his concurrence. In ex-
ceptional cases a Council decision may be
made by written communication. Such
decision requires unanimous approval of
the Members.

(a) Each of the Secretaries named in
§ 701.5 and the Chairman of the Federal
Power Commission shall designate in
writing those individuals who may act as
his designee in fulfilling his duties as a
Member. (See § 701.58(c) .)

(b) A quorum for the transaction of
business consists of four or more Mem-

701.54

bers, at least one of wham shall be an
aforementioned Secietary or the Chair-
man of the Federal P3'N , 1* e0131nlii011.

(c) Each Member has equal responsi-
bility and authority in all decisions and
actions of the Council and shall have
full access to all information relating
to the performance of his duties and
responsibilities.

(d) No vote shall be taken until each
Member shall have had full opportunity
to express his views.

(e) Members shall meet regularly at
least quarterly, upon the call of the
Chairman, or when requested by a ma-
jority of Members.

(f) The agenda and related docu-
ments for such meetings will be distrib-
uted to Members at least 7 days in
advance.

(g) Matters specifically reserved for
Council decision by Members are:

(1) Actions requiring Presidential ac-
tion or approval.

(2) Submission to the President of
nominations for Chairmen of Federal-
State River Basin Commissions.

(3) Approval of Annual Budget re-
quests and the Annual Operating Pro-
gram of the Office of the Water Re-
sources Council.

(4) Decisions involving substantial
policy issues.

(5) Delegations of authority.
(6) Determination that testimony

taken or evidence received shall be taken
under oath.

(7) Issuance of invitations to become
Associate Members or Observers.

(8) Appointment and termination of
the appointment of Executive Officers
and the Associate Director.

(9) Approval of Council rules and reg-
ulations and amendments thereto.

§ 701.54 Council decisions by Repre-
sentatives.

Council decisions with respect to the
purpose stated in § 701.3 and the func-
tions listed in § 701.4, above, may be
made by Representatives except for mat-
ters specifically reserved in § 701.53(g)
for Council decision by Members. Only
one Representative of a Member shall
participate officially in a Council de-
cision by Representatives, but up to four
individuals may be authorized to act as
Representatives of a Member. Council
decisions by Representatives shall be by
unanimous agreement of the Represent-
atives and the Director, or in his absence
the Acting Director. In exceptional cases.

149
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a decision may be made by written
communication.

(a) The Representatives and the Di-
rector shall work to coordinate the water
and related land activities for which the
Council Members are responsible.

(b) Each Representative and the Di-
rector has equal responsibility and au-
thority for Council decisions and shall
have full access to all information re-
lating to the performance of his duties
and responsibilities.

(c) The Director shall serve as Chair-
man of meetings of Representatives. The
Acting Director, designated in accord-
ance with §701.79(a), shall serve as
Chairman in tile absence or disability of
the Director or vacancy in that office.

(d) Regular meetings for the trans-
action of business shall be the second
Wednesday of each month, and special
meetings shall be at the call of the Di-
rector or when requested by the Repre-
sentatives of two Members. The Director
will arrange, after consultation with the
Representatives, the agenda of items
for consideration; shall distribute the
agenda for regular meetings and related
documents to Representatives at least
7 days in advance of the meeting and
as expeditiously as possible for special
meetings; and shall insure that all mat-
ters within the purpose and scope of the
functions of the Water Resources Coun-
cil are presented for consideration. The
Director shall include on the agenda for
a regular meeting any matter proposed
by any Representative. When items on
the agenda have not been fully consid-
ered they shall take precedence, in the
same order, over other matters to be
placed on the agenda for the next regu-
lar meeting. The Director or a Repre-
sentative may introduce matters not on
the agenda or change the order of busi-
ness at a particular meeting with the
concurrence of a simple majority of the
Representatives present.

(e) A quorum for the transaction of
business consists of at least four Rep-
resentatives of different Members and
the Director or in his absence the Act-
ing Director.

(f) Except for the appointment and
tenure of the Executive Officers, matters
specifically reserved for Council decision
by Members should be considered by
Representatives and the Director and
proposals and recommendations formu-
lated and presented at Council meetings
of Members. The Council Members hall

be advised of minority views, if any, on
such proposals and recommendations.

(g) If unanimity of Representatives
and the Director is not achieved, after
full opportunity for expression of views
and reasonable consideration, the Direc-
tor shall upon his own initiative or upon
the request of a Representative present
the issue for consideration at the next
meeting of Members of the Council.
Presentation of the issue shall include a
statement of the conflicting positions
and recommendations for resolution.

(h) Upon the declaration by any Rep-
resentative or the Director that an issue
involves "substantial policy" (see § 701.-
53(g) (4) ), it shall be referred with rec-
ommendations to a subsequent meeting
of Council Members for decision.

§ 701.55 Associate Members.

(a) The Chairman, with concurrence
of the Council, may invite the heads of
other Federal agencies having authori-
ties and responsibilities relating to the
work of the Council to become Associate
Members. Associate Members, on the
same terms and conditions as Members,
may designate persons to serve for them
as Associate Members and to act for
them as Associate Representatives.

(b) Associate Members and their As-
sociate Representatives may participate
with Members and Representatives in
consideration of all matters relating to
their areas of responsibility, except that
their concurrence in a decision of the
Council is not required. Where such
decision affects the authority and re-
sponsibility of any non-Member agency
within the meaning of section 3(b) of
the Act, the Council shall request such
agency to take concurrent action along
the basis of the Council recommenda-
tions.

(c) Associate Members and Associate
Representatives shall be furnished
agenda and minutes. They shall be
furnished other materials pertinent to
their participation in the work of the
Council upon request.

§ 701.56 Observers.

(a) Chairmen of River Basin Commis-
sions established under title LE of the
Act shall be Observers.

(b) The Chairman, with the concur-
rence of the Council, may invite the
heads of offices or other officials of the
Executive Office of the President or other
Federal agencies to become Observers.

(c) Observers may designate persons
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to attend Council meetings of Members
and Representatives. Observers and
their representatives will be furnished
agenda and other materials on the same
basis as Associate Members.

§ 701.57 Official decisions of the
Council.

Official decisions of the Council shall
be of record. Decisions of record shall
be recorded in accepted minutes of duly
called regular or special meetings or
set forth in resolutions, memoranda, or
other documents approved by Members
or by Representatives and the Director.
Decisions which would affect the au-
thority and responsibilities of heads of
other Federal agencies, including Asso-
ciate Members, within the meaning of
section 3(b) of the Act, shall only be
made during a regular or special meet-
ing of Members and recorded in the
minutes thereof.

