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Accommodating 
the handicapped 
an introduction . . . 

By Richard L. Austin 

How many persons are physically handicapped? The 
National Center for Health Statisticcs reports that 
6,226,000 persons (3.2 per cent of the population) are in 
the civilian, non-institutional population and required 
special aids such as wheel chairs, braces, crutches, 
canes, or walkers. If we include the disabled veterans in 
special institutions, children in hospitals and private 
schools, and the countless persons impaired with men
tal handicaps, we suddenly find our figures reaching 
alarming percentages. 

In the past few years there has been a great empha
sis upon environmental programs for the handicapped. 
Within this emphasis, however, very little has been 
accomplished in relation to the development of ade
quate outdoor facilities. The various design disciplines 
have been negligent in researching and formulating 
guidelines for these barrier-free areas. Landscape ar
chitects, park planners, and recreation specialists 
have relied primarily upon architectural barrier speci
fications which has extended, and to some extent com
pounded, the problem. Not that the specifications for 
restrooms, public buildings, sidewalks, parking lots, 
and ramps are not important; but, the environmental 
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needs surrounding the handicapped are multi-dimen
sional and require alterations along the entire design 
spectrum, and architectural barrier specifications tend 
to be the limit of our progress in environmental devel
opment. 

Although the problem of better facilities has yet to 
be solved, it is not as complex as it may seem. The sim
ple injection of modified facilities into the planning 
program will create the right type of recreation ex
perience. And this experience, at crucial points in the 
rehabilitation process, can do a great deal to help re
duce the limitations faced by the handicapped individu
al. 

Primarily, we should be concerned with four areas of 
rehabilitation in our planning efforts. These areas are 
mental health, physical exercise, social development, 
and the intellectual experience. 

Mental Health: In considering mental health, we 
must consider the true meaning of happiness. Without 
happiness, there is nothing the handicapped person can 
accomplish in life. Whether in a park, a recreation cen
ter, or public building, a handicapped individual must 
feel accepted—with his abilities and his disabilities. 
Self-confidence, a feeling of belonging, a feeling of se
curity, and true happiness will follow when he is pre
sented with outdoor opportunities for achievement and 
a knowledge of success on his own level. In designing 
outdoor facilities, make the total environment usable, 
accessible, and challenging so that he can participate 
and advance on his own scale. 

Physical Experience: Very harmful effects result 
when the handicapped sit for hours and hours with 
nothing to do. A handicapped person needs a variety of 
daily activities involving the use of all large and small 
muscles that are available to him. All outdoor facilities 
should have a direct physical experience offering mus
cular development and motor-coordination. 

Social Development: Through the social contact re
ceived in an outdoor recreation experience, the handi
capped person learns how to associate with his peers. 
From this association, there develops a concern for self 
-help and self-achievement which leads to the develop
ment of new interests and new abilities. 

Intellectual Experience: Similar in basic concept to 
mental health, the intellectual experiences gained 
through an outdoor recreation facility contributions a 
great deal to the rehabilitation of the handicapped. 
When environmental interpretation facilities are modi
fied to accommodate the handicapped individual, there 
is a marked increase in his ability to notice and remem
ber things, and to hear things and remember them. 
Nature trails, museums, visitor centers, zoos, and out
door interpretive displays should confront and improve 
the ability of visual and auditory discrimination. 

The problem of providing the proper type of recrea
tion environment for the handicapped constitutes a 
challenge to every recreation planner. The preparation 
of the handicapped individual for the pace a modern 
society demands calls for the enlistment of all availa
ble planning resources and for a coordination of the 
efforts of all planning agencies. 

Although the movement to design better facilities for 
the handicapped is progressing with an acceleration 
that is encouraging, the results achieved are far from 
satisfactory. A new approach in our planning efforts, 
however, will speed this movement by taking the handi
capped out of the realm of being a liability and placing 
him into a new life as a potential asset. 

In planning for the handicapped, planners must de
velop a constructive attitude surrounded with effective 
optimism. The needs of the handicapped are the same as 
the needs of anyone else. The handicapped should be so 
guided that his attitudes and abilities may be given the 
fullest possible development and that his life may be
come one of usefulness, success, and happiness. 

Efforts to adopt national forest recreation 
areas for use by the handicapped 

By Arthur J. Carroll 

Efforts are continuing to improve the opportunity of 
outdoor recreation for the handicapped on national 
forest lands. Approximately 25 sites have been devel
oped — most, completed recently — in 19 national for
ests from California to Florida. New facilities for the 
handicapped for outdoor recreation are under con
struction. 

