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PART I. SURVEY OF REGIONS AND REGIONALISM:
OVERVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Regionalism is considered to be important in North Carolina, but a clear view about what regionalism
means or how it can be put into action is lacking. The state’s regionalism policy is largely implicit;
executive orders have defined features of regional councils but have never established an explicit
regionalism policy. Through activities of staff in field offices of the Division of Community Assistance
(DCA), certain regional projects have been initiated outside the regional council framework, and the
state has supported some regional ventures such as the Partnership for the Sounds. A major new
dimension of regionalism is the strategy for economic development through seven large regions
organized as economic development partnerships or commissions.

For the most part, the state has encouraged regional cooperation through the activities of the
regional councils in eighteen designated planning regions. The regional councils have been chosen as
the organization to administer certain federal and state programs. Beyond these programs, the types
and level of activities have been largely left to the initiative of these regional councils of governments.
North Carolina’s regional policy has essentially consisted of what the regional councils have
chosen to do. Because of the centrality of regional councils in the state’s approach to regionalism,
these organizations will be the focus of this study.

Regional councils serve multiple purposes. They were created as state designated planning
regions and as bodies to handle intergovernmental program coordination. They have subsequently
expanded their local government service role. The regional councils have been adaptive to changes in
funding and responsive to the requests for service from member governments. Regional councils lack a
clearly perceived purpose, however, because of certain key trends and developments:

* The local government service role has become increasingly important, and the regional council is
widely viewed by local officials as an extension of local government. These service activities are
often oriented to a single jurisdiction and are not necessarily tied to regional issues.

* The intergovernmental coordination purpose was highlighted by the “lead regional organization”
concept and seems to be more widely recognized than the planning role in North Carolina. The
view of regional councils as administrators of federal and state programs is reinforced by the sizable
portion of their budgets that comes from these sources.

* Planning activities, until the 1980s supported by federal funding, has received less attention in the
past decade. At the present time, regional planning and efforts to coalesce support for regional
goals are poorly developed. Jim Youngquist of the Southeast Regional Directors Institute has
characterized regional councils in the southeast as follows: Regional councils “have perhaps
gotten away from the overall ‘regional agenda.” Today, there appears to be a void that can, and
should, again be filled by regional councils.” This observation applies to North Carolina.

® The state of North Carolina has supported various several agencies and initiatives to address
regional concerns rather than relying exclusively on regional councils. The state has not clearly
defined the relationship among these efforts nor articulated goals for regionalism.
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MAJOR FINDINGS REGARDING REGIONAL COUNCILS

Regional councils in North Carolina have a generally positive record in filling the certain major
functions commonly associated with regional councils. These functions and data on the performance
of the regional councils during the 1993-94 fiscal year are as follows --

L ]

serving as a regional forum
providing service and assistance to local governments, including —
* 381 projects without charge involving 26,656 person hours (equivalent of 13.3 FTE staff)

* 256 projects for a fee involving 50,395 person hours (25.2 FTE) and generating revenues
of $1.7 million.

operating data centers
sponsoring and facilitating cooperative ventures within and between regions
promoting environmental protection and coordinated use of natural resources

assisting economic development, particularly in seven regions designated a economic development
districts by the Economic Development Administration.

administering federal and state programs

planning and goal setting. As noted above, this function is not well developed on a region-wide
basis although regional councils are involved in locally oriented planning assistance and a few
regional councils have been involved in regional goal setting projects.

Regional councils are generally viewed by elected officials and administrators across the state as
extensions of and controlled by the local governments that make them up. The Joint Regional Forum
asserted the principle that “local jurisdictions control the governing boards of regional councils and

should continue to control the overall work carried out by regional councils” (May 3, 1995). '

This view of local control does not, however, match the sources of funds for programs and staff.

The budget of regional councils is heavily dependent on federal and state funding for specific
programs involving the passthrough of funding for services to local agencies. Overall, 92 percent
of the total revenues are federal and state funds.

The staffing pattern also reflects the heavy dependence of outside funding. Over 70% of the staff
are employed in the direct planning, coordination, and operation of federal and state programs.
Another 13% are paid as part of the indirect costs of these programs. Only 16% of staff positions
are paid from local sources.

State government recognizes regional councils as the lead regional organization for certain programs,
as a source of assistance to local governments for community and economic development activities,

and as a designated planning region. The level of support in policy and finances for these roles,
however, is limited.
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The state has utilized regional councils for the coordination of two programs -- Aging and EMS --
and 15 regions are also JTPA Service Delivery Areas (in four cases, not all the counties in the
region are included in the SDA).

Assistance to local governments for economic and community development activities was
supported in 1994 by state funding of $866,270.

There is no direct support of the planning function.

In contrast, the state of Virginia stresses the planning function of regional councils and provides
$1.7 million per year to its 21 Planning District Commissions.

The funding available for locally initiated activities is limited to local sources (approximately $8 million
in 1993-94) and $866,270 in state Community & Economic Development funding. In addition, seven
regions receive EDA planning funds ($723,525) and six western regions receive ARC assistance,
$541,000 of which is available for general use.

Supporters of regional councils clearly outnumber critics among local government officials. The base
of support appears to be weaker than it is because critics are more assertive than supporters.
Furthermore, there is often an imbalance between the large governments which provide most of the
dues and the small governments which receive most of the direct benefits.

Summary assessment of regional councils’ performance:

Regional councils have a high overall level of accomplishment despite limited and inflexible
resources. The service and assistance role augments the limited staff resources of local
governments and helps local governments secure grants. Regional councils have fostered a higher
level of cooperative activity and focused attention of interjurisdictional environmental concemns.
They have supported local development activities both directly and indirectly.

The whole of regional council activities is greater than the sum of the parts. Regional councils link

and build on specific activities to create a regional consciousness and sense of shared regional
interests.

Regional councils are generally viewed as being a locally oriented organization that is responsive to
member governments despite the preponderance of funding from outside sources.

Regional councils have extensive experience in administering federal government programs which
is an asset that can be tapped in support of other regional activities. The linkage, however,
between federal/state program administration and other regional functions is not always strong and
the commitment given to these programs by the regional councils is uneven.

Regional councils have not stressed regional planning in recent years but have a substantial base of
information, experience with cooperative ventures, and record of involvement with local planning
that would support regional planning.

Some regional councils are weak in their performance and have limited local support. Five regional
councils have problems with membership because the population of nonmembers is large, or there
is a substantial number of eligible jurisdictions which are not members.
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® Most regional councils need to strengthen governance by energizing the governing board, to
improve the communication between the board and the member governments, and to build more
ties to the nonprofit and business sectors.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR STATE GOVERNMENT

A North Carolina State Government Policy on Regionalism requires that the state determine its
goals for regions and specify what roles are to be played by various entities, including Regional
Councils. Indicating state expectations for regional councils has in the past been hampered by
confusion over “ownership.” The state has viewed regional councils as primarily local government
entities. Local governments—to some extent viewing regional councils as organizations established by
the state and/or serving state purposes in administering intergovernmental programs--have felt limited
in how they can shape the organizations and determine their purpose. Regional councils themselves
have been constrained by lack of clear definition of purpose.

The potential value of regional councils to state government lies in the fact that they are locally
controlled and accountable. They are able to carry out certain state-determined functions with an
orientation that is sensitive to local concerns. It is appropriate for the state to identify certain purposes
to be met by regional councils and to provide support for those activities, and it can do so without
undermining local control. These bodies were originally designated by state government, and there are
clear state interests served by them. It is also important for the other “owner” of regional councils—
member governments and regional governing boards--to examine what actions they should take to
strengthen regional councils. These recommendations focus on state government action but
suggestions are also offered for local governments and regional councils themselves.

North Carolina State Government should adopt a Policy on Regionalism which--

sets forth goals for the regions in the state

¢ identifies the roles to be played by regional councils, economic development
partnerships/commissions, and the Division of Community Assistance

* specifies how state government agencies will interact with regional councils
o offers guidelines for state funding of regional activities

e indicates steps for implementation

GOALS FOR REGIONS

The vitality of North Carolina depends on strong and vibrant local governments, regions, and
state government. Regions are important because increasingly the citizens of the state live in one place
and work, engage in civic pursuits, and pursue recreational and cultural activities across a number of
other jurisdictions. The governments in a region are interdependent. Problems in regions spill across
jurisdictional boundaries. It is not possible for a single jurisdiction to deal effectively with problems like
environmental protection, solid waste, crime, or traffic congestion. In sum, the people in a region are
interconnected and share common opportunities and concerns. Consequently, the state seeks to
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promote certain goals to insure the vitality and livability of regions through its own actions and the
activities of regional organizations and local governments. These goals include the following--

a) Promote orderly growth and development which preserves important resources of the
region as a whole

b) Expand opportunity for all jurisdictions in the region

c) Promote orderly movement within and through the region and reasonable accessibility
d) Enhance and help to equalize the governmental capacity of all jurisdictions in the region
e) Identify significant natural resources and develop strategies to protect them

f) Share benefits and costs among jurisdictions in region

g) Overcome the jurisdictional barriers that make it difficult to carry out activities in a region,
e.g., many different approaches to zoning classification or building standards. In other
words, make the region seamless.

h) Share facilities among jurisdictions to increase efficiency

1) Coordinate action among jurisdictions to address common problems: solid waste, crime,
traffic congestion and access, housing, etc.

J) Resolve conflicts between jurisdictions

k) Balance interests of region with those of individual jurisdictions by promoting a regional
perspective.

The state affirms its intention to act in ways that will promote the realization of these goals for regions.
On a continuing basis, the state will assess how well these goals are being accomplished and establish
benchmarks to measure progress in meeting these goals.

Responsibility for overseeing and coordinating state government action involving regions is
assigned to the Secretary of Administration. The Secretary will be responsible for creating a regional
review body including representatives of local governments, regional councils, state agencies, and
others involved in regional activities to set performance indicators for meeting regional goals, monitor
performance, and promote cooperation among agencies and organizations active in regional affairs.

ROLES PLAYED BY KEY ORGANIZATIONS

The major organizations that impact regional affairs in ways at least partially shaped by state
government are regional councils (usually organized as councils of governments), economic
development partnerships, and the field offices of the Division of Community Assistance (DCA). The
roles of each with regard to state interests are distinct and complementary.

¢ Regional councils provide the following functions of importance to state government:
= comprehensive service and assistance to member governments
=> regional planning among governments in the region

= facilitation of cooperative ventures
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= grant administration.

The distinct value of regional councils comes in their integration of these purposes with each other
and with other locally determined activities. Their advantages are their moderate size, closeness to
the member governments, local control, governmental base, and fiscal accountability. Although
there are a variety of other regional organizations, the regional councils in approximately their
present configuration represent core working regions with a broad range of concerns. They are the
building blocks of a state system of regions and a source of assistance and coordination to other
regional bodies. These core working regions are large enough to be the catchment area for
significant problems, but small enough for meaningful participation from member governments.
The regional councils collectively represent a network for comprehensive regional action to attain
the goals for regions both directly and in support of other state regional activities.

e Economic Development Partnerships/Commissions

The partnerships and commissions for economic development are organized to promote the follow
activities for the large regional area that they serve:

= marketing of the region
= promotion of new investment for the economic development of the region
= providing an integrated data base to support economic development activities

The marketing and promotion aspects of economic development are best channeled through large
areas with a major economic engine of development and/or common conditions and characteristics.
Marketing and promotion become excessively fragmented if the effort is made to attract investment
to too many areas in the state. The partnership/commission structure with strong emphasis on
private sector leadership is also well suited to the economic promotion function.

e Division of Community Assistance

The Division of Community Assistance is not a regional agency, but through its seven field offices
it provides important technical assistance to local governments. On occasion, it undertakes multi-
jurisdictional projects to focus on special purpose issues that are not always aligned with regional
council boundaries. DCA offers the following services--

=> Technical assistance to local governments in areas related to planning and economic
development

= Special projects that focus on state priority issues and/or interjurisdictional concerns that
transcend regional boundaries

GUIDELINES FOR OTHER STATE GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

The continuing utilization of regional councils by the Aging, EMS, and JTPA programs should
be considered in light of the overall policy toward regional councils. The expertise of regional councils



SURVEY OF REGIONS AnD REGIONALISM, T/31/95, page 7

in federal program administration can be a valuable resource to support other state activities, e.g., the
job training function as it supports economic development partnerships.

There should be a presumption that regional councils are the preferred organization to use as
long as the value added by regional umbrella organizations and the level of performance warrant
utilizing them as an agency for planning, coordination, and fiscal management. New cooperative
arrangements among regions should also be explored to respond to concerns of state agencies for more
efficient use of limited administrative funds. It should be recognized that changes in federal legislation
may produce changes in arrangements for delivering these services

Other state agencies are encouraged to utilize the regonal councils on matters of regional
significance and to use the regional council as a source of assistance and advice when interacting with
local governments collectively. Given limited general funding or regional councils to undertake new

assignment, state agencies should make efforts to provide funding support if extensive assistance 1s
requested.

GUIDELINES FOR STATE FUNDING OF REGIONAL ACTIVITIES

In view of the important functions provided by regional councils, the state should provide an
appropriate level of direct funding to support their activities in providing services to member
governments, planning, and fostering cooperative ventures. Recognition of these functions argues for
continuation of prior levels of funding and exploration of ways to increase that funding in the future. It
is not in the interest of the state to have the performance of these functions by regional councils
diminish in the future. It is clear that the current revenue sources of regional councils do not provide
for a good base of support for these activities because they are largely tied to the administration of
federal and state programs and are largely passed through to local agencies. The state funding,
although a small part of total funding, is important to support the purposes identified.