§ 701.58 Secretary.

A Member of the Water Resources
Council staff shall serve as Secretary of
the Council and shall be recommended
by the Director, and approved by the
Council. In case of absence, disability,
or vacancy, the Director shall designate
an Acting Secretary.

(a) The Secretary shall keep the min-
utes of each meeting. The minutes shall,
as a minimum, contain a record of per-
sons present, a description of matters
discussed and conclusions reached, and
copies of all reports received, issued or
approved by the Council. The draft of
such record with or without copies of
such records, as considered by the Sec-
retary to be necessary, will be furnished
to each Member, Associate Member, Ob-
server, and Representative present and
to the Director promptly after each
meeting for review, comment, correction,
and for approval at tile next regular
meeting of the Council. Subsequent to
approval of the minutes, a copy of such
minutes will be forwarded to all Mem-
bers, Associate Members, Representa-
tives, and Observers.

(b) The Secretary shall be responsible
for the proper maintenance of all docu-
ments which are decisions of record, of
agenda and of other related documents.

(c) Members, Associate Members, and
Observers shall inform the Secretary in
writing of persons authorized to repre-
sent them in Council meetings. The
Secretary shall maintain a record of such
authorizations.

Resources Council 	 § 701.60

§ 701.59 Subordinate groups at head-
quarters.

In addition to administrative, consult-
ative and technical committees estab-
lished by § 701.5(1), the Council may
establish Subcommittees and Task
Forces; Hearing Panels; and other ap-
propriate subordinate groups to aid in
the performance of its work.

(a) Membership on each such group
shall be decided by the Council. Mem-
bers representing Federal agencies shall
be named by such agencies. Others shall
be named as the Council shall decide.

(b) The Council shall determine the
Chairmanship of each group.

(c) Subordinate groups shall be ap-
pointed for specific periods and termi-
nation dates shall be set forth in estab-
lishing documents.

(d) All subordinate groups shall re-
port regularly to the Council upon their
own initiative, or as the Council may di-
rect. In any event, they shall prepare a
final report on their assignments prior to
termination.

(e) Each duly constituted subordinate
group will be provided administrative
and secretarial support by the Water Re-
sources Council Staff to the extent pos-
sible, directly or through arrangements
with other Federal agencies.

§ 701.60 Administrative committees.

(a) Policy Development Committee.
The Policy Development Committee shall
consist of an Assistant Director who shall
be Chairman and one designated person
(and a designated alternate) for each
Member. Associate Members and Ob-
servers may be represented (see §§ 701.55
and 701.56). The Committee may orga-
nize work groups as needed. The Commit-
tee will assist the Council in carrying out
the purpose set forth in § 701.3 and the
functions in § 701.4 (c) and (d) by pre-
senting recommendations for considera-
tion by the Council concerning water
and related land resources policy. In
this connection, the Committee will con-
sider assigned policy problems with re-
spect to principles, standards and
procedures for comprehensive water and
related land resources planning and for
the formulation and evaluation of Fed-
eral and federally assisted water and
related land resources projects. Specific
problems relating to policy and pro-
grams, and principles, standards and
procedures. may be assigned by the Coun-
cil or brought to the Committee by any
Member for the preparation of a recom-
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rr.endation to the Council. The Policy
Development Committee shall prepare a
final report of its activities at least 30
days prior to its termination and shall
terminate as of July 1, 1972, unless the
Council shall otherwise decide. Subse-
quent Policy Development Committees
shall be appointed for 2-year terms.

(b) Federal-State Programs Commit-
tee. The Federal-State Programs Com-
mittee shall consist of an Assistant Di-
rector who shall be Chairman and one
designated person (and a designated al-
ternate) for each Member. Associate
Members and Obse -vers may be repre-
sented (see §§ 701.55 and 701.56). The
Committee may organize work groups as
needed. The Committee will assist the
Council in carrying out the purpose set
forth in § 701.3 and the function in
§ 701.4 (a), (b), (e) and (g) by present-
ing recommendations for consideration
by the Council concerning water and re-
lated land resources assessments and
plans. In this connection, the Committee
will supervise and review the regional and
river basin planning programs of the
Council through review of coordinated
budgets, study proposals, agency and
State participation, and review of re-
ports, and similar matters. The Cora-
niittee, working with designated State
agencies, will also assist the States and
Federal agencies to build up coordina-
tion between State and Federal agency
planning for water and related land re-
sources. Specific problems relating to re-
gional and river basin assessments and
plans may be assigned by the Council or
brought to this Committee by any mem-
ber for the preparation of a recommenda-
tion to the Council. The Federal-State
Programs Committee shall prepare a
final report of its activities at least 30
days prior to its termination and shall
terminate as of July 1, 1972, unless the
Council shall otherwise decide. Subse-
quent Federal-State Programs Commit-
tees shall be appointed for 2-year terms.

(c) State Grants Committee. The
State Grants Committee shall consist
of an Assistant Director who shall be
Chairman and one designated person
(and designated alternate) for each
Member. Associate Members and Ob-
servers may be similarly represented (see
§§ '701.55 and 701.56). This Committee,
upon invitation of the Chairman of the
Council, may also include a representa-
tive of each Federal agency not other-.
wise represented which administers

grants-in-aid to States or other public
bodies for water and related land re-
sources planning. This Committee will
assist the Council in carrying out the
purpose set forth in § 701.3 and tb.e
function in § 701.4(h). It shall meet at
the call of the Chairman and shall es-
tablish procedures for regular exchange
of information between the participating
agencies on planning grant programs.
Each agency through its Washington
office will supply the other participating
agencies with appropriate information
concerning applications for grants. Ques-
tions concerning individual applications
or general proceedings shall be re-
ferred to the specific agency concerned
or shall be considered at a special meet-
ing of the Committee called for this pur-
pose. The State Grants Committee shall
prepare a final report of its activities at
least 30 days prior to its termination ana
shall terminate as of July 1, 1972, unless
the Council shall otherwise decide. Sub-
sequent State Grants Committees shalt
be appointed for 2-year terms.

§ 701.61 Technical committees.

Technical committees may be ap-
pointed for 2-year terms. Such commit-
tees shall have as their first order of busi-
ness the development for approval by the
Council of Representatives of a Charter.
Technical committees shall consist of a
Council staff member who shall be desig-
nated by the Director, and representa-
tives of appropriate Federal agencies and
other persons, as designated by the Coun-
cil. Each technical committee shall pre-
pare a final report of its activities at least
30 days prior to its termination, and each
such committee shall terminate no later
than 2 years after its establishment. The
following technical committees shall
terminate on July 1, 1972, unless the
Council shall otherwise decide:

(a) Economics.
(b) Hydrology.
(c) Sedimentation.
(d) Vector Control.