An inventory of forest facilities constructed or 
adapted for the handicapped to provide opportunities 
for outdoor recreation in national forests follows at 
the end of this article. 

For many of us responsible for providing outdoor 
recreation for the public — all the public — the motiva
tion to supply the handicapped with the opportunity of 

recreation is very compelling. Awareness that there 
are approximately 18 million handicapped, many of 
whom would like to enjoy a day outdoors with their 
families, leads to a commitment to do something about 
it. This commitment can serve to satisfy a locally ex
pressed need or to fulfill the needs of people living one 
to three hundred miles from popular recreation areas. 

How to go about providing for the recreation needs 
of the handicapped becomes the major question. The 
search for design criteria to determine what is to be 
constructed, why facilties are constructed and how fa
cilities will be constructed for the handicapped are bas
ic considerations. We suggest the following course of 
action: 
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• Explore what other agencies have done and are 
doing for the handicapped in outdor recreation. For 
example, contact the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation, 
State Department of Beaches and Parks, Bureau of 
Land Management, National Park Service, Forest 
Service, United States Department of Agriculture and 
other departments or units of your own organization. 

• Explore the work of professional organizations 
involved in day care or other similar programs for the 
handicapped such as Easter Seal Society, San Francis
co Recreation Center for the Handicapped, Lighthouse 
for the Blind and veterans hospitals. 

• Review design criteria of other completed or 
planned projects for the handicapped. 

• Review current literature relevant to this matter 
and refer to the U.S. Standard Specifications for mak
ing buildings and facilities accessible to and usable by 
the handicapped. 

• Seek-on-the-ground assistance from the handi
capped likely to use such a facility. 

• Each project should be analyzed to determine its 
general objective with a design narrative spelling out 
just what is planned with regard to the site (soil, vege
tation, etc.) . . . and with design objectives indicating 
what one is trying to do and how to do it. This prepara
tion is needed for most all recreation site development. 

• There is a real need to adopt an overall philosophy 
for the project to determine short and long range objec
tives. 

Our basic philosophy at Mammoth Lakes was to de
sign and construct facilities in outdoor recreation to 
accommodate the handicapped without differing too 
much from facilities used by the non-handicapped. 

We also felt that facilities should be designed so the 
handicapped could participate in various outdoor rec
reation activities with as little assistance as possible. 
These two expressions of philosophy, although most 
compatible, are sometimes contradictory. For example, 
constructing a restroom so a handicapped person can 
use the facility with little or no assistance, means some 
specialization or modifications making the facility dif
ferent from those used by the non-handicapped. 

Within the scope of the design objective for a partic
ular facility the more normal the outdoor recreation 
experience is for the handicapped the better. The basic 
thrust of recreation site development should be to de
sign and construct facilities to accommodate all people, 
including the handicapped as much as possible. 

Initially, one of the objectives for constructing many 
of these special facilities was to generate similar pro
jects that would increase outdoor facilities for the 
handicapped. This should no longer be a primary objec
tive of future projects because much has already been 
done. 

The increased concern for the handicapped in out
door recreation of the late 60s seems to continue. A 
growing commitment by many civic organizations and 
individuals to do something about this concern is self-
motivating as evidenced by the completion of a great 
many projects in recent years. 

Evaluation Facilities 

We should at this time evaluate completed facilities 
for the handicapped and determine: 

1. What philosophy or philosophies outdoor recrea
tion agencies should adopt or employ; 

2. What we have learned from constructed facilities 
in terms of the most popular and most needed kinds of 
facilities, the most correct standards of facility con
struction and the most incorrect standards of design 
and construction; 

3. What needs to be done to provide more opportuni
ties for outdoor recreation for the handicapped? 

Some of the things we have learned about facilities 
already constructed for the handicapped are listed be
low: 

• In general the handicapped do not need nor want 
segregated outdoor recreation facilities. There are 
exceptions where specialized facilities may be 
needed but for the most part this is not the case. 

• To date, recreation utilization of completed facili
ties is very low. Most facilities have not been 
available for use for more than two to three years, 
but actual visitor day use is far below what is con
sidered normal for outdoor recreation facilities. 
More families of handicapped persons and organi
zations for the handicapped need to know about 
the facilities available to them. 

• The blind are a small minority of the handicapped 
and only a small proportion (10 percent or less) of 
the blind read Braille. Braille trails will probably 
continue to be needed to serve special needs. How
ever, accommodating such a minority leads to a 
problem of priority if the facility does not also 
accommodate the majority of the handicapped e.g., 
natural soft earth for the blind eliminates or 
makes difficult wheelchair use. 