For comparison, at the level of funding in FY1994, North Carolina ranked seventh among the
nine southeastern states in funding level and eighth in the per capita appropriation.

IMPLEMENTATION BY STATE GOVERNMENT

State policies and funding should be consistent with and promote the accomplishment of the
purposes served by regional councils as part of the state’s regionalism policy. The major steps to be
taken are the following:

1. Issue a new executive order indicating that the purposes of regional councils include service to local
governments, planning, and encouraging cooperative inter-governmental ventures along with the
continuing commitment to utilize the regional council “for planning, implementing, and coordinating
programs that impact local governments” (Executive Order, 1986). Consideration should be given
to proposing in a future session of the legislature revisions in the authorizing legislation for regional
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councils of government (G.S.160A-475) to include the more action-oriented language of the statute
on regional planning commissions (G.S.153A-395).!

2. Recognition and inclusion of regional councils in state activities that support the functions of

regional councils, e.g., development of state-wide approaches to dissemination of data and
development information systems.

3. Foster cooperative relationships between regional councils and other state offices that operate at the

regional level, in particular the field offices of the Division of Community Assistance. DCA and
regional councils should actively coordinate their activities to meet the needs of local governments
in the areas served. Regional initiatives by DCA offices should be undertaken after consultation
with the regional councils that serve the projected target area and coordinated with them. Regional
councils should provide cooperation and support to these efforts.

4. Foster close working relationships between regional councils and economic development

partnerships.

e The partnerships/commissions should seek to include the regional councils in their activities
and, where possible, use one or more of the regional councils to support the data gathering
needed to keep information systems current. The contract between the Triad Partnership and
Piedmont Triad Council of Governments is a model.

e The regional councils should propose measures to

* integrate economic promotion with job training, infrastructure development, and
planning

* work with member governments to reduce competing governmental practices and
procedural inconsistencies that impede development and to coordinate policies for
development across the region.

5. Restore full funding for regional councils in recognition of their services to member governments
and contributions to planning and intergovernmental cooperation. A study should be made of
providing additional funding, including consideration of whether additional funding should be
allocated equally, based on a variable factor such as population, and/or on a contractual basis for
specific services.

! The purpose of regional planning commissions includes permission to (a) “study and inventory regional goals, recourses,
and problems”; and (b) “prepare and amend regional development plans, which may include recommendations for land
use within the region, recommendations concerning the need for and general location of public works of regional concern,
recommendations for economic development of the region, and any other relevant matters,” and (c) “cooperate with and
provide assistance to federal, State, and other regional, and local planning activities within the region.” G.S. 160A-475
lists the power of regional councils of government to “study regional governmental problems, including matters affecting
health, safety, welfare, education, recreation, economic conditions, regional planning, and regional development” and “to
promote cooperative arrangements and coordinate action among its member governments.”
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6. Review of the number and boundaries of regional councils

There has been no systematic review of regional boundaries since they were created in 1971.
There is no necessity to change the number and boundaries of regional councils at this time, but this
issue warrants attention to insure that regional councils as currently aligned make efficient use of
limited program administration funds and that the councils match the boundaries of important regional
problems and issues.  There is no single boundary that encompasses all significant regional activity;
cooperative activities between existing regional councils and between regional councils and other
organizations may be more effective than trying to formally realign boundaries.

It is recommended, therefore, that the regional councils be instructed to continue to develop
new mechanisms for cooperation across existing boundaries in carrying out their functions and in
administering federal and state programs. The purposes of these changes are to increase effectiveness
by aligning programs with the areas affected and to increase efficiency by sharing administrative
expenses when consistent with effective program operation.

A summary of actions taken and planned should be provided to the Secretary of the
Department of Administration by July 1, 1997, along with recommendations from the Joint Regional
Forum regarding regional boundaries and reports from the state agencies which utilize regional
councils for program administration concerning the adequacy of the number of regional councils and
their boundaries in view of these new cooperative arrangements. A determination will be made at that
time whether a boundary review process with substantial representation from local government officials
and regional council representatives is needed. The regional affairs review committee to be established
by the Secretary of Administration will receive six-month progress reports starting January 1, 1996.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

Regional councils are intended to be an extension of local governments which assist local
governments and foster cooperative regional action. These organizations fill important state purposes.
Consistent with their general purposes, regional councils can and will be what local governments
determine. Local governments should clarify their objectives for regional councils and insure that
strong linkages are maintained between the local government and the regional council. The
commitment of the city council or county commission member who serves on the regional council
governing board is critical to insure that local concerns are actively represented and that regional
approaches are actively communicated to the member government. Support for the regional council
should be realistically matched to the expectations for regional council performance.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REGIONAL COUNCIL ACTION

Regional councils should critically assess themselves in terms of general purposes of all

regional councils and the special needs of their regions. Regional councils should include the following
in their review:

* Review regional council mission, goals, and scope of activities in light of the record and
accomplishments of other regional councils in the state.

. T Sse—=
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¢ Examine board membership, meeting agenda, and procedures to increase focus on the critical
regional issues.

 Strengthen the communications between the regional council and the member governments.

¢ Establish new linking mechanisms across regional boundaries to better match natural service areas
and areas with common need. Examine feasibility of joint operation of activities, giving one
council the lead responsibility for conducting a joint activity, establishment of “branch” offices in

“sub-regions” of an area that encompasses more than one regional council, and other new
arrangements for sharing,

e Examine new ways to share accomplishments and disseminate information about innovations
among regional councils.

Develop means for collective monitoring of performance, recognizing that each regional council is a

part of a statewide network and should provide mutual support to maintain generally high levels of
performance.
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PART II. REPORT OF SURVEY OF REGIONS AND REGIONALISM

BACKGROUND — THE ROLE OF REGIONS

Regionalism is an illusive subject. On the one hand, increasingly activity occurs in “regions’--an
interconnected collection of places where people live, work, and recreate--rather than being confined to
single jurisdictions. Local government problems spill over boundaries, and effective response required
coordinates action among governments. More and more one hears the opinion that the interconnected
places must develop the capacity to work together if these problems are to be addressed and a desired
future is to be secured. To paraphrase an old saying about the United Nations, if regions didn’t exist,
we would have to create them. In the case of a regional organization of governments, however, there
is a lack of clarity among officials and citizens about what one would be creating.

For evidence regarding the importance of regions, consider the following items:

e Southern Growth Policies Board report Measure by Measure (1992) recommends: “think, plan,
and act as metropolitan regions.” In finance, link state funding for localities to capital planning and
regional cooperation. Regional districts should be used to plan and set priorities for infrastructure
improvement. Also, ways should be found to share the benefits and burdens of development and
conservation.

e The Commission for a Competitive North Carolina has called for the state to enlarge its vision and
protect the state’s life style for considering regional solutions with a focus on a “community of
interest,” rather than geographic boundaries.

e The final draft report of Infrastructure Committee of Commission on a Competitive North Carolina
calls for an integrated three-pronged strategy to develop and maintain infrastructure: (1)
comprehensive land use planning, (2) a regional perspective for approaching both planning and
implementation, and (3) establishment of sustained and predictable funding sources.

¢ The Partnership for Quality Growth bill proposed in 1993 stated that “development of viable
growth initiatives will require comprehensive planning on the local, regional, and State levels.”
Florida, Georgia, Oregon, Vermont, and Washington have all assigned regional councils a review
role in state managed growth initiatives.

e The Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARC)® in Virginia which recently
completed a study of regional councils concluded that the state needed vehicles for addressing
regional issues and solutions and to foster regional development.

Regions are important because the scope of activities commonly extend over a large
geographical area that encompasses many governments. More and more people live in one place and
work, engage in civic pursuits, and pursue recreational and cultural activities across a number of other
jurisdictions. The govemnments in a region are interdependent. Problems in regions spill across
jurisdictional boundaries. It is not possible for a single jurisdiction to deal effectively with problems like
environmental protection, solid waste, crime, or traffic congestion. In sum, the people in a region are
interconnected and share common opportunities and concerns.

? Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission of the Virginia General Assembly, Review of Regional Planning
District Commission in Virginia, Senate Document No. 15 (Richmond: Commonwealth of Virginia, 1995)
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Despite the importance of regions as the new plane for action, regional councils in practice
have lost some of their regional orentation. They have increasingly focused on administering a
shrinking number of federal and state programs and providing services and assistance primarily to
individual local governments. As a regional forum for officials and as an agency to assist member
governments in taking on multi-jurisdictional efforts, the regional councils have been involved in
addressing regional issues. Still, there can be tension between functions that keep the regional
organization going by providing a funding base and that maintain local government support, on the one
hand, and the task of confronting regional issues, on the other. The JLARC in Virginia concluded that
regional councils were not serving as the vehicles for regional action that the state needs, although it
was not necessary to create a new organization to do so when the regional councils were already in
place. As Jim Youngquist, from the Southeast Regional Directors Institute has recently concluded, the
regional organizations in place “have perhaps gotten away from the overall ‘regional agenda.” Today,
there appears to be a void that can, and should, again be filled by regional councils.” This distinction
between providing services and programs for governments within a region and addressing regional
issues should be kept in mind in assessing the performance of regional organizations and considering
policy options for regionalism in North Carolina.

In North Carolina as elsewhere, regional councils have been assigned a number of purposes.

e In the first executive order from Governor Scott in 1970, they were created as planning regions
which would facilitate delivery of better public services.

e Govemor Holshouser designated the regional councils as lead regional organizations (LRO)
which would consolidate special-purpose, multipurpose planning activities, promote
intergovernmental program coordination, and, when appropriate, administer some
governmental services. The LROs were to be used by state agencies to help construct state-level
plans. In this policy statement, direct subsidies were ruled out although the LRO could receive
state and federal funds available for the support of specific planning tasks. The policy indicated
that LROs are the creation of local government and are not to be viewed as substate administrative
units nor a new level of government.

¢ Governor Hunt in 1978 reaffirmed the LRO concept and encouraged state agencies to make their
administrative subdivisions coterminous with the LRO boundary lines or combinations of LROs.
State financial support should be limited to grants to carry out specific tasks imposed by state
government which necessitate coordination and planning for local governments.

e Governor Martin in 1986 reaffirmed the principles of earlier orders and added to the purposes for
funding tasks which involve a coordinated state-wide activity which will be beneficial to both State
and local governments.

In addition to the purposes specified in the executive orders, regional councils have increasingly

expanded their local government service role. The planning function has lost its centrality for the
following reasons: '

e The intergovernmental coordination purpose was reinforced by the “lead regional organization”
concept and seems to be more widely recognized than the planning role.

? SouthEast Directions, January, 1995.
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e The local government service role is important but not necessarily tied to addressing issues and
developing goals on a regional level.

e Regional councils play an important role in fostering discussion about regional issues and
cooperative activities jurisdictions. Regional level planning, however, and coalescing support for
regional goals is less well developed.

Beyond the multiplicity and ambiguity in the purpose of regional councils, the state has not
clearly set forth a regional policy—a set of goals and expectations for what would be accomplished in
the regions of the state. The executive orders regarding regionalism have focused on the functions,
structure, and boundaries of the regional councils but have not addressed these matters within the
context of a policy on regionalism. Such a policy could serve as the basis for setting performance
standards for organizations that work In regons.

Purpose and Organization of the Study

In 1994, Governor Jim Hunt created an internal working group to develop a policy that will set
out haw the state will deal with regions and regionalism. To assist the group, a survey was conducted
between October, 1994, and May, 1995. Information from other states was also reviewed.

The Working Group met frequently to review progress of the survey, discuss findings, and
consider recommendations. The recommendations contained in the opening section of this report were
approved by the Working Group on August

The study is designed to assess the extent to which regional councils in state designated
planning regions in North Carolina are filling major functions which regional councils are commonly
expected to perform. These functions are -

e serving as a regional forum

e planning and goal setting

e service and assistance to local governments

* data centers

» sponsoring and facilitating cooperative ventures within and between regions
e promoting environmental protection and coordinated use of natural resources
*= promoting economic development

e adnumistening federal and state programs

After reviewing these functions, the budget and staff of regional councils and the membership in
regional councils will be examined.

With this information on the performance of regional councils as background, a review of
attitudes toward regional councils based on interviews and meetings with state, regional, and local
officials, and interest group leaders will be presented. Drawing on performance and attitudes, a set of
issues is developed, The report is the basis for the recommendations offered in the opening section.
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The report is based on information gathered from meetings with officials in state agencies, local
elected officials and administrators, interest group representatives, and officials in regional
organizations. The information from regional organizations includes the results of a lengthy survey
completed by the directors of the regional organizations in state designated planning regions in late
1994. Unless otherwise indicated, the information about regional councils in this report occurred in the
1993-94 fiscal year ending June 30, 1994.

A note on terminology is in order at the beginning. Five regional organizations in North
Carolina were organized as economic development commissions (A B C Q R) and the remaining
regional organizations are councils of government.  After being created as multi-county planning
regions by Governor Scott, the policy statement by Gavernor Holshouser designated these bodies as
Lead Regional Organizations (LROs) and the executive order of Governor Hunt in 1978 specified that
all LROs would have the powers and duties of councils of government, as contained at Section 160A-
475 of the General Statutes. For simplicity, the term regional council will be used in the report to refer
to all these organizations, although it should be recognized that the lack of a single label contributes to
confusion among some officials and the public about the nature and purpose of these general purpose
regional organizations, Each region was designated by a letter of the alphabet—A through R--
extending from west to east across the state. For convenience, when referring to specific regions in
lists and tables these initials will be used. A list of the regional councils is included in Appendix 1.