§ 701.62 Advisory committees.

Advisory committees established by the
Council may be of two types: (a) Stand-
ing, and (b) ad hoc. Standing advisory
committees shall consider specific prob-
lems referred to them by the Council or
by the Director and may consider upon
their own initiative other problems and
issues which they deem appropriate. Ad
hoc advisory committees shall consider
only the ,snoecific problem or issue which
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§ 70137

causes their establishment by the Coun-
cil. Each advisory committee shall pre-
pare and present recommendations on
problems and issues which it considers
for consideration by the Council as
promptly as possible. Each advisory com-
mittee shall prepare a fmal report of its
activities at least 30 days prior to its
termination, and each such committee
shall terminate no later than 2 years
after its establishment. Advisory com-
mittees may be reappointed for succeed-
ing 2-year terms.

§§ 701.63-701.70 [Reserved]

§ 701.71 The Chairman.

(Er) The Chairman shall preside at
Council meetings of Members.

(b) The Chairman is the official
spokesman of the Council and represents
It in its relations with the Congress, the
States, Federal agencies, persons, or the
public. He shall from time to time report,
on behalf of the Council, to the President.
He shall keep the Council apprised of his
actions under this section.

(c) The Chairman shall request the
heads of other Federal agencies to par-
ticipate with the Council when matters
affecting their responsibilities are con-
sidered by the Council.

(d) In the case of absence, disability,
or vacancy, the Vice Chairman shall act
as Chairman. The Vice Chairman, on an-
nual basis beginning July 1 of each year
(commencing as of July 1, 1966), shall
be successively the Secretary of the Army,
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
the Secretary of Transportation, the
Chairman of the Federal Power Com-
mission, and the Secretary of the In-
terior. If neither the Chairman nor the
Vice Chairman is available then the posi-
tion of Acting Chairman shall be filled
in the same order of precedence as above.

§§ 701.72-701.75 [Reserved]

§ 701.76 The Water Resources Council
Staff.

The Water Resources Council Staff
(hereinafter the Staff) serves the Coun-
cil and the Chairman in the performance
of their functions and in the exercise of
their authorities in accordance with the
Act, the rules and regulations and other
decisions of the Council, and all other
laws, rules, regulations, and orders ap-
plicable to the Water Resources Council,
and will be organized in accordance with
the structure approved by the Council.

§ 701.77 Director—duties and responsi-
bilities.

In addition to his role as Chairman of
Representatives in Council meetings, the
Director acts as the principal executive
officer for the Council and head of the
staff. He shall see to the faithful exe-
cution of the policies, programs, and de-
cisions of the Council; report thereon
to the Council from time to time or as
the Council may direct; administer the
office and staff of the Council within
the limits of the Annual Budget and the
Annual Operating Program related
thereto; make recommendations to the
Council and the Chairman relating to
the performance of their functions and
the exercise of their authorities; and
facilitate the work of the Council and
the Chairman. His duties and respon-
sibilities include, but are not limited to,
the following:

(a) Acting for the Chairman, repre-
sents the Council in its relations with the
Congress, States, Federal agencies, per-
sons, or the public under the general su-
pervision and direction of the Council.

(b) Establishes the line of succession
as Acting Director among the other of-
ficers of the Council below the Deputy
Director, unless the Council otherwise
directs.

(c) Directs the Stag in its service to
the Council and the Chairman in the
performance of their functions and in
the exercise of their authorities. The
Director is responsible to the Council
for the organization of the Staff, em-
ployment and discharge of personnel,
training and personnel development pro-
gram, assignment of duties and respon-
sibilities, and the conduct of its work.

(d) Insures that the quality of the
work of the Staff in its studies, reports,
and in other assignments is high, that
the professional integrity of its personnel
is respected, and that its overall per.7pec-
tive and independence of judgment with
regard to water and related land re-
sources matters is appropriately main-
tained within the context of the inter-
agency, intergovernmental, and other
staff collaboration that is both necessary
and desirable in the fulfillment of the
purpose of the Council as set forth in

§ 701.3.
(e) Prepares and recommends reports

on legislation, Executive orders, and
other documents requested of the

Council.
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(f) Prepares and recommends an An-
nual Budget request in accordance with
policle5, rules, and regulations applicable
thereto. During its consideration by the
Bureau of the Budget, the President and
the Congress, the Director shall seek
acceptance of the proposed Annual
Budget by every appropriate means. On
behalf of the Council, he is authorized
lu his discretion to make appeals and
agree to adjustments. However, to the
extent that time and circumstances per-
mit, he shall consult with and obtain the
approval of the Council on all substantial
appeals and adjustments.

(g) Prepares and recommends the An-
nual Operating Program to carry out the
work of the Council, within the appro-
priations provided by the Congress and
allowances approved by the Bureau of the
Budget.

(h) Prepares and recommends pro-
posed rules and regulations, including
proposed delegations of authority, for
carrying out the provisions of the Act,
or other provisions of law which are
administered by the Council.

(i) Prepares and recommends an An-
nual Report of the Council, together with
such other reports and materials for pub-
lic Information that are explanatory of
the work and accomplishments of the
Council.

(j) Appoints representatives of the
Staff on Subordinate Groups established
by the Council on which the Staff has
membership. (See § 701.59.)

(k) Establishes and enforces adminis-
trative rules and regulations pertaining
to the Staff consistent with applicable
laws, Executive orders, Budget Circulars,
and other regulations and orders.

a 701.78 Director—delegation of author-
ties.

(a) Under the authority of section 403
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1962d-2), the Di-
rector is delegated authority to—

(1) Hold hearings, sit and act at such
times and places, take such testimony,
receive such evidence, and print or other-
wise reproduce and distribute so much of

' its proceedings and reports thereon as he
may deem advisable.

(2) Acquire, furnish, and equip such
office space as is necessary.

(3) Use the U.S. mails in the same
manner and upon the same conditions
as other departments and agencies of the
United States.

(4) Employ and fix the compensation

of such personnel below the grade of GS-
16 as he deems advisable and such per-
sonnel of GS-16 and above as the Coun-
cil shall approve, in accordance with the
civil service laws and the Classification
Act of 1949, as amended; assign duties
and responsibilities among such person-
nel and supervise personnel so employed.

(5) Procure services as authorized by
section 15 of the Act of August 2, 1946
(5 U.S.C. 55a), at rates not to exceed
$100 per diem for individuals.

(6) Purchase, hire, operate, and main-
tain passenger motor vehicles.