• Hiking (nature trails), water sports, picnicking 
and camping are most popular with handicapped 
as well as non-handicapped individuals. Emphasiz
ing day-use facilities with less emphasis on over
night facilities is probably best at this time. 

• Proximity to urban areas (one to two hour drive) is 
best to encourage the handicapped and their fami
lies to get outdoors more often. 

• Often the facility constructed is a bit too spread 
out. Parking areas and use facilities should be 
close together. There is also a tendency to overde-
sign facilities for the handicapped. 
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• Some segments of the handicapped as well as the 
general public, express the desire for more ameni
ties like cabins and planned programs for outdoor 
recreation. (The national forest system does not 
for the most part construct and operate organiza
tion or program oriented camps or recreation 
areas. 

• Most slight modifications in design and construc
tion of facilities for the handicapped are beneficial 
to all recreation users. Many of these changes are 
very practical in administration of high use recre
ation areas as well. For example, the use of hard 
surface pathways and campsites helps protect the 
site itself. 

What is Needed 

Eighteen million handicapped people and their fami
lies need to become more aware of the continuing in
crease in opportunity for outdoor recreation. More 
coordinated and current publicity of these facilities is 
needed. 

Increased efforts to acquire more public and contrib
uted funding are necessary in providing recreation fa
cilities that will accommodate everyone, near urban 

centers particularly. It is not likely the national forest 
system will receive any appreciable funds to construct 
facilities for the handicapped. It will do more in the 
future however, to design and construct facilities to 
accommodate as many people as possible. 

Much has been done and is being done in public law to 
insure that public facilities are constructed free from 
architectural barriers. Increased awareness and en
forcement of Public Law 90-480 and in this state, the 
California Civil Code (particularly Chapter 7, Division 
5, of Title 1) should be supported. 

Efforts to learn more about the needs of the handi
capped must continue and hese needs considered in the 
design and construction of all recreation facilities. 
Emphasis should be directed to those who administer 
and design recreation facilities, particularly landscape 
architects who play an increasingly important role in 
recreation site design and development. Recently the 
Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, has 
awarded a contract to coordinate and determine the 
designs which best accommodate everyone, including 
the handicapped. For the most current information on 
this matter write: Chief, Forest Service, U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture, South Building, 12th and Inde
pendence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250, Atten
tion: Marion Connally, Visitor Information Services. 

National Forests with Recreation Sites Accommodating the Handicapped 

Cibola National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
U.S. CourthouseBuilding, Room 510 
421 Gold Avenue, P.O. Box 1826 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103 

• Cienega Nature Trail for the Handicapped includ
ing the blind (near Albuquerque, New Mexico) 

George Washington National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
Federal Building 
Harrisonburg, Virginia 22801 

• Discovery Way Nature Trail for the Handicapped. 
• Lions Tale Nature Trail for the Blind 
• Massanutten Story Trail (near Washington, D.C.) 

Lincoln National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
Federal Building, P.O. Box 840 
Alamogordo, New Mexico 88310 

• Enchanted Way Nature Trail 
• Leslie Kissiah Memorial Trail 

National Forest of Florida 
Forest Supervisor 
214 South Bronough Street 
Box 1050 
Tallahassee, Florida 32302 

• Trout Pond Day Use Area—including swimming 
area, picnic areas, fishing pier, etc. 

Santa Fe National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
Federal Building, P.O. Box 1689 
Santa Fe, New Mexico 97501 

• San Antonio Picnic Ground-Campground, nature 
trail, and fishing hole (near Albuquerque) 

Coronado National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
130 South Scott 
P.O. Box 551 
Tucson, Arizona 85702 

• Catalina Desert Nature Trail for the blind (near 
Tucson, Arizona) 
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Inyo National Forest 
District Ranger 
P.O. Box 146 
Mammoth Lakes, California 

• Mammoth Lake Campground for the Handicapped. 
17 family camp units, 3 group units, nature trail, 
and fishing pier (near Bishop, California) 

Los Padres National Forest 
District Ranger 
131 West Carment Lane 
Santa Maria, California 93454 

• Pine Alto Nature Trail and picnic area (near Santa 
Barbara) 

Arapaho National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
Post Office Box 692 
Golden, Colorado 80401 

• Idaho Springs Visitor Center 
• Saphire Overlook 

San Bernardino National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
144 N. Mountain View Avenue 
San Bernardino, California 92408 

• Whispering Pines Nature Trail for the blind 

Unita National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
88 West First South 
Provo, Utah 84601 

• Fishing Pier for the Handicapped 

Coconino National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
114 N. San Francisco St., Box 1268 
Flagstaff, Arizona 86002 