The purpose and structure of a regional council is affected by the reasons for its creation, the
programs which it has chosen to take on, and the attitudes and support of local governments which
make up it membership. These are factors which produce variation among regional councils. In
addition, there are some general functions which most regional councils are expected to fill to a greater
or lessor extent and certain programs which have been assigned by the state to all regional councils.
These factors promote uniformity, Still, as organizations that primarly bring together local

governments for regional purposes and are the creation local governments, variation is to be expected
and valued.

PERFORMANCE OF REGIONAL COUNCILS
A. Serving as regional forum

This is certainly the most commeonly mentioned regional activity of regional councils, These
organizations are unique as the place where officials from all the jurisdictions—and occasionally citizens
as well-can come together to discover and discuss a wide range of common regional issues. Most
regional councils are praised for providing this opportunity. Increased understanding of
interrelationships grows out of these meetings as well as the identification of problems that require
attention and programs that should be undertaken within the region,

There are, however, two sources of dissatisfaction regarding this role. One, regional councils
are sometimes faulted for being places where discussions occur but no action follows. A related
concern is a reluctance to take up controversial issues that will offend member governments. Two, in
some areas, the boundaries of the state designated planning region are not considered to correspond
with the “real” boundaries of the region as an area of extensive interaction and interdependency--
because the planning region does not include the entire metropolitan area, it encompasses counties that
do not see themselves as regionally linked, or a region defined by one set of criteria overlays the
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boundaries of the state designated planning regions. In such areas, the value of the council as a
regional forum is lowered unless steps are taken to broaden the range of participation. As reported in

section E below, a number of regional councils are undertaking projects that involve cooperation
across regonal lines.

B. Planning, goal setting, and addressing a regional agenda

Regional councils have substantial involvement in land use, infrastructure, and water related
planning in addition to planning done in connection with state and federal programs they administer.
This planning is generally carried out for portions of the region or specific jurisdictions rather than
being region-wide in scope. Six regions have 1.5 full-time equivalent staff (FTE) or more involved in
planning supported by local funds (D E F G T Q); five others (A B C L R) have at least three staff
involved in all forms of planning. Still, there is little planning that is regional in scope and
comprehensive in nature.”

Only four regional councils (B E F I} have current policy goals for the region toward which
they are working. Five regions (A I K N Q) have identified pnonties for their activities (e.g., job
creation or regional environmental scanning). One region (L) will conduct a goal setting project for the
region in 1995,

There are four unusual cases of planning and goal setting efforts in which regional councils are
extensively involved that indicate what 1s possible in goal setting for the region and beyond.

* Regional Vision ‘95

This was a strategic planning program for Region B which focused on the following priority areas
established by a 30-member public/private steering committee: education, land use/growth
management, infrastructure, environmental protection, and economic development, Task forces
for each area involved over 100 people. The action plan was adopted in 1993, and an Action Plan
Task Force was established to implement thirteen strategic initiatives. Considerable progress has
been made on most of these initiatives.

e Our Region Tomorrow’

This effort, initiated by Centralina Council of Governments (F) and jointly sponsored by the
Western Piedmont COG (E) and the Catawba Regional Planning Council in South Carolina,
identified critical long-term strategic issues that were not being addressed by other regional efforts
in the greater Charlotte area, A steering committee with representatives from fourteen counties in
North Carolina and four in South Carolina met during the fall of 1994 to work through a strategic
planning process. Three areas have been chosen for study and action planning which is currently in

* As noted previously, the Virginia Joint Legisative Audit and Review Commission came to a similar conclusion.
Although the Planning District Commissions (PDCs) were created to identify and address cross-jurisdictional problems
through planning, they often do not place much emphasis on regional planning and a comprehensive view of regional
needs. No PDCs have up-to<date regional comprehensive plans, and many do net typically engage in strategic planning,
* Centralina Council of Governments has also initiated the Catawba Regional Council on an elaborate strategic planning
effort involving the Catawba River from Lake MNorman o Lake Wylie. It has been a broad-ranging a goal-setting and
action effort as Cur Region Tomormow within the five counties involved in the project.
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progress: Workforce Preparation; Infrastructure Planning, Funding, and Implementation; and
Cohesiveness and Collaborative Action among Jurisdictions.

e Hickory Horizons

This is a visioning project by the city of Hickory which demonstrates how the regional council can
be viewed as the vehicle for addressing regional problems. The final report of the project stresses
the importance of viewing Hickory as part of a metropolitan region now and in the future,
Recommendations and assignment of responsibility for implementation refer frequently to the
regional council-Western Piedmont Council of Governments (E)--as the vehicle for coordinating
or undertaking a wide range of activities including;

*  air quality monitoning and testing

* solid waste planning and coordination

* coordinating land use planning, initiating regional parks and recreation planning

* creating a regional office to collect historical information and secks grants for historical

agencies in the region

*  establishing a forum for coordinating land use with transportation and infrastructure

*  developing strategy for comprehensive interconnected region-wide water supply

* developing an integrated intermodal metro transportation plan

* prnontizing long-term infrastructure needs

* developing a regional statistical data base, regional land use map and inventory, and

regional zoning map.
e World Class Region Conference and Greater Triangle Regional Council

These related projects are the result of planning and support by the Triangle J Council of
Governments. The second World Class Region Conference, a follow-up to a conference which
had identified goals such as the creation of the Triangle Transit Authority and regional phone
service, brought a wide range of citizens, organizational leaders, and government officials together
to identify regional goals culminating with an all-day conference attended by over 900 persons.
The conference endorsed the establishment on ongoing mechanism for bringing together leaders
from across the public, private, and university sectors to supplement the work of TICOG as an
organization of government officials. TICOG provided staff support to the Task Force which
designed the Greater Triangle Regional Council and has a contract to staff the Council. The

Council has and is considering initiatives in the areas of regional waste treatment, intervention
strategies for at-risk middle school students, and a regional development guide,

C. Service and Assistance (outside state/federal programs administered)

Providing service and assistance to member governments and other organizations has become a
major activity of regional councils and one of the most important sources of local government support
in many regions. Regional councils served over 630 governments and other organizations in 1993-94.
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They provided over 77,000 person hours or the equivalent of over 38 people working full-time.
Approximately 500 of these projects involved more than 16 person hours to complete.

381 of the total projects were conducted without charge and represented over 26,600 person
hours of assistance or the equivalent of almost 13 full-time staff.  All regional councils provide at least
some assistance without charge, particularly in helping governments seek grants. A summary of service
and assistance activities and policies regarding fees for service are provided in Appendix 2.

The vanation in the total hours of assistance provided in 1993-94 was as follows:
e Over 23 000-E
e Over 9,000—-F
o 5000-6000--B C Q
o 2500-5000-ADGIKN
e 1000-2500--L O
e  Under 1000-HIJMPR

Approximately 255 projects were conducted for a fee with revenues exceeding $1.7 million for
the year. An important form of service on a contractual basis is grant administration. Two regional
councils—E and F— accounted for almost $1.1 million in fees. Other regions with contract or fee
income exceeding $40,000 were B (5106,300), C (5115,720), G ($77,326), O ($42,199) and Q
($57,835), and J ($52,000). Regions A,HM,P, and R each raised less than $4,000 in fees.

Major areas in which service and assistance was provided were —-
* management and general government (140)
* community/economic development and housing (114)
e water (60)
* planning (50)
e criminal justice (41).

In addition to the service and assistance activities of regional councils, technical assistance is
the primary purpose of the field offices in the Division of Community Assistance (DCA). DCA seeks
to improve the economic and community development status of local governments and other
organizations. Specific types of assistance include strategic planning, growth management, appearance
and image improvement, downtown revitalization, and natural resource conservation. DCA has a staff
of 31 professional and support personnel in seven regional offices with a state-funded annual budget of
$1.8 million. DCA regional offices typically work with over 300 local governments each year with no
charge to the government.

D. Data Centers and GIS Support

Regional councils have active data centers through which information about the region is made
available to governments, non-profit and business organizations, and citizens, Most regional councils
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also have geographic information system (GIS) capacity  BCDEFGIJK M N O Q) , and offer
assistance to and share facilities with local governments. Five regional councils (A H L P R) do not
have GIS capacity, although Region H has a working arrangement with the city of Rockingham to
provide GIS services. Region L is conducting a survey of members in 1995 to determine applications

to be developed is being conducted in 1995, and Region P is currently investigating GIS software and
hardware,

The range of applications for those regional councils that are involved in GIS and the amount
of staff time devoted to their activities are as follows!

GIS Applications and Staff Commitment
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Surface/groundwater supply
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planning and allocation

Ecological modeling  and
site remediation

Total applications [ 1 3 84 4 3 Tl 4* 4 4 1

FTE staff devoted to GIS| 07| .20 .33 2] 15 JA5) 50 17| .50 0] 20| 03
activities

10

*Anticipated 19935
*Plus uses requested by private industry.

The regions most actively involved in GIS with more than one FTE staff person involved are E, F, and
J. Those moderately involved—with one day per week or more devoted to GIS—-are C, D, I, K, and N.
Seven regional councils (B E F J K O Q) Provide GIS services on a fee basis.

The regional councils report the following major accomplishments with GIS:

¢ B: mostly county and town land use maps, zoning maps, census tract data maps
¢ D: inhouse planning tool
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E: GIS mapping is integrated into all aspects of thoroughfare planning, water quality planning, and
economic development projects; specialized mapping produced on request for cities and counties;
working with NC DOT on an information highway project to allow interactive thoroughfare
planning.

F: published 18 county regional atlas in 1994, Catawba River Cormndor Study, regional building
permit tracking system

G: land use plan for Ramseur, Lexington; TIP in electronic and digital forms; numerous thematic

maps, mapping of building permit activity; firms by standard industnal classification code for
economic development,

[:  annexation work for 3 local governments in 1995

T, targeted census profile program, profile of industnal and commercial sites, GIS work for
Tnangle Fixed Guideway Study

N: redistricting elections
O: supply of Census Data information to regional local governments, businesses, and individuals

Q) annexation study for Ahoskie; waterfront property study of Pamlico nver in Beaufort County;
numerous CAMA land use maps over last 4 years

Sponsoring and facilitating cooperative ventures within and between regions

Regional councils have a substantial track record of fostering cooperative activity, ranging

from helping two jurisdictions work together on a project to joint projects involving all counties and/or
municipalities in the region. A complete list of all reported activities is provided in Appendix 3.

In many instances, regional councils work on projects with counties outside their own region

and in joint projects with other regional councils. Some examples are the following;

Western NC Housing Partnership (all Appalachian Regional Commission regions)
Regions A and B share an EMS Project Director

1-26 Corridor Association (17 counties organized by Region B)

various Catawba River efforts (C,E, F, and counties in South Carolina)

Our Region Tomorrow strategic planning project (E and F plus council in South Carolina)
Yadkin River monitoring project (E, F, G, HLI)

Triad Land Use and Transportation Project (Triad cities/counties and G)

Tnad Partnership Data Center (G with support of T)

[nterstate 73 Association (I)

Emergency Medical Dispatch (L and J)

Cape Fear River Assembly (M with counties in G, ], H, and O)

Roanoke-Chowan Narcotics Task Force (Q with one county in L and R)
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e EC/EZ application (R plus areas in Q and L)
*  Water Quality Task Force for R plus four other counties.

Regional councils are not the only sponsor of cooperative activities among jurisdictions. The
Division of Community Assistance has initiated several projects in areas which shared some common
interests or faced a special challenge in inter-governmental cooperation but which did not correspond
to the state planning regions. These projects included the following:

¢ Yadkin-PeeDee Lakes Project: six county (Rowan, Davidson, Stanly, Montgomery, Anson, and
Richmond) citizen-based strategic planming effort which has developed goals for tourism
(promoting the Uhwarrie Lakes area), economic development, and environmental protection.

e Fort Bragg/Pope Air Force Base Joint Compatible Land Use Study (1988-21: Adopted a land use
policy plan to protect mission capabilities of Fort Bragg and Pope Air Force Base. Anson,
Montgomery, Richmond, Moore, Hoke, Scotland, Hamett, Cumberland, and Sampson counties
were involved.)

e Cherry Point: planning regarding the Manine Air Station and related growth in Craven, Pamlico,
Carteret, and Jones.

e [-40 Economic Impact Study: jont planning for development around the [-40 corrider from

Raleigh to Wilmington.  Regional councils were also involved in this project. The I-40
Association has been created as a result of the study.

In addition to these efforts, the Partnership for the Sounds 15 a four-county education and development
organization based in Columbia which was created from the merger of individual projects in the
counties. With support of local, state, and federal agencies and private organizations, the partnership
seeks to promote a sustainable economy in the Albemarle and Pamlico Sounds area. Beyond these
efforts to bring jurisdictions together in commeon projects, a large number of other regional
organizations have been created. They are discussed later in the report.

F. Promoting environmental protection and coordinated use of natural resources

Regional councils take on a wide variety of projects that deal with environmental protection
and coordinated use of natural resources, some of which overlap with planning activities and the
cooperative projects previously discussed. Water quality and solid waste are common concerns of
regional efforts across the state. Environmental concerns are the regional issue which regional councils
are most often addressing, A list of activities is provided in Appendix 4.

With regard to the role of the regional council in promoting quality growth, the regional
council directors favor an active role in data collection, assisting planning, and reviewing local plans
and projects. They oppose approval of local plans and projects.