(7) Utilize and expend such funde
are deemed advisable for proper admin-
istration of the authorities delegated
herein. However, contracts and individ-
ual modifications thereof in excess of
$25,000 shall be submitted to the Coun-
cil for approval before execution.

(8) Request any Federal department
or agency (i) to furnish to the Council
such information as may be necessary
for carrying out its functions and as
may be available to or procurable by such
department or agency, and (ii) to detail
personnel to temporary duty with the
Council on a reimbursable basis.

(9) Make available for public inspec-
tion during ordinary office hours all ap-
propriate records and papers of the
Council.

(10) Compute and certify for payment
funds to the States in accordance with
standards and formula approved by the
Council, and perform related functions
of the Council contained in section 305
of the Act.

(11) Serve as a duly authorized repre-
sentative of the Chairman of the Coun-
cil for the purpose of audit and examina-
tion of any pertinent books, documents,
papers, and records of the recipient of a
grant under title al of the Act, and
recommend to the Chairman the ap-
pointment of further representatives SA

may be necessary for such function.
(12) Review, for compliance, State

programs approved under title III; con-
duct full inquiries as the Council may
direct; and recommend for Connell de-
cision such withholding or reinstatement
of payments as is appropriate and au-
thorized by section C04 of the Act.

(b) The authorities delegated in this
section may be redelegated by the Di-
rector to the extent determined by him
to be necessary and desirable for proper
administration.
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§ 701.79 Other principal Council offi-
cers.

(a) A Deputy Director, who shall act
for the Director in his absence; and who
shall furnish general professional and
administrative advice and assistance to
the Director; have primary staff cogni-
zance over the creation, operation and
termination of Federal-State river basin
commissions; have primary staff cogni-
zance for Council participation in
Interstate and Federal-interstate corn-

,pact negotiations; have primary staff
cognizance of international matters;
and perform other duties and responsi-
bilities as assigned.

(b) An Assistant Director, who shall
be the head of the Policy Development •
Division, in collaboration with repre-
sentatives of other Federal agencies,
State and local agencies, and others, and
with the assistance of personnel as-
signed to him, maintains a continuing
study of the adequacy of administrative
and statutory means for the coordina-
tion of the water and related land
resources policies and programs of the
several Federal agencies; appraises the
adequacy of existing and proposed poli-
cies and programs of Federal agencies,
and their relationships to programs of
States, local governments, and private
enterprise, for the coordination, develop-
ment, and management of water and
related land resources; develops solutions
for assigned policy problems with respect
to principles, standards, and procedures
for Federal participation in regional or
river basin assessments, plans and pro-
grams and for the formulation and
evaluation of Federal and federally as-
sisted water and related land resources
projects; makes appropriate recom-
mendations for consideration of the
Director arid the Council with respect to
Federal policies and programs; develops
procedures consistent with and designed
to implement established principles and
standards; serves as Chairman of the
Policy Development Committee; and
performs other duties and responsibili-
ties as assigned.

(c) An Assistant Director, who shall
be the head of the Federal-State Pro-
grams Division, in collaboration with
representatives of other Federal agencies,
State and local agencies, and others, and
with the assistance of personnel assigned
to him, maintains a continuing study
(1) of the adequacy of water supplies and

the national interest therein and pre-
pares national assessments, and (2) of
the relation of regional or river basin
assessments, plans and programs to the
requirements of larger regions of the
Nation; guidos, coordinates and reviews
Federal participation in the preparation
of regional or river basin plans; coordi-
nates and reviews implementation of the
formulation and evaluation of Federal
water and related land resources proj-
ects; develops guidelines for the prep-
aration of, and coordinates and reviews,
schedules, budgets, and programs of Fed-
eral agencies in regional or river basin
planning and has staff cognizance over
the operations and programs of field or-
ganizations with respect to regional or
river basin planning, including supervi-
sion of Field Directors provided for in
§ 701.100; reviews plans submitted by
river basin commissions or other water
and related land resources plans assigned
to the staff for review and prepares
recommendations thereon to the Direc-
tor and the Council; assists in fiscal and
program administration of grants-in-aid
to States as provided by title III of the
Act, and in conformance with the Coun-
cil's rules, regulations, and supplemental
instructions, such rules to be prepared in
collaboration with representatives of
other agencies responsible under other
acts for administering Federal grants to
States for planning involving water and
related land resources; is responsible for
providing guidance to the States in ap-
plying for grants and executing approved
planning programs; for making appro-
priate recommendations for considera-
tion of the Director and the Council with
respect to the administration of State
grants-in-aid; serves as Chairman of the
Federal-State Programs Committee and
the State Grants Committee; and per-
forms other duties and responsibilities as
assigned.

(d) An Associate Director, who shall
be the head of the Office of Advanced
Projects and Research, in collaboration
with representatives of other Federal
agencies, State and local agencies, and
others, and with the assistance of per-
sonnel assigned or detailed to him, and
other consultants as necessary, is con-
cerned with difficult conceptual and tech-
nical problems in the conservation, de-
velopment, and utilization of water and
related land resources; has general re-
sponsibility for Council relations with
tha research community including but
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not limited to, the Committee on Water
Resources Research of the Federal Coun-
cil for Science and Technology, the Office
of Water Resources Research, and water
-research institutes; advises the Di?'ector,
the Council and others of research needs
and findings that would improve water
and related land resources conservation,
development, and use; and performs
other duties and responsibilities as
assigned. •

701.80 Selection policy for profes-
sional personnel.

In the selection for employment of the
professional staff as a whole, the Direcor
shall be guided by the following criteria:

(a) Outstanding character and com-
petence—both personal and professional.

(b) Spread and balance of training
and experience in the several relevant
professions—ecology; economics; eco-
nomic geography; engineering; fish and
wildlife biology; forestry; hydrology; ir-
rigation; landscape architecture; law;
political science; recreation; sanitary en-
gineering; soil conservation; urban and
other land planning; etc.

(c) Diversity of prior identification
and experience, both planning and oper-
ating in Washington and in the .eld;
including personnel with prior identi-
fication and experience with Federal,
State, or local government, private en-
terprise, or university teaching and
research.

§§ 701.81-701.99 [Reserved]

Subpart C—Field Organization

§ 701.100 Field Directors.

The Council may employ as profes-
sional staff Field Directors who shall be
designated as chairman of committees
or groups established by the Council to
develop and prepare regional or river
basin assessments or plans. Such Field
Directors shall perform their official
functions at locations established by the
Council.

§ 701.101 Field conunittees.

The Council may establish or continue
already established regional committees
to carry out assigned functions at field
level.