• Fishing Pier for the Handicapped (near Flagstaff, 
Arizona) 

Cleveland National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
3211 Fifth Avenue 
San Diego, California 

• EL Prado Group Campground for the Handicapped 
(near San Diego, California) 

White River National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
Old P.O. Building 
Glenwood Springs, Colorado 81601 

• Roaring Fork Braille Trail (near Aspen, Colorado) 

Angeles National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
150 South Los Robles 
Pasadena, California 91101 

• Day Use Area for Handicapped—including picnic 
area, fishing pond 

Willamette National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
210 E. 11th Street 
Eugene, Oregon 97401 

• Broken Bowl Picnic Ground for the handicapped; 
has 20 units, can be used by groups, has a pathway 
to nearby stream for fishing and wading. Recently 
dedicated, (near Eugene, Oregon) 

Siuslaw National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
545 S. 2nd Street 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

• Cape Perpetua Visitor Center — Has necessary 
modifications to accommodate the handicapped. 
(on the Oregon Coast Hwy 101) 

Deschutes National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
211 E. Revere Avenue 
Bend, Oregon 97701 

• Lavaland Visitor Center— 
in planning process now, will have needed modifications 
to accommodate the handicapped (near Bend, Oregon) 

Grand Mesa National Forest 
Forest Supervisor 
11th and Main Street 
Delta, Colorado 81416 

• Land of the Lakes Nature Trail will accommodate 
the handicapped 
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Considerations 
in accommodating 
the handicapped 

By Dave Park 
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When discussing the needs of handicapped individuals, 
it is important to accept one premise from the beginning; 
they are people first and handicapped second. Because 
they are people first, they possess the same, or more inten
sified, desires or needs for mental, physical, emotional, 
spiritual, and social growth as persons who are not handi
capped. 

In 1973, a special task force was convened by the Bu
reau of Outdoor Recreation to study the needs of the hand
icapped relative to the development of the Nationwide Out
door Recreation Plan. This task force stated, in part, 
that recreation has been recognized by rehabilitation pro
fessionals as an ideal way to facilitate the development of 
the handicapped person's health, physical development and 
conditioning. It provides an exciting and profitable forum 
where these individuals may gain in independence by im
proving his motor, sensory and coordinative skills. 

Rehabilitation professionals also recognize the emo
tional problems normally associated with disability. The 
loss of an arm or leg, the loss of sight or sound, and its 
limitations can be depressing and demoralizing. The 
accomplishments and abilities that are developed by rec
reation activities improves a physically handicapped per
son's more wholesome concept of himself and contributes 
greatly to his total rehabilitation and his eventual return 
to the mainstream of life. 

Each year, hundreds of thousands of Americans become 
disabled either through disease or injury. A disabling mis
fortune such as those resulting from an automobile acci
dent, heart attack, arthritis, or a host of other causes, can 
beset any one at any time and this type of misfortune acts 
without prejudice. 

According to the National Center for Health Statis
tics, at least 67.9 million Americans suffer from limiting 
conditions that would benefit from special considerations 
in the planning and constructing of outdoor recreation 
facilities. The total breaks down as follows: 

1.2 million blind or severely visually impaired 
7.6 million suffering from heart conditions 
6.2 million (non-institutional) using ortho

pedic aids 
1.8 million are deaf 
18.3 million hard of hearing 
14.5 million respiratory ailments, i.e., plu-

eresy, emphasima 
18.3 million arthritics 

The people represented by the 67.9 million total does not 
include the 20 million or more Americans over 65 years of 
age who are limited in mobility as the result of the aging 
process. These elderly Americans would also benefit from 
accessible outdoor recreation opportunities. 1 

In a publication called the "Second Milestone," which is 
a report of a national conference concerned with services 
for the multihandicapped adult, the following quotation is 
pertinent: 

"Social isolation is usually the primary envi
ronmental factor in the lives of the multi-
handicapped; therefore, opportunities for so
cial interaction should be provided. Involve
ment with the community should be en
couraged both by bringing non-handicapped 
into the program and by taking the handi
capped to community-wide affairs, on trips, 
etc. Self-determination may be promoted by 
the individual's having as great a role as pos
sible in planning programs. As his participa
tion in planning increases, his ability to deter
mine his own affairs in other life situations will 
be enhanced."2 

It seems very clear that recreation has a particularly impor
tant role to contribute to the welfare and growth of handi
capped persons. However, there are some very real prob
lems which are often raised when attempting to accom
modate the handicapped. Among them are architectural 
and attitudinal barriers, and most important, the problem 
or segregation versus integration. 