G. Promoting economic development

Five of the councils are organized as economic development commissions and a sixth--Region
[--was the successor to the Northwest Economic Development Commission, and all regional councils
carry out a varety of activities related directly and indirectly to economic development. These
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activities draw on a number of functions already discussed and also include several state and federal
programs which some regional councils administer. The activities include the following:

e Technical assistance and grant preparation for infrastructure and community development
e Data Centers including mapping, data analysis, and statistical information

e Job Training Partnership Act -- 15 regional councils

e Senior Employment programs -- 10 regions

e EDA programs - 8 regions. Of these, seven are Economic Development Districts-A B D K P Q
R--and prepare an Overall Economic Development Plan for their region.

e SBA programs -- 8 regions

e Appalachian Regional Commission -- six western regions

There are varying levels of cooperation and direct interaction between the economic
development partnerships/commissions and regional councils. The closest interaction is found in the
Western Economic Development Commission which works with the four western regional councils as
the channel to work with local governments. A contractual agreement has been developed between
the Triad Partnership and the Piedmont Triad Council of Governments for data services and support.
Similar arrangements are being explored in other partnership areas.

Special projects for entire regions or larger areas include the close coordination of activities
between the Western Economic Development Commission and Regions A-D, industrial site planning
(A), tourism promotion (B), child care (D), regional marketing (E), regional atlas (F), foreign trade
zone (J), expanding regional telephone service (J), South Eastern Entrepreneurial Roundtable (M),
Cape Fear River Research Program (O), and revolving loan (A K) or Microenterprise Loan Fund (M
R). A list of activities that support economic development which excludes technical assistance, data
center activities, and federal/state programs already listed is provided in Appendix 5.

H. Administering federal/state programs

Regional councils administer a number of programs as a result of assignment by the state to all
regional councils, choosing to seeking designation as the service area for selected programs, and/or
being located in an area which makes them eligible for program participation. The array of programs
across regions is indicated in Table 1 in which the regions are arranged in order of the number of
federal and state programs they administrator. Two programs are offered by all regional councils—-
Aging and Emergency Medical Services (EMS). Fifteen of the regional councils received funds for the
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) programs, although the Service Delivery Areas covered by grants
to regional councils do not cover all the counties in the regional council in four cases. (There are
eleven other Service Delivery Areas for JTPA covering large cities and/or counties.)
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Table 1.
Federal and State Programs Administered by Regional Councils in North Carolina
Aging |EMS| JTPA | SrEmp. | SBA 504 | EDA | FmHA Hs. | HUD S. 8 | LWCF | ARC
C X X X X X xN X X X X
A X X| X X X X X X
D X X X X X X X
E X X | X X X X X
N X X X X X X
P X X X X X X
R X X1 X X X X X
Q X X| X X X X
F X X | X* X X
I X X || X X X X
B X X X X X X
K X X| X X X
L X X X X
M X X | X** X
H X X X X
I X X X
0 X X X
G X X
Total 18 | 18 | 15 10 8 8 6 3 5 6

*Does not include all counties in the regional council.

**Does not include all counties in the regional council but also includes counties outside the regional
council boundaries.

~Eligible to receive EDA funds but not a designated Economic Development District.

The regional council directors were asked to assess the interrelationships among programs they

administer. First, the interrelationships between the three programs administered by all or most of the
regional councils and other functions will be examined. The responses concerning the closeness of the

relationship and the other functions with which the program is very and somewhat closely related are
presented below.
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How closely related is program to other regional functions?

Very Some None No answer

Aging 9 5 3 1
--other functions | JTPA/Senior Employment (8), housing (6),
mentioned CDBG (3), transportation (1), EDA (1), other (2), no

specific function (3)
EMS 4 3 4 7
--other functions | Law enforcement (3), Aging (1), no specific function
mentioned (3)
JTPA 6 5 1 3
--other functions | Aging (5), economic development (5), Senior
mentioned employment (4), law enforcement (2), housing/

CDBG (2), other (2)

In addition to the functions and activity areas that are linked to these programs, the Data Centers and
GIS support the administration of federal and state programs. From the responses regarding these
programs, its appears that Emergency Medical Services is the least well integrated with other functions.

Among the other programs for which regional councils seek designation or initiate on their
own, there is almost always a great deal or some linkage to other functions and activities. There are a
variety of programs other than the ones listed in Table 1 from which regional councils receive funds or

administer activities:

e A: Revolving Loan, Graham HOME grant, CDBG, Smart Start, Rural Public Transportation

Planning.

B: HOME, RSVP/Senior Companion, VISTA, EPA Water quality, TVA, NCDOT/FHA, Z.

Smith Reynolds Foundation (air quality), Blue Ridge Mountain Hosts, I-26 Association, CDBG

D: Child Development, CDBG

C. HOME, Reverse Mortgage Counseling, Criminal Justice, Weatherization, Housing Finance
Urgent Repair, Narcotics Task Force, Child Development, CDBG

e E: HOME, Revolving Loan, CDBG, Metropolitan Planning Organization, EPA 205j, USGS

F: EPA 205j

I: RSVP, HOME, Criminal Justice

e J: HUD Community Development Work Study
K: Revolving Loan, Narcotics Task Force, CDBG
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e L. Criminal Justice Partnership, CDBG, Reverse Mortgage Counseling
e N: Community Penalties Program, Criminal Justice Partnership

e O: State environmental grants

e Q: CAMA, Law enforcement/drug program, Rural Economic Development Center Micro-
Enterprise Loan Fund, Revolving Loan Fund, Elderly Housing, Reverse Mortgage Counseling,
CDBG, Telecommunications

¢ R: Rural Economic Development Center Micro-Enterprise Loan Fund, Welcome Center, NCHFA
Hope 11, CDBG

Administering federal and state programs has funding and staffing implications for the regional
councils in addition to affecting their programmatic emphasis. These issues will be discussed after
reviewing the finances and personnel of regional councils.

To conclude this section, a summary of the activities of regional councils is provided in Table
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Table 2.

Regions Planning Goals estab- Technical GIS’ Federal/State
lished ’ Assistance’ Programs'
A X P X 8
B X G XX X 6
c X XX XX 10
D X X XX 7
E X G XXX XXX 7
F X XX XXX 5
G X X X 2
H 3
I P X" XX 6
J X G XXX 3
K P X XX 5
L X 1995 4
M 3
N P X XX 6
o) X 3
P 6
Q X p XX X 6
R X 01 7

® Report 1.5 or more planning staff paid for by local funds or 3 staff or more in all areas of planning,
7 Are there current policy goals for the region? G refers to goals established for regional action; P refers to general
priorities or specific projects to be accomplished; 1995 indicates that goal setting activity is planned for 1995.

¥ XXX=0Over 20,000 person hours; XX=5000-10000 hours; X=2500-5000.

? XXX=More than one FTE staff member devoted to GIS; XX=2-5 FTE staff; less than .2 but greater than 0.

'° From programs listed in Table 1.

'" Regions I and R have expanded the scope of their assistance activities in 1994-95.
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BUDGET AND STAFFING IN REGIONAL COUNCILS

The functions and activities of regional councils are illuminated by examining the sources and
uses of financial resources. In absolute terms, the regional councils receive the bulk of their funds from
federal and state sources--over 90% of the almost 103 million dollars received by regional councils in
1993-94. In turn, approximately 84% of the state and federal funds are passed through to local
governments or other agencies to provide services for target populations, e.g., the elderly, persons who
need job training, or recipients of low-income housing assistance. Approximately $1.9 million of the
federal/state funding is flexible and can be used for a variety of regionally initiated projects. This
relatively small amount together with the fact that local sources only account for seven percent of the
overall budgets of regional councils suggests potential tensions between the role of the regional council
as an organization of local government intended to address locally defined regional concerns and the
role of the regional council as an externally funded program administrative agency. The major
categories of revenues are the following:

Local funding $7,918,623 7.69%
State and Federal funding $94,998,333 92.31%
Total $102,916,955 | 100.00%

The variation in the amount of revenues by region and the split between local and outside
sources is substantial. The range is a low of three percent local funding and a high of 22 percent. A
portion of the local funds are also allocated to federal/state programs because of the requirement of a
local matching share for the Aging and EMS programs. The Aging program accounted for $520,377
in local matching shares. The EMS match is 30 percent of salary, fringe, and indirect and a portion of
travel costs. (The match for equipment purchases is usually paid by the agency that receives the funds.)
Information on revenues broken down by region is presented in Table 3.

The sources of revenue are displayed graphically in Figure 1. The greatest sources of funding
are the JTPA and Aging programs, followed by HUD Section 8 housing even though it is distributed in
only three regional councils. The total amount and relative sizes of these revenue sources is, however,
misleading because the bulk of the federal funds are not available for use within the regional council
itself. Over 84 percent of the state and federal funds are passed through to local governments or other
agencies. A large part of the funds expended within the regional council are committed to paying staff
who direct and provide activities in connection with the federal/state programs. A further breakdown
of expenditures and sources of staff support are provided later in this section.

==
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Figure 1.
REVENUES FOR REGIONAL COUNCILS, 1993-94

FUNDING SOURCES BY PERCENT

Other Fed/S1

I I I I I T I 1 I I T LT T T | I I 1E= I

REVENUE SOURCES BY DOLLAR AMOUNT

Other Fed/St

JTPA

Sists CLED

Q 8,000,000 10.000.000 18.000 000 20,000,000 25,000.000 30,000,000 38,000,000 40,000,000




SURVEY OF REGIONS AND REGIONALISM, 7/31/95, page 29

The importance of external funding is dramatically illustrated by comparing revenues in the 18
regional councils in North Carolina and the 21 regional councils in Virginia. The breakdown of 1993
revenues in Virginia and 1994 revenues in North Carolina are as follows:

North Carolina-- Virginia--
FY1994 FY1993
Local dues 2,571,192 2,624,131
Other local . 4,507,109 2,601,531
State appropriation 866,270 1,763,305
Federal funds i 88,585,610 5,628,775
Other 5,546,453 1,860,760
Total 102,076,634 14,478,502

The regional councils in the two states raise similar amounts of local dues, North Carolina councils
generate more other local revenues, and Virginia has general state appropriation to support the work of
regional councils that is almost nine hundred thousand dollars greater than in North Carolina. Regional
councils in North Carolina receive over 80 million dollars more in federal funds than in Virginia.

Budget: Local Sources

Overall, local sources account for over 7.9 million dollars or almost eight percent of the
revenues of regional councils. The largest amount is from dues, which account for over 2.5 million
dollars. Some regional councils also have special assessments of member governments, including a
charge for the local matching share of Aging and EMS programs whereas others take the local match
from dues. Over two million dollars is collected from contracts. The variation in the amount and
sources of local revenue are presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2.

ALL LOCAL SOURCES OF REVENUE
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The level of dues and basis for assessing to among members jurisdictions varies from a low of
17 cents per capita to 65 cents. A complete summary of dues, special assessments, and minimum
payments is provided in Table 4. Practices collecting dues from municipal and county members differ
in the following ways:

e Assess towns and counties -- 12
o  Assess both but counties pay for non-municipal population only -- 4
e Counties pay different rate than towns but also pays Aging match directly -- 2

In three regional councils, the counties pay the local matching portion for the federal programs
received. | a
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Table 4.
DUES AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS, 1993-94

Dues (3)

How assessed

Min. fee

0.65/cap.

towns & counties (co. pays on non-municipal pop. only)

0.5367/cap.

division within county determined by county

Q|| >

0.29/cap.

towns & counties

$100 (pop below
300); $200 (pop.
300-600)

counties 0.20/cap.
$250

$500

$1,000

by county for total county pop.
towns up to 2500 pop.

towns 2500-10,000 pop.
towns 10,000+ pop.

$250

+ 0.40/cap

|towns & counties (co. pays on non-municipal pop. only)

0.17/cap.

towns & counties, based on annual state pop. est.

$350

0.21/cap.

towns & counties, annually on latest census

$650

0.24/cap.

towns & counties

0.23/cap.

towns & counties, assessed annually

0.49/cap.

towns & counties, based on annual state pop. est.

0.45/cap.

towns & counties (co. pays on non-municipal pop. only)

$250 + 0.30/cap.

towns & counties, based on 1990 population

$250

0.24/cap.

counties assessed quarterly, towns annually

0.29/cap.

towns & counties (co. pays on non-municipal pop. only)

PHEEEEEREREE

Fixed amount

originally based on
population

towns range from $600 - 12,500; Counties from $5600 -
13500

=)

0.275/cap.

towns & counties

$218

0.259 - 0.318/cap.

each county different; in process of adjusting each county to
$0.2715/cap.

$200

towns 0.60/cap.
counties 0.30/cap.

based on OMB projections or 1990 census

Special assessment

$47,136 (Family Self Sufficiency-Child Development)

$39,294(for matching)

MPO fees, Sister Cities, Carolinas Innovation Group, Special Projects

$50/$1000 franchise fees for cablevision

for non-member counties: Aging Fee (calculated by state), EMS Fee (based on location & pop.)