§ 701.102 Existing committees.

Field Committees operating under the
Water Resources Council (formerly un-
der the Inter-Agency Committee on
Water Recourees) are as follows:

Missouri Basin Inter-Agency Committee
Pacific Southwest Inter-Agency Committee
Arliq bças-White-Red Inter-Agency Commi %-

tee
Southeast Basins Inter-Agency Committee.

PART 703--GRANTS TO STATES FC.;: . :
COMMHENSIVE WATER AND R'..-
LATED LAND RESOURCES PLAN-
NING

Sec.
	'703.1 	 Purpose of Part 703.

	

703.2	 Definitions.
703.3 Allotments.
703.4 Procedures for applications.

	703.5 	 Contents of applications.
703.6 Federal coordination.
703.7 Annual report and program review.
703.8 Program costs and accounting.
703.9 Payments.
703.10 Records.
703.11 Reports and publications.
703.12 Nondiscrimination In federally as-

sisted programs.
703.13 Supplemental instructions.

AuTRoarry: The provisions of this Part
702 issued under sec. 402, 79 Stat. 244; 42
U.S.C. 1962d-1.

SOURCrE : The provisions of this Part 703
appear at 35 F.R. 12110, July 29, 1970, unless
otherwise noted.

§ 703.1 Purpose of Part 703.

This part sets forth the regulations
that apply to Water Resources Council
grants to the States for comprehensive
water and related land resources plan-
ning as authorized by title DEL of the
Water Resources Planning Act (Public
Law 89-80, 79 Stat. 244). The purpose
of this part is to describe the method of
administration of grants to States te
encourage increased:

(a) State participation in Federal-
State comprehensive water and related
land resources planning;

(b) State preparation of plans in
light of regional and national plates and
programs for the development arid use
of a State's water and related land
resources;

(c) State training of personnel, where
necessary, to develop additional techni-
cal planning capability.

§ 703.2 Definitions.

For purposes of administering this
Part '703, the following definitions stall
apply:

(a) "Act" mcans the Water Resources
Planning Act (79 Stat. 244).

(b) "Application" means a document
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submitted by a State for consideration
by the Council for a grant.

(e) "Augmented planning" means an
increase in planning of water and re-
lated land resources undertaken by a
State, measured by increased expendi-
tures of non-Federal funds for compre-
hensive water and related land resources
Planning above the expenditure for the
12-month base period ending June 30,
1965.

(d) "Component" means one of three
major subdivisions of the planning proc-
ess: (1) General studies or analyses of
broad utility such as of population, eco-
nomies, geology, or soils, and inventories
that are needed in comprehensive plan-
ning; (2) specialized studies, such as
for water pollution, recreation, water
and sewer programs, and flood control;
and (3) plan formulation, including
feasibility studies of specific projects.

(e) "Comprehensive water and related
land resources planning" as applied to
the State planning effort, means those
overall activities, investigations, and
studies (1) necessary for making coordi-
nated decisions relating to the conserva-
tion, control, management, and use, in-
cluding preservation as well as develop-
ment, of water and related land resources
(including flood plains, coastal and estu-
arine areas) within a State or a region,
intrastate or interstate in nature; (2)
which consider the potential for all water
and related land resources use from the
standpoint of present and future needs;
and .(3) which include provision for par-
ticipation by all public and private agen-
cies or interests that may affect or be
affected by resource management. Such
planning may include the process of se-
lecting between alternative proposals and
may consider institutional changes lead-
ing toward implementation of the se-
lected plan.

(f) "Council" means the Water Re-
sources Council established by section
101 of the Act.

(g) "Designated State agency" means
a permanent agency of a State designated
by State law or, in the absence of such
State law, by the Governor to administer
and coordinate a State comprehensive
water and related land resources plan-
ning program and to act as liaison with
the Council.

(h) "Director" means the principal
executive officer of the Council.

(1) "Fiscal year" means a 12-month
period ending on June 30. unless other-
wise specified.

(j) "Land area of a State" means the
land and inland water area of a State
as defined and set forth in Table 3 on
pp. 263-264 of Boundaries of he United
States and the Several States, Geological
Survey Bulletin 1212, U.S. Government,
Printing Office, Washington, 1966, or re-
visions thereof.

(k) "Per capita income of a State"
means the average of the most recent
3 years of official U.S. Department of
Commerce per capita income figures for
the State.

(1) "Population of a State" means the
latest official estimate of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce available on or before
January 1 preceding the fiscal year for
which funds are appropriated.

(m) "Program" means a coordinated
set of planning activities designed to ac-
complish the best use, development,
management, control, conservation, and
preservation of the water and related
land resources of a State in accordance
with the criteria enumerated in section
303 of the Act. A program may be divided
into elements, based on geography, politi-
cal subdivisions, or kind of development,
and may include appropriate administra-
tion and training of personnel.

(n) "Related land resources" means
that land on which present or projected
use or management practices cause sig-
nificant effects on the quantity and/or
quality of the water resource, and that
land the use or management of which is
significantly affected by or depends on
existing and proposed measures for man-
agement, development or use of water
resources.

(o) "State" means a State, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin
Islands.

(p) "Supplemental instructions"
means detailed instructions issued (in
accordance with § 703.13) for the pur-
pose of amplifying this part and facili-
tating grant applications.

§ 703.3 Allotments.

(a) An allotment of funds may be
awarded to any State after a written ap-
plication is approved by the Council.
Within limitations prescribed by para-
graph (b) of this section, the Council
may grant up to 50 percent of the cost
of a State's approved planning program.
The non-Federal funds which comprise a
portion of the cost of the approved pro-
gram shall be eligible to match an allot-

ment made from the Council only to the

extent of increases in the non-Federal
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expenditures of the program above those
incurred during a "base period" of one
Year ending June 30, 1965. In exceptional
circumstances the Council may approve
a longer base period. In addition, the
base period may be adjusted because
some States have different terminating
dates for their fisca: year, but in no event
can the base period terminate after June
30, 1965. Once established, the base level
of expenditures for such a period is in-
tended to remain as the base for calcu-
lating non-Federal funds eligible for
matching.

(b) The fends appropriated pursuant
to section 301(a) of the Act for any
fiscal year for grants to States shall be
allotted among the participating States
In accordance with section 302(a) of
the Act as follows:

(1) Fifteen percent of the funds in the
ratio that the population of each State
bears to the population of all the States,

(2) Fifteen percent of the funds in the
ratio that the land area of the State
bears to the land area of all the States,

(3) Thirty percent of the funds in the
ratio that the reciprocal of the per capita
income of a State bears to the sum of
the reciprocals for all the States, and

(4) Forty percent of the funds accord-
ing to the need for comprehensive water
and related land resources planning pro-
grams in each State, as determined by
the Council.