$16,233 (counties—Aging Match)

l

AR

Aging Match
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Budget: State and Federal Sources

As indicated in Table 3, all regional councils receive funds from the Aging and EMS programs
and fifteen receive funds from JTPA. Aging and JTPA account for 78 percent of all regional council
revenues, although 84 and 87 percent, respectively, of these funds are used for services. Regional
councils expend funds directly for the planning, coordination, and certain services (e.g., training) of
these programs and charge some of their overhead expenses to the programs as well. These limited
overhead funds make it possible to provide these programs by supporting the general operation of the
organization. These planning/coordination and overhead costs raise the issue of whether the regional
councils are making the best use of these funds and administering the programs as efficiently as
possible. In the Aging and JTPA programs which are the largest sources of regional council funding,
the percentage of funds devoted to administering the programs is approximately ten percent and the
overhead costs paid from these funds are under five percent,

The experience with the Emergency Medical Services program is much more varied. Regional
councils have planning, coordinating, and service roles to perform directly, which may be deemed by
the regional EMS advisory council as more important than making grants to the agencies that provide
services. In additional, the grants to regional councils are small (generally between $30,000 and
$50,000) so providing funding for an EMS planner in the regional council takes a considerable share of
the limited amount of money provided. (Regions A and B share a single EMS staff person.) On
average, 35 percent of the funds to regional councils are devoted to planning, coordination, and

service. A higher portion of these funds are committed to overhead costs, approximately 18 percent on
average.

The final aspect of funding from outside sources is the extent of relatively unrestricted funding
that may be used for planning, special projects, and services to local governments performed by
regional council staff. It is these revenues along with local sources that support regional ventures and
technical assistance. Although the total budgets of regional councils are often large in the aggregate,
the amount of these flexible funds are limited and a better indicator of the capability of regional councils
to address regional and member government concerns that go beyond administering the federal and
state programs. These sources and the total amount of funding are the following:

Flexible External Funding Sources that Support Core
Staff Functions and Locally Initiated Activities

Program Amount Number of regions that
receive funding

N.C. Economic & Community Development 866,270 18

Economic Development Administration 723,525 T

Appalachian Regional Commission (excludes project funds) 366,000 6

Total 1,955,795
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For eight regional councils (F GHJL M N Q), the amount of this flexible funding is limited to the
state E&CD funds or approximately 348 000 per region in 1993-94. Seven regional councils received
over $100,000 from E&CD plus either EDA (K P Q R) or ARC funds (C E I). Three received over
$175,000 from all three sources (A B D).

Staffing

Outside funding also augments the size of the regional council staff, as persons are hired to
administer these program, and indirect funds help to cover the salanes of staff who provide
administrative support to the program operators.

Source of Funds Number of Staff |Percent
Local 77 15.78
Federal/state for staff directly employed to 347 71.10
plan, coordinate, and offer activities

Federal/state indirect funds 64 13.11
Total 488 0999

Almost 85 percent of the staff in regional councils are supported by federal and state funds. Those
hired to directly plan, coordinate, and provide activities under these programs (71%) are not available
for other regional council activities since their time must be dedicated to the program from which they
are paid. The staff paid from indirect funds are devoting all or a portion of their time to assist the
administration of the programs through providing overall agency direction or handling specific support
functions like financial administration. The breakdown of staff hired in each of the three categories by
regions is as follows:
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Staff and Source of Funding in Regional Councils

Total Fed/State: Hired to
Full-Time | Hired from Local | plan, coordinate, & | Fed/State: Hired from
Region | Equivalent Funds provide activities Indirect Funds
A 21.00 0.00 18.00 3.00
B By & 231 10.69 4.15
C 5453 3135 44 48 6,50
D 20.00 4.56 12.71 273
E 4850 1591 2724 535
F 30,20 13.49 13.65 306
G 16,40 R.O0 5.40 3.00
H 12 34 1.10 034 1.90
I 38.00 0.00 36.50 1.50
J 18.45 8.40 2.05 2.00
K 16.00 1.80 10.20 4.00
L 25.50 0.75 20.25 4,50
M 14.30 400 820 2.10
N 36,20 1.20 35.00 0.00
0 12.00 1.10 3.00 2.90
P 44 25 0.00 34.00 10.25
Q 32.64 6.12 23.63 2.89
R 30.10 493 21.27 3.90
Total 487.56 TiA2 346.61 63.73

Some regional councils cover none of their staff costs from indirect funds (C N). Five support four or
more staff from indirect funds (B EK L P).
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MEMBERSHIP IN REGIONAL COUNCILS

One indicator of the support of local governments in a region is the number of eligible
governments who are members of the regional council and, on the other hand, the number and size of
the jurisdictions which are not members. The breakdown by region is as follows:

Eligible juris-| Number of | Population of
dictions members Nonmembers

A 23 23 0
B 18 18 O
C 30 24 22589
D 27 26 36
E 27 27 0

F 62 58 1,361
G 36 iz 4 396
H 33 22 131,971

I 26 26 0

] 36 24 203,985
K 20 20 0
L 4] 30 202,756
M 24 21 81,720
N 3l 27 508
0 42 27 5,880
P 70 45 14,538
0 45 41 810
R 24 24 0

At the end of the fiscal year in 1994, there were 515 local governments which were members of the
regional councils and 100 who were not. The population of the nonmember junsdictions 1s 656,274
The population of nonmember jurisdictions counts some people twice when a municipality and the
county in which it is located are both nonmembers. Six regional councils have no nonmembers (A B E
I K R), and in seven additional regions the population of nonmembers is less than three percent of the
regonal population (CDF GN O Q).
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ATTITUDES REGARDING REGIONAL COUNCILS

Meetings were conducted across the state with local government officials, representatives of
citizen organizations, state agency staff, leaders of state and regional organizations, and board members
and staff in regional councils including several meetings with the Joint Regional Forum and the
Regional Council Directors Association. No attempt was made to precisely measure attitudes because
the persons engaged in meetings were not a random sample and the nature of interaction included
open-ended discussions in group meetings, one-on-one interviews, and written questionnaires from
regional council directors.  The following points are an attempt to summarize major points raised in
these meetings. First listed are the attitudes that are positive and supportive of the performance and
role of regional councils. These are followed by comments that are critical or express reservations

about regional councils,
--Positive
« Regional councils are controlled by and accountable to local governments.

* Regional councils are an extension of local government and supplement limited resources, A
unique role of the regional council in rural areas is facilitating sharing of financial resources,
facilities, manpower, and information,

e Regional councils promote cooperative ventures among jurisdictions.

e Diversity is important. Regions are formed to take care of local needs. All regional councils
should not be the same,

e Regional councils have developed the capacity to administer federal grants; trying to operate these
programs through independent agencies would be risky.

e There is synergy in having one organization responsible for a range of related functions.

e Regional councils are important for addressing regional issues and have a critical role in assuring
quality growth,

¢ The regional council is the vehicle for tackling regional problems and issues.

—Critical attitudes and reservations about regional councils

» Regional councils no longer serve a usefill purpose; they are looking for things to do.
¢ Regional councils don’t accomplish anything,

e Regional councils are an unnecessary layer through which funds must be channeled.

o  Asneed arises for regional action, a response will be forthcoming. “Don’t force us to work through
a state formed agency.” One region can never serve all purposes. Regional organizations should
meet a specific need or function.

» Services formerly provided by regional councils can now be done by in-house staff,
¢ Regional council boards are weak and ineffective.

o Large jurisdictions looking for “global thinking™ from regional council but often do not find 1t.



SURVEY OF REGIONS AND REGIONALISM, 7/31/95, page 38

e Regional councils are too expensive for the limited benefits they provide.
e Regional councils need to find ways to promote efficiency or they serve no purpose.

e Regional councils should do a better job of addressing regional issues.

It appears that both positive and negative assessments can be accurate depending on the
experience observers have with their own regional council. The clear impression from meetings with
local government officials across the state is that supporters of regional councils outnumber critics by a
wide margin. Despite this broad support, the general image of regional councils is negative for several
reasons. First, many persons with generally positive views are lukewarm in their support of regional
councils or limit their praise to the performance of a specific function, particularly technical assistance.
Second, there is a tendency for critics to generalize from their experience with one regional council or
their general negative perceptions and recommend that regional councils be scaled back or eliminated.
Supporters seems more likely to focus on their own regional council but to be cautious about
supporting regional councils generally, Third, the support from large governments which provide most
of the dues is weaker than that of the small governments which receive most of the direct services
provided by regional councils. Fourth—and related to all the others—, there is limited knowledge of the

actual work and accomplishments of regional councils and limited appreciation of what their role is or
could be.

The assertive opposition of critics together with the restrained backing of supporters and the
low awareness level combine to make regional councils appear to be weaker overall than the record of
activity and accomplishment would indicate. Most regional councils make substantial contributions,
although the range and level of activities varies. Approximately half the regional councils are viewed
as strong, and another four or five receive mixed ratings because they are perceived to have both
strengths and weaknesses. Four or five are generally viewed as being weak and/or as having problems

that must be overcome, although there are local officials who are strong supporters of the council in all
regions.

The most important factors affecting assessment of the regional council are the following:
e strength of the executive director

s level and quality of service to member governments
e capability of staff

The number and range of programs administered is not the main determinant of support for the
regional council, although competence in handling these programs affects evaluations of the regional
council. More important factors are the quality of the programs offered, the attentiveness of the staff
to the needs of member governments, and the services and projects generated by the regional council.

State and federal programs supplement and augment what the regional council can accomplish but are
not in themselves sufficient to produce member support.

Each regional council and the member governments which are included in it must decide what
activities will be pursued. Regional councils can be successful with broad or narrowly defined agendas,
if the purpose of the organization is consistent with expectations and if the performance meets the
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standards set by member govenments and the agencies whose programs are administered by the
regional council,

ISSUES AND QUESTIONS IN DEVELOPING A REGIONALISM POLICY

Local base: The imbalance between benefits and support weakens the position of regional councils.
Small jurisdictions are the main recipients of direct benefits whereas large governments pay most of the
dues. The viability of regional councils depends on addressing the broad regional concems of large
jurisdictions as well as providing services.

Recognition of regional issues: There is little recognition of important regional problems and
functions that can be addressed by a regional organization, other than economic promotion which has
been assigned to seven large regional economic development partnerships or commissions. If other
regional issues are identified, the most frequently mentioned is infrastructure planning and development
followed by solid waste disposal, water, growth management, and transportation. Although all these
functions are ones that would be identified as regional issues in the literature on regional affairs from
academics and regional experts, they are not identified as regional issues by most local government
officials in North Carolina,

Ownership: Confusion over ownership weakens and limits the regional council. Local government
officials view it as their organization. Still, it appears that many local officials perceive certain aspects of
the regional council as beyond their control because the organization is created in part to serve state
purposes and because regional councils are so dependent on and devote so much of their activity to
federal and state funded programs. From the beginning, state government has limited its funding of
regional councils; the councils were viewed as organizations that should be supported locally. Still, the

state designated the regional councils and assigned broad functions to them. Two themes need to be
reconciled;

e Local governments should decide the structure, function, and boundaries of regional councils,

e State government should clarify the state interests met by regional councils and make its policy and
funding consistent with meeting these interests.

Number of regional councils: There is a general feeling that there are too many regional councils,
and concern is expressed by state agencies that the number of regional councils spreads limited
administrative funds too thin. On the other hand, there is -

o little sentiment to expand any particular regional council except to bring their boundaries into
alignment with metropolitan area boundaries

e concern that larger size will make it difficult for members to participate and feel a part of the
organization and for staff to serve all member governments

o some officials in the areas served argue that Region P is too large and that a combined region G

and T would have difficulty serving the needs of all the counties that would be included in its
boundaries.
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How are cost, efficiency, service, effectiveness, and active participation by member governments to be
reconciled in determining the number of regions? Generally it is argued that a smaller number of
regions would lessen cost, promote efficiency, and increase effectiveness in meeting problems that cut
across or extend beyond the boundaries of existing councils. On the other hand, fewer councils
increase the difficulty of having a close service relationship between the regional councl and
governments in the region and make it more difficult for members from outlying areas in the region to
participate in regional council activities. Are there other ways to address cost, efficiency, and
effectiveness issues other than changing the number of regional councils?

Meaning of the LRO concept: Regional councils want clarification of the role and reaffirmation of
the Lead Regional Organization principle. It is not clear what that concept means today in view of the
variety of activity levels in regional councils and other state government actions that have bypassed
regional councils, e.g., giving expanded technical assistance funding to DCA in 1978 and the recent
creation of economic development commissions? If the designation were removed, would membership
erode? Do local governments feel that “have” to belong now? Should regional councils have had a
designated role in state initiatives such as implementation of Senate Bill 111 on solid waste and the
Watershed Protection Act? Should regional councils be given the lead role in infrastructure planning?

Relations with other organizations. There is a proliferation of organizations that deal with regional
matters. These are listed in Appendix 6. The presence of these organizations raises several questions:
o Does emergence of other organizations reflect a failure of regional councils?

e  What is the impact of local government support and financial contributions?

e In what instances should state government support new organizations?

o Does cooperation of regional councils with other organizations potentially threaten regional

councils, e.g, can strengthening another organization lead to withdrawal of support for the
regional council?

State Agency Issues

Division of Community Assistance: The primary issue is cooperation between regional councils and
DCA regional offices in technical assistance and DCA’s regional initiatives. The budget for the field
offices is approximately $1.8 million. There is little evidence of direct efforts to systematically
coordinate services, although there are a variety of joint and cooperative programs between DCA and
specific regional councils arranged on a project basis, and there are cases of a close working
relationship between a DCA field office and a regional council. DCA is giving more emphasis to
longer-term projects with a direct relationship to economic development, particularly strategic planning
projects. This shift in emphasis will in some cases reduce the amount of assistance to jurisdictions with
specific problems and increase reliance of regional councils for technical assistance. There have been a
number of regional initiatives undertaken by one or more DCA field offices in recent years. This raises
the issue of coordination with regional councils in the area affected. The amount has varied depending
on the project and the offices involved.
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Economic Development Partnerships/Commissions: There are varying levels of cooperation and direct
interaction between the economic development partnerships/commissions and regional councils. The
closest interaction is found in the Western Economic Development Commission which works with the
four western regional councils as the channel to work with local governments. A contractual
agreement has been developed between the Triad Partnership and the Piedmont Triad Council of
Governments for data services and support. In general, it is important that both organizations seek to
support the other. A major question is how to integrate economic promotion with job traiming,
infrastructure development, and planning? It is also important to reduce competing governmental
practices and procedural inconsistencies that impede development and to coordinate policies for
handling development across the region. How are regions made “seamless” in their handling of
economic development, and what role does the regional council play in achieving this?