(c) In determining the need of a State
for comprehensive water and related
land resources planning as specified in
paragraph (b) (4) of this section, the
Council shall .consider:

(1) Crucial nature or immediacy of
water and related land resources prob-
lems,

(2) Importance of the contribution of
a State to Federal or Federal-State plan-
ning of water and related land resource
use and development in its region,

(3) Specific opportunity for a State to
make a substantial advance in compre-
hensive water and related land resources
planning,

(4) Progress toward developing State
staff capability for comprehensive water
and related land resources planning, and

(5) Such other factors as the Council
may determine to be relevant.

(d) Within 30 days after publication
of the President's budget each year, the
Council shall publish a tabulation show-
ing the tentative distribution of funds to
each State, based on the appropriation
requested by the President. for the next

fiscal year. This publication does not con-
fer entitlement to such funds; it is simply
a preliminary figure that can be used by
the States for budgetary planning
purposes.

(e) Before any allotment may be paid,
a State must submit and obtain Council
approval of its application. Cornr_dt-
ments for financial assistance are made
only on the basis of an approved applica-
tion and the availability of funds appro-
priated by the Congress.

(f) Because of the need to make funds
available promptly for use by the States.
the Council will distribute funds to the
participating States as soon as possible
after July 1 each year.

§ 703.4 Procedures for applications.

(a) New applications. Within 90 days
after publication of the tentative allot-
ments for any fiscal year, any State 20L

having a program already approved 13r
the coming fiscal year and interested in
obtaining a grant for the following fiscal
year for comprehensive water and re-
lated land resources planning shall sub-
mit to the Council an application which
conforms to § 703.5. The detailed Pro-
gram of this application may be for one
or more years or for a whole planninz
program leading to a completed State
plan. Budget estimates may be showri
for more than 1 year, with the under-
standing that except for the first year
they are only estimates and subject to
annual amendment and resubmission
for approval.

(b) Annual supplemental applications.
During any multiyear period for which
a program has been approved, each
State shall submit by the 90-day dead-
line each year any substantive amend-
ments to the approved program that are
proposed, and a budget for the coming
fiscal year.

(c) Renewed applications. When a de-
tailed program covering more than 1
year has been approved by the Council,
a new application as outlined in g 703.5
will be required for any additional
period.

§ 703.5 Contents of applications.

A new or renewed application submit-
ted by a State for approval shall present
concise statements and, where helpful or
necessary, charts or tabulations convey-
ing information needed by the Council.
A detailed form for preparation of the
application, conforming to the following
outline, win be supplied to the applicant:
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(a) Name of State.
(b) Designated State agency: Name

the designated, State agency, and give
name, title, and address of the chief offi-
cer of the agency.

(c) Authority: Cite the statutory or
other authority of the designated agency
to administer or perform water and re-
lated land resources planning in accord
with the Act.

(d) Coordination:
(1) Include assurances that:
(i) In carrying out the State water

and related land resources planning pro-
gram, consideration will be given to re-
lationships to other planning by the
State or other governmental entities
within the State with the view of at-
taining consistency among the several
planning programs;

(it) The economic and other relevant
assumptions and projections to be used
will be in harmony with those of other
planning programs;

(iii) Optimum joint use will be made
of equipment, personnel, and existing
data among the various State planning
programs; and

(iv) Steps taken, and to be taken, by
the State will provide for statewide co-
ordination of comprehensive water and
related land resources planning with
other comprehensive planning efforts in
accord with section 303(2) of the Act,
and Bureau of the Budget Circular No.
A-95 (July 1969), including a provision
that the Governor of the State will be
given opportunity to review and com-
ment on the proposed boundaries of
multijurisdictional.planning areas.

(2) Show also the steps to be taken
for coordination of the State program
with:

(1) Comprehensive statewide planning
being carried on with assistance of
grants made under section 701 of the
Housing Act of 1954, as amended (68
Stat. 590) under the Land and Water
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (78 Stet.
897) ; under section 314(a) and 314(b)
of the Comprehensive Health Planning
and Public Health Service Amendments
of 1966 (80 Stet. 1180), for statewide
and areawide comprehensive health
planning; under section 206 of the Solid
Waste Disposal Act (78 Stat. 678) ; under
sections 105 and 106 of the Clean Air Act
(80 Stat. 416) ;

(ii) The work of commissions created
under title II of the Act (79 Stat. 244)
insofar as areas in the State are covered
by such commissions;

Resources Council § 703.5

MD Water pollution control programs
in the State, including those conducted
pursuant to the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act, as amended ('75 Stat.
204), and those developed by the Federal
Water Quality Administration as a part
of comprehensive, coordinated, joint
plans for river basins done in accordance
with section 201(b) (2) of the Act and as
authorized by other acts;

(1v) Comprehensive water and related
land resources planning, re?ating to eco-
nomic development planning conducted
within the State in accordance with titles
III, IV, and V of the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965 (79
Stat. 552) and in accordance with sec-
tion 206 of the Appalachian Regional
Development Act of 1965 (79 Stat. 5):

(v) Comprehensive planning for the
development of water and sewer systems
in rural areas under the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act of
1961 (75 Stat. 307), as amended;

(vi) resee.rch done under the Water
Resources Research Act (78 Stat. 329).

(e) Participating State agencies: List
all State agencies administered or co-
ordinated by the designated State agency
and indicate whether each agency will be
assisted by Federal funds granted under
title HI. Indicate also how coordination
by the designated agency is related to
the State "clearing house" agency estab-
lished in compliance with Bureau of the
Budget Circular No. A-95 (July 1969).

(f) Relationship to other State agen-
cies: Describe how the planning to be
done by the designated and participating
State agencies is related to that to be
done by other State planning and devel-
opment organizations, such as intrastate
river basin commissions and authorities,
and special agencies in the State which
have particular watershed or river basin
jurisdictions or functions. This descrip-
tion should also provide for coordination
with comprehensive statewide develop-
ment planning, whether or not such
planning receives Federal financial as-
sistance.

(g) Relationship to Federal and Fed-
eral-State planning programs: Describe
how the State's planning work win be
coordinated with related work of Fed-
eral and Federal-State planning pro-
grams.

(h) Need for augmented planning:
Include statements on at least the cri-
teria set forth in 703.3(e) (1), (2), (3),
and (4) to assist the Council in apprais-
ing the need for comprehensive water
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and related land resources planning
among the States for the purpose of al-
lotting the 40 percent of Federal title
M funds available for distribution on
the basis of planning need.

(1) Planning procedure: Describe the
overall State program for comprehensive
planning for water and related land re-
sources development for which a title la
grant is sought, including its expected
duration. Summarize the steps to be fol-
lowed in completing the State plan, pro-
jected on a 3-ear to year basis to the ex-
tent possible. Describe the major steps
in planning, Vicluding provisions for ob-
taining necessary economic projections
and other basic data. A flow chart or
charts depicting the contemplated rate of
progress in completing work within the
various categories will be helpful.

(j) Detailed program: Outline spe-
cifically the planning program scheduled
for the coming fiscal year or years for
which Council approval is requested.
Show for each of the several substantive
components of the planning program,
for the fiscal year of each annual request,
an estimate of the budgeted amounts of
State and Federal funds to be assigned to
each component.

(k) Available information: Provide
Information about the nature and extent
of water and related land resources, the
status of their development, and their
economic significance in the State, to-
gether with references to available data
on each of these aspects.

(1) Current status of planning: De-
scribe the State's water and related land
resources planning programs as of the
beginning of the fiscal year for which a
title III grant is requested, including:

(1) The water and related land re-
sources being studied.

(2) The planning activities being
conducted,

(3) The planning resources in terms of
personnel, equipment, funds and accu-
mulated data and information, and

(4) The level of development and the
progress of the planning program.
This statement should also indicate the
segments of the total planning program
that are handled by each participating
agency.

(m) Accounting: Name the State
agencies or officials responsible for re-
ceiving, disbursing, and accounting for
Federal Title M and non-Federal match-
ing funds used in planning. Also, indi-

cate briefly in what way these accounts
will be kept clearly identifiable.

(n) Civil rights assurance: Provide as-
surance that the planning will be con-
ducted in compliance with the provisions
of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964.

(o) Other Federal grants to State
agencies requested or to be requested for
the fiscal year for which a Federal Title
III grant is being requested: Report all
other Federal grants in force, applied
for, or expected to be applied for, by the
designated State and participating state-
wide, agencies for water and related land
resources planning, and for comprehen-
sive planning that includes or is related
to water and related land resources
planning for the fiscal year of the grant
request.

(p) Augmentation and proposed
budget: Show the amount of State fund
augmentation and supply a proposed
budget. In the budget, show the esti-
mated obligations of both State match-
ing and Federal Title III funds for each
cost item; the Federal funds requested
under title III should not exceed the pre-
liminary estimate for the State, fur-
nished by the Council after publication
of the President's budget (see § 703.1
(d) ). A revised budget should be sub-
mitted in connection with any proposed
significant change in an approved pro-
gram, or change in the method of ac-
complishing it.

§ 703,6 Federal coordination.

Interagency coordination of actions
upon applications for Federal grants to
States for planning which includes water
and related land resources shall be ef-
fected in accordance with §§ 701.60(c)
and 701.79(c) of Part 701 of this chapter.

§ 703.7 Annual report and progmni
review.

(a) Repert. On or before August 1 of
each year, each State shall make an an-
nual report to the Council on its ap-
proved planning program, providing
financial and other information on the
progress during the preceding fiscal year,
in such form and substance as the Coun-
cil shall prescribe in supplemental
Instructions.

(b) Program review. Each State's pro-
gram including its annual report will be
reviewed annually by the Council. As a
consequence of the annual review end
In compliance with sections 303 and 301
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§ 703.8

of the Act, the following actions may
occur:

(1) If it appears to the Council that
the State's program conforms to the re-
quirements of section 303 of the Act, the
State will continue to be eligible for a
grant under title la.

(2) If, on the other hand, it appears
that the program no longer complies
with the requirements of section 303 in
either design or administration, the
Director shall ascertain all the rele-
vant facts. The State agency desig-
nated to administer the program shall
be given notice in writing, which notice
shall state with particularity the ap-
parent inadequacies of the program and
shall cite specific requirements of sec-
tion 303, this part, or supplemental in-
structions which apparently have not
been met. The State shall be given timely
opportunity to be heard through the fil-
ing of written statements and personal
presentations in support of its position.

(3) If the Council shall determine, on
the basis of all the facts and after rea-
sonable notice and opportunity for a
hearing, that the program does not meet
the requirements of section 303, the State
shall be notified that no further pay-
ments shall be made under the Act. A
copy of such decision accompanied by a
statement of the supporting facts will be
furnished to the State.

(4) When the Council is satisfied that
sufficient adjustments have been made
In the design and operation of the pro-
gram, payments to the State will be re-
sumed. A copy of such decision shall be
furnished to the State.

§ 703.8 Program costs and acCounting.

(a) Program costs—(1) Time of in-
currence. (i) Non-Federal matching
funds must be obligated within the fiscal
year of the budget set forth in an ap-
proved application to qualify as a basis
for payment of Federal funds.

(ii) Once obligated to a State, Federal
funds shall remain available to the State
until expended, subject to the provisions
of §703.7(b): But the persistence of sub-
stantial annual balances will be con-
sidered in determining the relative need
for planning, as the Council determines
allotment to the State for subsequent
years (see § 703.3(c)).

(2) Redistribution of funds. In the
event that any State fails to make appli-
cation for a grant, for the current fiscal
year, the grant allotment assigned to

that State for that year will be retained
as a commitment until April 1. at which
time the commitment to that State will
be withdrawn by the Council and the
allotment shall be added to the unobli-
gated title III balances available to the
Council.

(3) Rules on, the incurrence of plan-
ning costs. The budgetary practices,
rules, and policies cf the State as
customarily applied, if in accord with
generally accepted aceounting practices,
shall govern for costs incurred on an
approved program unless the approved
application stipulates a different method.

(4) Sources of State planning funds.
The sources of a State's share of the cost
of a program shall have no bearing on
whether or not such costs can be matched
by Federal funds, except that other Fed-
eral funds or property cannot be used
for matching purposes.

(5) Use of title III grants for other
matching. Federal or non-Federal funds
allotted to a title III program shall not
be used to meet a State's share of the
cost of a Federal-State commission
established under title LI of this Act or
to match Federal funds under any other
federally aided program.

(6) Ceilings on allowable costs. The
amount of each cost item that may be
acceptable for Federal matching under
this Act shall not exceed the actual cash
outlay from non-Federal sources for that
item, or the fair market value of the
item, whichever is less.