Another issue is assigning the responsibility for providing data for economic development
information systems and keeping them up to date. It has been reported that South Carolina has 30

people keeping their EDIS up to date. This is a logical extension of the data center function of the
regicnal councils.

Aging: The Division on Aging is concerned about overhead costs and variation in performance. The
amount of money going to indirect costs is viewed as excessive in some regions and the level of
support for basic administrative functions associated with coordination and oversight of programs is
insufficient in certain regions. The division is also concerned with variation in the quality of program
administration across regions and in the level of importance assigned to aging programs. On the other
hand, there is recognition of the value in the contributions of a regional umbrella organization if good

quality planning and program coordination is provided and efficient use is made of administrative
funds.

EMS: The Office of Emergency Medical Services (OEMS) reports that COGs spend too much of a
diminishing source of funds on "administration." Regional councils counter that this assessment
inappropriately mixes funds spent on planning, training, and systems development with overhead
expenses which account for only a small share of EMS funds. OEMS has proposed that planning and
system development should be handled by new OEMS staff in consultation with the EMS advisory
boards. " The regional council directors favor a continuing to have planners on the regional council staff
who work with the advisory board and provider agencies and offer training, planning, and system
development.  The responses of regional council directors regarding program integration do not
indicate much interaction between the EMS program and other regional functions,

JTPA: There is a desire among staff in state gavernment to reduce the number and increase the size of
the SDAs. This change would promote better planning and coordination and make better use of
limited administrative funds. There is a general feeling that 26 SDAs for JTPA is too many. The
administration of the program is complicated by division of certain metropolitan areas between the
portion handled by central city and/or county SDA and the portion covered by the regional council in
Charlotte and Winston-Salem, The Greensboro and Raleigh/Durham areas are divided among several
SDAs. There a desire to link manpower development to economic development in the areas covered
by the partnerships, a position supported by the Commission on Competitiveness.
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Transportation: The issue here is input from local officials and citizens on_a region-wide basis
regarding transportation planning, There are differing views about whether this is a problem. DOT
does regional modeling in Charlotte, Greensboro/Winston-Salem, and Raleigh/Durham. MPOs based
on large central cities provide input to this process, although there is not currently a mechanism for
regional input and review of regional models. In the view of some, the presence of centralized planning
and a state board which can take a broad view of transportation development eliminates the need for
regional entity. Others disagree and argue that multiple MPOs in regions impede effective planning on
a region-wide basis. They argue that there should be a single MPO linked to a regional council.

Although placement of MPOs within regional councils in large metropolitan areas is common
nationally (and Western Piedmont COG is the MPO for the Hickory SMA), concern was expressed
about the following points:

o the lack of capahility in other regional councils to take on MPO functions

» the regional scope of the MPO and the inclusion of several central cities would be too large to be
workable

e The Transportation Advisory Committees would have too many members if organized on a
regional scale and would not be effective.

Some argue that coordination is needed at the regional level but should be limited to a few true
regional-level projects, not all the transportation planning for central cities around which the MPOs are
organized. Experiments to create such coordinating mechanisms are occurring in several urban
regions. There is no indication that large cities which currently staff the MPOs are seeking a change in
the organization of MPOs.

Orverall State Government Issues

Recognition: As noted at the beginning, the state appears to view the regional council as filling several
functions: planning, technical assistance, and intergovernmental coordination. It is not clear, however,
the relative emphasis or exact role that the regional councils are to play in these areas.

Funding: At the level of funding in FY1994, North Carolina ranked seventh among the nine

southeastern states in funding level and eighth in the per capita appropriation, as the following figures
indicate.
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Funding of Regional Councils in Southeastern States, FY 1994

General Per Capita Minimum Maxamum
Appropriation Appropriation Appropniation Appropriation

Alabama $£500,000 $0.15 $34 511 575,628
Florida 2,300,000 0.18 170,000 400,000
Georgia 2,272,000 035 103,382 258 056
Kentucky 2,125,000 0.58 98,330 297,990
North Carolina 864,270 0.13 48,015 48,015
| South Carolina 885,360 0.25 63,881 157,018
Tennessee 1,100,000 0.23 80,000 170,000
Virginia 1,740,156 028 43,000 342 266
West Virginia 220,000 0,12 20,000 20,000
Average $1.345,198 50,25 £74,569 3196,553

Source: Virginia Legislative Audit and Review Commission, Review of Regional Planning District Commissions in

Virginia, 1993,
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PART IIl. BACKGROUND TO RECOMMENDATIONS:
STATE GOVERNMENT INTERESTS IN REGIONAL COUNCILS
In order to formulate a recommended state policy on regionalism, the state needs to make clear

what interests it has in regional councils and what it expects of them, To determine what purposes
regional councils may fill from the perspective of state government, there are two questions to answer.

e Isit important for state government to support the purpose?
¢ Isthe regional council the right organization to provide the activity?

The potential areas of state interest are the following: technical assistance, regional planning, fostering
cooperative activity among jurisdictions, and grant administration. The two questions are examined
with regard to each of these areas:

A Techmcal assistance

_-State interest: technical assistance supported by the state helps to redress unevenness i local
government capacity; strengthen the performance of local governments in state-local shared functions,
and assist local governments to handle the tasks set by state government regulation and controls.
Technical assistance has a leveling effect. It helps to avoid expensive mistakes and improves
government economy and effectiveness by helping governments with limited staff take appropriate
action rather than resorting to stop-gap measures that compound the seriousness of problems.

~-Why use regional councils as one source of technical assistance?

¢ Regional councils are controlled by and responsive to local governments; regional are councils seen
as a source of assistance that is on call.

» Regional councils can provide continuity of assistance over time

o Regional councils can coordinate assistance with action on regional concerns and other functions.
e Regional councils can promote sharing of resources and consistency with other jurisdictions.

o Regional councils can provide assistance with grant seeking.

e Regional councils can integrate state-supported assistance with assistance provided on a fee basis.

e Regional councils can use working relationships developed through service and assistance as the
basis for other cooperative ventures and involvement in regional activities, i.e., help to overcome
isolation of individual jurisdictions and distrust of regional cooperation.

e Regional councils complement services provided by Division of Community Assistance. DCA’s
functions differ from that filled played by regional councils in the following ways:

* DCA emphasizes assistance related to planning, growth management, and fiscal
management issues associated with capital faciliies. The service and assistance from
regional councils is broader in scope, ie, it includes personnel and fiscal management
assistance, arrangements for joint purchasing, administering cable television contracts,
criminal justice, human services, etc., as well as planning.
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+ DCA usually focuses on special projects rather than continuous assistance on a series of
activities, although exceptions are made to meet special needs. DCA usually will not work
with the same jurisdiction on multiple projects at the same time in order to spread
TESOUTCes.

«  DCA is giving increased emphasis to assistance directly related to economic development,
particularly strategic planning efforts. These long-term projects entail extended mteraction
with a smaller number of jurisdictions.

* DCA staff must be available for state-wide initiatives such as implementing watershed
protection provisions.

It is clear that there is a far greater need for assistance among local governments than can be provided
by both DCA with its primary mission of technical assistance and by the regional councils which offer
assistance as one of their functions which is integral to and supports the rest. Local government choice
should be preserved by having these complementary sources of assistance available, and the requests
from local governments will continue to be an important factor in determining what specific services
are offered by a particular DCA field office and regional council.

B. Regional planning

—-State interest: planning regions were created by state government to provide a regional framework
for certain aspects of development and service delivery. The need for such planning continues. The
concern for growth management reflects the recognition that junsdictions must coordinate their
development activities and seek to share the resources and costs of development if the positive
potential of growth is to be realized. Local governments are not strongly supportive of regional
planning although they like the state benefit from having regional planning. The state should encourage
regional councils to support cooperative approaches to developing regional goals and coordinated
action to achieve them, It is in the interest of the state to encourage cooperative, voluntary efforts to
establish regional guidelines for growth and development in order to promote quality growth. These
efforts could serve as the foundation for a quality growth initiative if adopted in the future. There is
also strong interest in promoting certain specialized areas of planning with examination of the
interrelationships among them:

e infrastructure

* watershed protection

s land use

—~Why regional councils as source?
e Regional councils provide a forum for all local government jurisdictions.

o Regional councils have experience in assisting individual units to develop and keep current land use
plans.

 Regional councils have data centers which support the planning function and most have geographic
information systems in place which incorporate regional planning data.
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e Regional councils have experience with specialized planning and projects related to environmental
protection and infrastructure which provide a base for planning in these areas.

C. Fostering cooperative action among jurisdictions

—State interest: State government recognizes that many important local problems are best addressed
through cooperative action. This approach aveids duplication and takes advantages of economies of
scale. It enables governments to deal with problems that spill over jurisdictional boundaries in a more
effective way than they can through acting separately. The need for cooperative action has been
identified in the area of infrastructure development, local policies and practices that affect development
activities, responses to environmental problems, and joint action by law enforcement agencies, among
others. Many of their projects have involved non-profit agencies and the private sector. Regional
councils are uniquely positioned to be the “standing bodies™ for a wide range of cooperative ventures
involving jurisdictions within their boundaries, other jurisdictions and regional councils, other state
agencies or state-supported organizations, and private organizations.

—~Why regional councils as source? Regional councils have been a pnmary source of encouraging and
facilitating cooperative ventures among jurisdictions in the areas of infrastructure, environmental
protection, criminal justice, and other areas. They should be recognized as an important source for
initiating and supporting cooperation within the region and working with other regional organizations,
e.g., the regional economic development partnerships. These and other ad hoc boedies have and wall
continue to be used for regional cooperative efforts. Regional councils have certain advantages as
agents of cooperative action:

o Regional councils are already in existence and represent “standing bodies” available to undertake
cooperative ventures,

e Regional councils have experience with a wide range of cooperative projects within their
boundaries and across regional boundaries.

= Regional councils have broad governmental representation,

e Regional councils are come under the fiscal controls of the state treasurer’s office insuring fiscal
accountability.

e Regional councils can reinforce and complement the work of the economic development
partnerships and commissions. The major differences are that the partnerships have been created
for the purposes of marketing, advertising, and promotion—activities that regional councils have
not emphasized--, they encompass large geographical areas appropriate for economic development
activities, and they provide extensive representation for the private sector on their boards. The
supporting activities that regional councils can provide are the following:

+ Regional councils have close working relationships with local governments to encourage
activities that support economic development.

* Regional councils can undertake broad-ranging planning to provide a context and support
for economic strategies.
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+ Regional councils conduct data collect collection and analysis to keep economic
development information system updated.

«  Regional councils can help local governments increase the consistency of their policies and
regulations to facilitate economic development.

D. Grant administration

—-State interest: beginning with the formation of regional councils, there was recognition of the value
of having a regional umbrella organization which could plan, coordinate, and oversee the
administration of certain federal and state programs. This approach was reinforced by the lead regional
organization policy of Govermor Holshouser in 1974.

—~Why regional councils as source? The logic of designating regional councils as the lead orgarnization
is that a multi-purpose organization can better meet the task of administering a number of pass through
programs than single-purpose organizations created for each program. A number of the benefits from
regional council technical assistance apply to their interaction with local governments and non-profit
agencies through grant administration. The additional advantages are:

 Grant administration is supported by common data sources and knowledge of region.

s Linkages and synergy among programs can be established.

e There are administrative economies of scale.

e Expertise in intergovernmental program administration can be applied to other programs.

o Time is saved for representatives of local governments by having a single governing board for all
programs.

¢ Regional councils come under the fiscal controls of the state treasurer’s office insuring fiscal
accountability.

In conclusion, it is appropriate to affirm/reaffirm the purpose of regional councils as sources of
technical assistance, regional planning, cooperative ventures, and grant administration. Their distinct
value comes in their integration of these purposes with each other and with other locally determined
activities. Their distinct advantage is their moderate size—close to the member governments—, local
control, and fiscal accountability. From the local perspective, each regional council potentially
represents the primary agent for cooperative action and unified approaches to regional problems. From
the state perspective, the regional councils collectively represent a network for comprehensive regional
action to support state purposes and other state regional activities.

Regional councils continue to be important as the vehicle for regional action. Their importance
is derived from three factors, Unlike other regional organizations, they are continuous with a long
record of accomplishment. Second, they are comprehensive in scope with a broad range of concerns
and a commitment to find linkages among their functions. Third, they have a unique storehouse of
knowledge with extensive data and experience regarding the region and its conditions, problems,
resources, and governments. The regional councils are called LRO’s, for lead regional organization. A
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more apt title might be linchpin regional organization. Regional councils are not in charge but they
are unique in their capacity to tie together the activities of a variety of groups within the region and
across regional boundaries. On a statewide basis, they are a flexible network for effective regional
action.

It is time to rediscover regional councils and recognize their accomplishments and their
potential. Regional councils provide service and assistance, promote a wide variety of cooperative
ventures within the region and across regional lines, and administer federal and state programs. They
have the potential to coordinate or undertaking a wide range of other activities that would :

e promote orderly growth and development while preserving important resources of the region
e share benefits and costs among jurisdictions in the region

 overcome jurisdictional barriers and coordinate action to address common problems

e identify and accomplish regional goals.

Having an organization which pursues such ends is clearly an asset for the citizens and governments of
aregion. All governments and other organizations can take advantage of the regional council, and the
regional council needs to support them in pursuing important goals for the region.
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Appendix 1.

NORTH CAROLINA’S MULTI-COUNTY PLANNING REGIONS

Southwestern N.C. Planning
& Economic Dev, Comm.
(Region A)

Mr, Bill Gibson
P. Q. Drawer 830
Bryson City, N.C. 28713
704) 488-9211
FAX (704) 458-3950

Eegion D Council
of Governments
(Region D)

Mr. Richard Fender
F. 0. Box 1820
Boone, N.C. 28607
(704) 265-5434
FAX (704) 265-5439

Piedmont Triad Council
of Governments
(Region G)

Eandall L. Billings
2216 W, Meadowview Rd.
Greensboro, N.C, 27407-3480
(910) 294-4950, ext. 315
FAX (910) 632-0457

Triangle J Council

of Governments
(Region J)

Mr. Charles Krautler

P.O. Box 12276
Res. Triangle Park, N.C. 27709

(919) 549-0551

FAX (919 )549-9390

Region M Council
of Governments
{(Region M)

Mr. Roger Sheats, Ir.
P. 0. Drawer 1510
Fayetteville, N.C. 28302
(910) 323-4191
FAX (910) 323-9330

Neuse River Council
of Governments
(Region P)

Mr. David Galati
B. D. Box 1717
New Bem, N.C. 28560
(919) 638-3185
FAX (919) 638-3187

Land-of-Sky
Regional Council
(Region B)

Mr. Robert Shepherd
25 Heritage Dr.
Asheville, N.C. 28806
(704) 234-8131
FAX (704) 234-8133

Western Piedmont
Council of Governments
(Region E)

Mr. B, Douglas Taylor
317 First Ave, N.W.
Hickory, N.C. 28601
(704) 322-9191
FAX (704) 322-5991

Pee Dee Council
of Governments
(Region H)

Mr. Robert Panton
302 Leak St.
Rockingham, N.C. 28379
(910) 893-6306
FAX (910) 895-3369

Kerr-Tar Regional Council
of Governments
(Region K)

Mr. Neil Mallory
P.O. Box 709
Henderson, N.C. 27536
(919) 492-8561
FAX (919) 492-9110

Lumber River Council
of Governments
(Region N)

Mr. James B. Perry
4721 Fayetteville Road
Lumberton, N.C. 28358
(910) 618-55333
FAX (910) 618-3576

Mid-East Commission
(Region Q)
Mr. Bob Paciocco
P. O. Box 1787
Washington, N.C. 27389
(919) 946-8043
FAX (919) 946-5489

Isothermal Planning &
Development Commission
(Region C)

Mr. Paul D. Hughes
FP. O, Box 841
Rutherfordton, N.C. 28139
(704) 287-2231
FAX (704) 287-273

Centralina Council
of Governments
(Region F)

. Lee Armour
P. Q. Box 35008
Charlotte, N.C. 28235
(704) 372-2416
FAX (704) 347-4710

Morthwest Piedmont
Council of Governments
(Region [)

Mr. Matthew Daolge
280 5, Libernty St.
Winston-Salem, N.C. 27101
(910) 722-9346
FAX (910) 725-1598

Region L Council
of Governments
(Region L)
Mr. Greg Godard
P. O. Drawer 2748
Rocky Mount, N.C. 27802
(919) 446-0411
FAX (919) 446-5651

Cape Fear Council
of Governments
(Region O)

Ms. Rose Ann Mack
P. 0. Box 1491
Wilmington, N.C. 28402
(910) 395-4553
FAX (910) 395-2684

Albemarle Regional
Planning & Dev. Comm.
(Region R)

Mr. Hal Walker, Ir.

P. O Box 646
Henford, N.C. 27944
(919) 426-5753
FAX (919) 426-8482
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Service and Assistance to Local Governments and Other Organizations—Summary of All Regions, 1993-84
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Cooperative Ventures, 1993-94
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Haturs of venturs

Jurlsdiciions

Role of RC

Fatis Lakn Watarshed Siudy - Scope of Wark

17 Jurisdichans o Fars Lokn Watershed

Initiated & faciitabed o .Hu.,.l.zq%m.uov._ﬁin}

Aiatar Corsereiion b Rawse £ easibiity Study
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dinalopod piogram, prepoied grant appiicaton, Baministered progiam
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Muiti-Reqgional Workshaps
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'plapnes, coordinater, Facilitator

Robeson Co. Intnragenty Counct

all in Robeson oa,
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O | Soid Wosln TALk Foron ) Brunswick, Calumbus, Hew Hanover, Pandar
___|Fegional Rrt Feserve Comrmilies Brunswick, Menw Hanaver Co. provided stafl ome o cocedinat committes axivites
|~ F {Congregain Huusing Sendcrs Program (HUD) Regions P& D provide Weehnical a5sistance i sarvice provider

G| Harcotics Task Forca 3 Florhamptan, Gates, Martin, Portie, Herdord Co. [writn, admin, grants, sef up board meabngs
Criminal Juslice Parinership Craven Co. write & ndminister granks
JTPA Hegions L, P, R ELTAAA, fesponsa & client sandces, trainmt stafl
CAMA ) = writa & administer grant
EC/EL One Slop Cagml Shap {Heglors @, R, pariel L prepam & sdminister propesal #s part of EC/EZ anpheation
CORG Jncksan mesisted Region L with adminsiration =]

cengregale Rousing with Sarices Grogram

Cinslen o, (Ragn P

wrote & managed grant for Div, of Aging

aflordatie housing prajest

Holly Fidga {Region )

initlated devealcemist of non-prafil

reganal lanafil Regians DBH plus Zi._“_._?..._m_.we._.. ‘Warran and Mocra Cos. coordirated studies, meatings, and kogatos
Youth Build Bopufort County, worked with £ &t nsk youth o Build 3 houses |anned and operale program and selected cllants
eidearly housing regan-wida partner with private devalopers @ provida :uﬁ__..u..an saniot RGNS ]

aferdatie hausing peojict

Farrrara

wifla & agminisbar grant

R |ECIEZ Appheabon

Fasquotank, Tyrell, Hyde Co_» ameas in

catn praparation

Regions 0, L

Walar Cuality Task Forze

ol 10 Go, + Garterel, Cravon, Fifl, Beaufor

grganization & leadership, data preparabod, grants prapatntion for shidy (EQA & REDC)

Criminal Jushcn Tesk Force

Currituck, Pasquotank, Parquimans, Gates,

rganization of committes, lpadership, gran proparation, resoncch

Chiewvan, Cameien Co

Foster Care Davalopmen]

all o

Gawniap data basa work with county managers & DSS directors

Appandle 3, page 2
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APPENDIX 4.

Environmental Protection Efforts By Region, 1893-84

Hature of affort —ﬂmu_.u_._ wide? Role of RC

A |

Water Resources infrastruciure Needs Asseusment VES gpaneor, lunder

DEHMR YWaler Supply Flans ] 5 Lowens peepared Sfor provided TA

Solid Waste Flanning

Cherekes, Clay, Grakam, Macon, Jackson, Swain

coewined, faciifated, prepared grant apps

EASE (Eco. Adjusiment Stralegy m..____na_:

Haywood Co,. Waynesille, Canlon, Clyde, Maggie Valley

facilitaled discussions and prepared grant applications

Eliménalion ¢! failing septic systems Bryson Gily, Syha, Graham Ca. prepared grant apps.

;] . |
Air Cuaily Sludy yEE obiaingd grant (Z5H), doing sludy

Zolid Yiasle planning yis whlaingd FHa, EPA, TWA grants

watershed Protection planning & TA yE5 1 FTE slaf for educalkn and TA

Wellhead Protection workshap __.“_.mq_.__.....m__wnx ML, workshon region wide n_.m_"m__._mn grant from DEM
c

Develop county land vse plans MeDiowal, Podk Rutherford o progress: Cleveland 'pepane plans

Salid ¥aste regional planning MoDowst, Potk, Rutherfaid Co Gooiinale

Walershed ordinance development

weDewel, Palk, Righartord Co,

prepare ardinance, liatson wilh Stale stafl

Calawna R, Siudy

WeDowell Coowileglons E&F

coardination, samgling

D

|Erpirenmental Adisory Cammilies

yes

subeammities of Exec, Bd., originated, provide staff

Salid Waste Mal,

J__.,.__.wa_.__“_m._. Mitchell, ‘fangey Co.

provide £1af 1o county solid waste commitlces

wWatershedAWater Ouality

Alleghany, Ashe, Mitchell, Wikes Co., Blowing Rock, M Wilkesbarn, Wilkesbarn,

nrdinance development, TA on request

L Jeflarson

Upper Catawba R Basi Water Quolily Prog

yes (4 co, 2% leasl 13 mumcipalities) + McDowell Co,

manitor water gualdy, inifiate waler gually testing, maintain G135, prepared "Report Car

agasst in drafling ordinances, prepare maps, develop spll containmient plans,

staff public mestings

BSOS Enviranmental Forum yEg stall support, faciitation
Riegional Solid Waste Commiliee yes stall comimittes, develep & provide data
Erwircnmental Assessments fof COBEG grants s conduct assessments

F

Cur Region Tomomow

yes * ARpxanser ﬁmmﬂ_. E __..._._mE._..I.ﬂm_a__..ﬂm (Reg. E), Burke (Reg. E), Caldwell (Reg EIC

coardinated study, prneded funding

+ Yok, Langaster, Chester, Union Co. 3C

Laka Wylis Matne Commission [Meckdenturg, Gaston Ca. péus York Ca, SC provide gtall
Bi-State Catawha River Task Force Aurke. Cakdwell, Catawha (all Reg. £], Iredell, Linsaln, Mecklenburg, Gaston Co., NG, administrale, et agenda, serve as publisimegia conlac!,
+ York, Fairfield, Lancaster, Chester Co, 50 publish newshetters/other publizalions

Lake Morman Matine Commission

Catawha {Region EJ, Iredell, Lingoln, Meckienburg Co

privide adminisiratie sefices [or saletyinavigation alds

Catawha fver Corridor Study

Meckinnburg, Gaston, Linsein, Unlon Ca,, NG, York Ca., 5C

coardinate and fciltate, staf support

‘Watershed ordinances

Lineon & fredell Cos |, Dawdson, Treutman, Monroe, Mooteswiie

Salid WWaste Regional Flanning

Al eight eounties plus severa | sunoending countios in NC and 5C

r]

7

‘Watershed Profection Ordinance
Coardinate fespense o prapased siate reguiaticns

7
i

7

Requlatony s CQuabity Aultaorily

L progress

|aftempting Lo stan

Apporvdix 4, page 1
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APPENDIX 4.

Enviranmental Protection Efforts By Region, 1993-24

[n

Yadkin-Pee Dee 7. Basin Volunteer Siream hontonng

e Mondgomery & Richmond Cao. alsa Regions E F.GH &I

coandifaled slream monforing, recruited volurteers

Praject

I

Stream Menitoring yEes - bead agency

fadkin Fiver Trail yius lead agensy

Sauralown ML, Trad Surry, Slokes Co. lead agency

Sallg Waste Advisory Comimilles o5 lead agency

d

._..___.__._Lm_ Aid gumﬂ taf Wialer Supply Emedgiacios A jurischcinng inifiated & faciflated, extended Compact peiod .

ml.an_n_._m_ Household Hazardous Waste Collection &

Crange, Durham, Hoke, Chiatham Ca., Chapel Hill, Carrbaro, Durham

racilitated, helped research & cesign program, wiole inerocal agieements, contracs,

Disposal Program

ate, supplemented funding through leveraging grant doflart

Construetion & Demolition Reduction & Recysling

Orange, Durham, Lee, Chatham Co.

wrole grant proposal, hired consulling engineers, managed pioect

_mmu.uﬂ on Fulure Facity Mesds for the Handing of

Chatham, Durharn, Johnston, Crange, Wake G,

eonducted reseanh, wiote report

|Recyctables

wWater Supply Protecton Guidelines

|wake. Dustiam, Crange, Chathem Ca., and municipaltes

(acilitated discussions, conduded (esearch, wiole gudelines

Failg Lake Watershed Sludy

12 jurigdicticns.

initinted, facilitaled dincussions, wiote soope of work

Water Conseivatian B Reuse Feasstally Sludy

Chapel HaL Carrborg, Durham, Cary, Ralaigh, Smithfield, Sarford

wicte grant application, hired cansulling ergineers, managed projest, colected &

analyzed data, plannid & hosled eanlerence

Water Supply Monilonng Frojed

pex, Cambere, Ghapel Hil, Durham, Hillsborough, Raiesgh, Sanford, Smithfisid,

Init-ated project, facilitated distussions, prodect manager, leverage matching funeds

Chatham & Crange Co

Flastics Regycling Demansiration Program

iCary, Chapel Hill, Samnars, Dutham, Garner, Thatham Ca,

initiated project, leveraged grant, hired consuling engineer

K

prepared walershed plan, insiated imglementation procedures

Watershed Planning Vance Co.

wWalershed Regulationstahole Basin Project! fB5 provdced training, plan, cocrdisate. facilitate warkshops
devetopment of Waler Supply Plan workshogsraining

L

Clean Yyater WWaorkshop yos coxndinalion, planning with DCA

Solid Waste Task Foroe yiilson, Blash, Edgecombe Co chalrmanship, resource Eformation, meeling facility
Tire Recyeling el research, provide mealing laglity, coordinale
M

Cape Fear River Assembly B yes, total of 25 counlies organisational coordination, stafl spport

H

Viater Issues Seminars

em, wilh regions H & W

plan, soordnate, facilitala

‘Watarshed Protecticn Plans

\Wagram, Blagen Co, Sootland To

lead planner, prepare miprs

Lumber B State Park Advsory Commities

|Rinbesan, Hoke, Seotland Ca.

stall planner -

Eum., B. & Cape Fear B Basin Stedies

yes

{aciitate on planning & endrenmental issves

o

Saolid Waste Task Force

Brarswick Columbus, New Hanower, Pender Co.

provide g127 time, publish study

Exec D, serves on Advisory Bd,

Cape Feat B Research Frogam yes

uu.