(7) Expenditures that may qualify as
a basis for payment of Federal funds. (1)
Any funds used by a State for water and
related land resources planning may be
employed to match an allotment under
title III of the Act, except that funds
used for matching other Federal grants-
in-aid or other federally aided programs
or funds specifically prohibited by the
Council, may not be used to match allot-
ments under title III. Such expenditures
must be reasonable and clearly allocable
to the State comprehensive water and
related land resources planning effort
and may include but are not limited to
expenditures for personal services; train-
ing of personnel; fringe benefits; con-
sultant fees; equipment, supplies, and
materials; travel of employees engaged
in the program; contributed personal
services; and payment for information
services. Consultant services are eligible
only to the extent that the development
of trained State personnel for compre-
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§ 703,9	 Title 18—Conservation of Power, Wuter Resources

hensive water and related land resources
planning activities is not impaired.

(1i) Detailed standards, listings, and
descriptions of allowable and unallow-
able costs are given in Bureau of the
Budget Circular No. A-87, "Principles
for Determining Costs Applicable to
Grants and Contracts with State and
Local Government," May 9, 1968.

(b) Accounting. Based on generally
accepted standards and principles, ac-
counting procedures shall conform to
the requirements of Bureau of the Budget
Circular No. A-87 unless exceptions are
granted by the Council, and shall
include:

(1) Itemization of all supporting
records of program expenditures in sufh-
Cient detail to show the exact nature,
amount, and reasonableness of each
expenditure;

(2) Maintenance of adequate records,
approved by the appropriate official, to
show that all salaries and wages charged
against the planning program were
authorized;

(3) Maintenance of payroll vouchers
for salaries and wages;

(4) Cross-referencing of each expen-
diture with the supporting purchase
order, contract, voucher, or bill.

The supporting documents should be
endorsed by an official authorized to
approve such expenditures.

§ 703.9 Payments.

Payments to the States shall be made
according to the following procedure: At
the beginning of each calendar quarter,
the Director shall determine the amount
to be paid to each State in relation to the
total estimate for that fiscal year. This
amount, subject to availability of appro-
priations, shall be paid in advance,
adjusted by any excess or deficiencies
in payments for prior quarters, as re-
flected in information submitted by the
States in accordance with supplemental
Instructions.

§ 703.10 Records.

(a) The officers of the State agency,
designated in compliance with section
303(3) of the Act, that receives funds
under the Act, 'shall be responsible for
maintaining books of account that
clearly, accurately, and currently reflect
the financial transactions involving allot-

ments, grants, contracts, and other
arrangements financed under the Act
and also transactions financed with
funds from other sources. In addition,
they shall maintain files of all papers
necessary to establish the validity of the
transactions recorded and their alloca-
bility to the State comprehensive water
and related land resources planning
effort.

(b) Such records, with all supporting
and related documents, shall be avail-
able at reasonable times, upon request,
for inspection and audit by representa-
tives of the Council and of the Comp-
troller General of the United States.

(c) Records relating to each allot-
ment and each grant shall be retained
and made available until the expiration
of 3 years after the State agency's last
disbursement of such funds.

§ 703.11 Reports and publications.

(a) The results of each completed seg-
ment of a comprehensive water and
related land resources plan, and of the
entire plan, shall be stated in a formal
report, to be made available for public
distribution. Where a central State plan-
ning or coordinating agency exists, 5uch
reports shall be referred to such agency
for any appropriate review before publi-
cation.

(b) Appropriate acknowledgment shall
be given in publications, news releases
and other media of the Water Resources
Council's participation in financing
planning under the Water Resources
Planning Act.

§ 703.12 Nondiscrimination in federally
assisted programs.

In order to carry out the provision
of title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
(78 Stat. 252), no person in the United
States shall, on the ground of race, color,
cr national origin, be excluded from par-
ticipation in, be denied the benefits of,
or be otherwise subjected to discrimina-
tion under any program or activity
receiving Federal financial assistance
under the Act:

§ 703.13 Supplemental instructions.

As deemed appropriate the Council
may amplify the rules and regulations in
this part by means of supplemental
ins true tions.
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PART 704—PLAN FORMULAPON
STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES

Subparts A–D [Reserved]

Subpart E—Standards for Plan
Formulation and Evaluation

§704.39 Discount rate.

(a) The interest rate to be used in
plan formulation and evaluation for
discounting future benefits and comput-
ing costs, or otherwise converting bene-
fits and costs to a common time basis,
Lail be based upon the average yield
during the preceding fiscal year on in-
terest-bearing marketable securities of
the United States which, at the time the
computation is made, have terms of 15
years or more remaining to maturity:
Provided, however, That in no event shall
the rate be raised or lowerad more than
one-quarter of 1 percent for any year.
The average yield shall be computed as
the average during the fiscal year of the
daily bid prices. Where the average rate
so computed is not a multiple of one-
eighth of 1 percent, the rate of interest
shall be the multiple of one-eighth of 1
percent nearest to such average rate.

(b) The computation Shall be made
as of July 1 of each year, and the rate
thus computed shall be used during the
succeeding 12 months. The Executive Di-
rector shall annually request the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to inform the
Water Resources Council of the rate
thus computed.

(e) Subject to the provisions of para-
graphs (d) and (e) of this section, the
provisions of paragraphs (a) and (b) of
this section shall apply to all Federal and

federally assisted water and related land
resources project evaluation reports sub-
mitted to the Corgress, or approved act-
ministratively, after the close of the
second session of the 90th Congress.

(d) Where construction of a project
has been authorized prior to the close
of the second session of the 90th Con-
gress, and the appropriate State or local
governmental agency or agencies have
given prior to December 31, 1969, satis-
factory assurances to pay the required
non-Federal share of project costs, the
discount rate to be used in the computa-
tion of benefits and costs for such proj-
ect shall be the rate in effect immerliately
prior to the effective date of this section,
and that rate shall continue to be used
for such project until construction has
been completed, unless the Congress
otherwise decides.

(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of
paragraphs (a) and (b) of this sectien,
the discount rate to be used in plan
formulation and evaluation during the
remainder of the fiscal year 1069 shall
be 4 5/8 percent except as provided by
paragraph (d) of this section.

(f) Section V. G. 2 of the interagency
agreement dated May 15, 1962, approved
by the President on May 15, 1962, en-
titled "Policies, Standards, and Proce-
dures in the Formulation, Evaluation,
and Review of Plans for Use and Develop-
ment of Water and Related Land Re-
sources," and published on May 29, 1062,
as Senate Document No. 97, 87th Con-
gress, 2d Session, is superseded by the
provisions of this section.
(See. 4e2, 79 Stat. 254: 42 U.S.C. 1962d-1)
(33 F.R. 19170, Dec. 24. 19681
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