-

Ceean Cutfall Farum Craven, Pamlico, Carlered. Onstow Co coordinale, sponsor
wWatereted Prolection Contract Craven, Pamlics, Carterel. Onakw Go. tead, coondinate, adminisler

Q

Appendix 4, paga 2
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APPEMDIX 4,

Envirenmental Protection Efforts By Region, 1993-94

A MA projects |Beshaven, Palego, Kelford, cofield, Colerain, Mhoskin, Prwatisvlle, Chooowinity, _.__,_qa._.m._w admistered granls
|Mirfresstano, Hertfond Co.
CAMA lard use plans m..mm_.:u.ﬂ m_.a.n__mh and Hertford Counties prepared plang far fowns and counties
Albamare-Pamlico esfuarine shudy ﬂ&_u_._“__,...a» assiled with planning wwamn_..ﬂﬂ
|Solid waste study fegion-wide coardinated {te caunties and found funding foe 3 sudy of a regicnal landfin.
Waler sludies sevioral komms in fegion prepared waler studles reguired by slale ]
JPTA - Eleciric ek Im,m__n_a Chunty Dxreloped program for mmzz__._.a_ siudents who rebuill a trugk and retrofitted L wath Dat
mﬂ -
\Water Qualily/Provision Sudy i leadershiplorganizational i
Albarmarde-Famlico Estuanne Study |yes member, review, coflect dala
Coasiat Fulures Commates yEs membsar )
Partnership for Sounds Tyriell, Hyde, Dase Co boarnd saal
Coastal Resources Advsary Commitles yes i |oard seal
Fremotion of Esgtounsm & Presenation of Dismal ¥es _ra..wnm_.m_.__u inreugh Welcome Cir & A-85 Clearing House
Swamp Canal _

Appandit 4, page 3
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APPENDIX 5.
Econamic Development Activities by Region, 1993-94

[ Activity (type) {Regionwide or jurisdictions
A |1:'Iannlr|.g & packaging infrastructure projs., esp. waler/sewer reqiomasde
{facilitate cooperative intergov relationships re; natural gas. Haywood Ca., Clyde, Waynesville
X |ndustr|a} site infrastiucture . rEQUOITNICE
il admm ster fevolving loan fund N regicnwide
B ¢ orqanlzc maintain 128 Comrider Assn. 1o assure new section | regionwide
regional pmmgtlc,n membei' grantspersondreasurer for Carelina West regiomwede + 3 ollier counties
tourism promation; s.laff Iacll&;;-alrgsnee Blue Ridge ML. _i:fbsl regiorwide + 5 ather counties h B )
C |SBA CDE 504 loans {Rugmn G Dc'mlopment Corp‘.l regiormwide
) hmé:nj-dwelnpment regionwide
,ptannlng & packaging Infrastructure projects i regionwide
D sBASDafcans . regienwide
|SBA Women's F‘requal]l]:atlun Loan F‘rﬂgmm regicmeade - — . =
) Hcglon 0 Cevelopment Corp. —1 r_ég;:;mtd; =
E _sfgl_{ﬁ;lness fimancing assistance . regiarmwde
MFPCiira r'spc-rl $1ion planning reguanwide
regional ma;ketlr'.;;. o o reQuonwide
F |Ceniralina Certified DEVE?FI‘.IEI_{EQFF fsm. business financing regionwide - —___ .
G |data gathering and anabysis for economic Triad Partnership - _ly_eq. + other Fartnership counties
ﬁ_igl_q{_r assistance 1o Global TransPark proposal - Montgomery, Anson, Richrmond Co.
I EEAEEM Loan Fregram regiornwide
J promete Regicnal Strategy tor Economic Devel, regb;;—vdg;d
= reactivate FTZ 853, establish subzones - regionwide, subzanes: Wake, Durham+ Wilsan, Wayna,
convene Regional Markeling Group -_ 11-13 counties
serve on EDCD Chamber Work Groups Wake, Durham, Orange, Chatham Co. _
Regicnal Telephone Effort _ |7 o -
|Metro Map Updale - urban core I -
¥ small business Revolving Loan Fund - all except Roxbora, Person C:;! T
assist £o, economic dE".I'E|Dp-EI'E‘-I'E;:'.rmEHEr Nm‘th _ |regiomwide o
L |capacity bullding NCRDC grants Fl.;qiumﬁda
__ |RCRDC supplemental grants N regicnwide
NCDC COBG-ED grants reqionwide
SBA 504 & T (A} loan agent regionwide
£ SBA 04 Loan Program - regiomsade
.Mi-::roenterp_ri;s-.e Loan Program R reglorwide T
Meat Goat F_n-zdsgsibility Study regionwide
South Eastern Entreprensurial Reundtable regiarmaide N
Smail Business Incubator Study Cumberland Co.
Cther lozn programs through E&EIF&d Development Campany regicreide
M |member, Chamber af C-urnmeroe Committee of 100 T
O |Down Town Area Revitalization Eﬂ’nr‘t Wilmingten
Cape Fear B Research Program == regionwide
P |Loan fund = — - regfnrrwiae_
= COBG & Weatherization Program through NC Housing Finance reghormaide
a [Rural Maskets Progam - regionwide T =
Micro koans and other small business loan programs regicnwide
Revolving Loan Fund regicnwide
Industry based Iraining with National Spinring ' ~ |BeaufortCo,
EC/EZ process: developed One Stop Capital Shop pertion of application - Regions Q4R -
Belong to all Chambers of Cammerce in region = regiarmadde =
W Information Highway Beaulart Co. + Hyde, Tyrrell, Washington Co. (Region R)
R_‘_SE_..A _If:l_ans - reguanwide
|Rural Econamic Devel, Cir. Microenterprise foans regionwide
|EDA business ioans all but Dare, Currituck Cao.

Lisl does nat include {echnical assistance, grant writing or administration, data center aclivities, or federal’state programs listed in text. 72125



SURVEY OF REGIONS AND REGIONALISM, 7/31/95, page 57

AFFEMDIX 6.

Other Regicnal Organizations, Purpose, and Extent of Interaction

[Srganization Purposa Interaction
A Westem MO Tomarrod Femruniesd, HManRMmnp, regnal pnda Rdmnsn
Smky ML Fosts of HC FoLIriSeT E i
[ |Canter for Improving k. Leang (NCLY faadership, bULiness 355t natensne
W Devalopmant Associabon rural & agreuiurl desniopmant SO
Smoky i‘\."curt.!m Develnpment Corporation bumineLs Qeveicament axtanss
Cnnn:u::o Histoncal Assocuaton (Lo Thess Fills = ipeesanaton of raian RistorylcuRute aipnsim
~[MantaFaia Power & Light Company wlacing powe o oxiEnanE
| [Wemam N Regeenal Ecancenic Devalopmaent Commissian marketing & 00 monsiment extarseE |
Mountain Projects, e comunity dewreement axtansm
Macon Programs for Progress, Inc E eceinity development = metnnsn
Four Square Commanity Action Agency, Ine. comundy developmand eiensney
WB:EtlJm NC'_ Incustnal F‘nn:nvnm"up incustnal markabng ST 4
B |Centet [ar Impeorg ML mej cL) poonamat denl _ resource protection adensve |
I__.WHE Crvsiopment Aun fural & a»g_un-,lral dervalomant aaenshe |
Carchra Wesl sconomic develonment patunsne
WHC Tomormow patral rescurts & sufural dreas axtonss
EED Ridge ML Host lowns Glansnm
& [Westem HIC Housing Pastrershp aldsmyls Tl gieuss fousing = s
iCarchnas Partnersnig economic dieesd | markahing warne ]
JCarsing West markeling some |
Carrhed Dewvelopment Corp dontama davl _ Sm. fsness kans axtenane
Private ingustry Councl [ob raining ] meEnshe
Caatar rui'-'ri-['L.nr ML Living. PCL] eommuny dealopmant - R R
__l"""“‘“-"“ MO Tormosmow communiy leadership aEtensem |
Blua Firdge Electne Memearame Corp woctng 0o-0D soma
Meuntam Elsctne Comp | eteeme co-op E nonm
Mertaestnn Regenal Housing Adihanty E housing asssance ] i nane
Carmina Power il Lgnt powAr SErack = none
{Fronch Broad Elactng B pactne soop E nora
|Blud 1008 Remourco Comservannn & Cavol ist =il & water cnsereanon SOma
_|WWestarn M Tcﬂ'l.'xl-:m Cx. o |r11.|;|n-n-1ng WL Laving regienal laadership, N-rnml..nrh' A L]
E [MC Smail Business & Tecnnalogy Devel, Cirs. TA Tor small BusIness ST i
Blum Fadge Communty Action community action, fuman Lannoes seme |
F_|Cibrens Forum rvshe EZEN groUES i policy Mecomimandatans somn
Caroiira Loadersbup Prog rains elechod & non-giacted afficials o
| [Caroiina’s Counues Conlitoa manhngs of to. slected olieshls on ragianal iSSues ]
Urban Cites Coalhon mielngs of Sleces oMEals of large eiles in area) somp”
Cambng's Transpotiton Gomeacs unsure soma
a Fiodmeont Thad Parmership poonomes dencil. . Sttege plaaning @k Ensva
H | Yadken-Poe e Lakes Hegeon peonaime Gl | ounsm recoun
I |Pisgmont Triad Pastnersiig marKeury 0T
F'mdn]_grrt Tnae Chambars Groun. recrutmart Some
T |Greater Tnangla Ragonal Caunzil "silting Liratigic dlmcr.om aaiansE
Trarghe Transt Authanty pubii Tartpoton PO
| [Raleigh-Cuirfiam Aurpor Auhory GerveTes airport Faarma
Tnangla C‘A:-mmunnr-aggg_:-mn {proadn grants, marage philanthireoe fands FET
Fresaarch Trangle Werd Trade Centes intnrnationsl economic devel. Teome
[Triangin Land Conserdancy ralural areas gresenEnon FLame
Loadersng Thangle Baucate local leaders on ragitnal ls5ues Tsoma
| [Maper Campaign Review Soard conrdinatn findrasing campdagns Tsoma
K |Franknin-Gramille-Yance-Warmen Coportundy, Ine. Hrad S, Ea-Income hoursing, wealnerzansn, w-income youth developmant oA
Gataway Lommaurnty Deval Corp. housing, sm bus. assil youth anfichment sams
(MARTS R‘__n-glnna.i Tramsporaben n.aulnnspom*boﬁ fior howe-incoimie: and esdery SaITE
| |G Senwr Cuzans Fedemtion Seruor Cfzan houtng, Ampyment ST
L |Choanose sraa Cevniopmenl ASs, community, sepnemic devel, soma
Seff-Hedp, Inc. Eeonomit denel | husiness loans Sama
Commersial Banks lcarms, gmrﬁs.xlpmafsmn SO ]
[Mash-Edgecombe Ecaromic Devel, ing enmmunity devel soma |
Triangla Easl industnal sl | Mmaresng soma
I-QE Asan Sbourism E0Hma
M
H Fw Caunly Cammunay Services weathenzation CommuATy Acoon soma
Pombioke State Lnammsty economic denlapmant somn
Faysttevila State Linrmrsty BLONGTIG devatoomant Bl
UMC-Witmingion SCOTHATIHG ﬂwalu-pvmb'rt some
L] prede wabar & seeer s |
i &CHAENC Monrpong of R arvtarsng
P | Gkcal Tl:i_ﬁ!.F"im Cervelopmant Commissian econemie SR g
(@ [Pamike-Tar & Foundaton armAronmen proteshon soma |
| |Pannesship for Saurds [Eourtsm extensive
Eastim bis Chamber ol Commerea peonam: dilopmant ~ soma
|Mig-East RC and O conserabon, ecoromic & community devel EehpnsneR
Mid-East Houming Authary provache subsidized howkng [ )
W c:m-gm-uu CoC CommidAily Bmposs e “Oma
| |[Ahcskie Chac Assn GO o ATy ST rons
L i Beria, Mamn, Washingion Cos LOMITILNTY SEearm et ST
_Commisndy Cenalopers of Bq:ll.rl'.:u‘l: Hyetp GO COMMUnSY amBsermment ioasang SO
TMemo_Low ncoms Bousing & [iin e EMIMURTY 8 Ecwament, Sousing SRENLA
Marnn Community Action DRy TDgrams rane
Choarmke Arga Deoves fssn POy prOgrams 52T
R_|Parmershio for Sounds, emarpnementally sound poonmic deved axnAsne
Cwsug_ﬁ'as.gum'cbmmmmnrcamlﬂmur:as At Commession amaArnnmental protechon feama
Small Qusness, Technoiogy & Desiopmant CIF TEmall Business SUppon — [mensne
EIC Edenton [aconorma Impromminl for Minerts i

T