Architectural Barriers 

In an article published in Therapeutic Recreation Jour
nal, Ted Dethlefs outlined the specific adaptations that 
need to be considered in order to eliminate architectural 
barriers. He stated that construction modifications fall 
into three basic categories for general outdoor recreation 
facilities such as playgrounds, picnic grounds, and sports 
fields. There should be at least one approach route to each 
attraction which can be negotiated by handicapped per
sons. The best method is to provide entrances at the same 
grade as the surrounding area, but if this is not possible, 
the usual solution is the installation of ramps. Ramp 
gradients should not exceed 8.33 percent or l ' in 12' and 
walks should be level and finished with a non-slip surface 
such as brushed concrete. Gradients for walkways should 
not exceed 5 percent, and if they are inclined for consider
able length, they should have level areas at intervals as a 
rest and safety feature. 

Accessibility by automobile should be strongly consid
ered since attractions located at a distance from the near
est parking area are almost impossible for handicapped 
persons to reach. Another necessity is a public information 
program consisting of signs, brochures, news releases and 
other information to inform visitors of the extra services 
available to them. 

A second category of construction modifications in
volves the building itself. All doors should be wide enough 
to allow easy entrance and exit by wheelchairs. A door 
opening of at least 32" is required. The landing outside 
the door should be level for 5' in the direction the door 
swings and should extend one foot beyond each side of the 
door. Interior doors should also have the same clearance 
and width provisions as exterior doors and thresholds 
should all be flush with the floor. Doors that are not in
tended for normal use and that might prove dangerous, 
should be made quickly identifiable to the touch by knurl
ing the door handle or knob. 
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Restrooms should have at least one stall adapted for use 
by physically handicapped persons. It should be 3' wide 
and at least 5' deep with a door 32" wide that swings out 
rather than in. Handrails 1.5" in diameter should be in
stalled parallel to and 33" above the floor. The water 
closet should be wall hung if possible with its seat 20" 
from the floor. Mirrors, shelves, towel racks and other 
equipment should be low enough to be used by persons in 
wheelchairs and water fountains should have up-front 
spouts and hand-operated controls mounted about 36" 
high to be convenient for both able-bodied and physically 
handicapped persons. All hot pipes or heaters should be 
concealed within the walls of the building or shielded in 
some way to prevent the accidental burning of an insensi
tive limb. 

The third category of modifications concerns trails and 
the surrounding grounds. Sharp changes in grade should be 
avoided to enable wheelchair access to facilities such as 
picnic areas, nature trails and playfields. A small ledge or 
railing along the edge of the trail will provide protection 
from falling from high or steep places, but it should not 
obstruct the view.3 

Attitudinal Barriers 

Another major problem to overcome is that of public 
attitudes. In many instances, these problems are more of a 
hindrance to participation than are architectural barriers. 
Certainly they are more difficult to correct. Too many 
people react hopelessly to the sight of a man or woman in 
a wheelchair or to a mentally retarded child. Because of 
obvious disabilities, society's expectation of these individ
uals is often times very low, and in turn, the expectation 
of the handicapped person himself remains low. 

There exists in the park and recreation profession a need 
for more understanding and an increased awareness of dis
abled people. Some professionals are unconscious of their 
existence, while others are frightened by them or are con
fused about their aspirations for recreational experiences. 
Still others assume that the job of recreation of the handi
capped is properly left in the hands of the agencies and 
organizations serving them. Others believe that adapting 
facilities and programs is far too expensive for most public 
agencies to afford. 

What is needed is a great deal of public education re
garding the needs and desires of handicapped persons in 
order to create the awareness that they are, first of all, 
people who happen to have a handicap. Efforts must be 
made to demonstrate more effectively the large numbers 
of citizens who are currently being excluded from most of 
our programs and how to effectively adapt programs and 
facilities for their use. Cost analysis procedures must be 
provided to show that by designing facilities to accommo
date the handicapped in essence make them more usable 
by significant numbers of people and in the final analysis 
are not more expensive. And, finally, efforts must be made 
to interpret the fact that if public programs are to be pro
vided for all the people, it is the responsibility of public 
agencies to provide for the needs of the handicapped popu
lation. 

Segregation Versus Integration 

One of the most discussed questions relating to pro
grams for the handicapped is the question of separate pro
grams and facilities or the integration of all people in ex
isting programs. The Georgia Department of State Parks 
answered the question the following way: 

"Efforts within the medical and therapeutic 
professions have been to lead those individuals 
with handicaps toward an acceptance of this 
disability and toward a full integration into 
society. 

"The Georgia Department of State Parks rec
ognizes and accepts this as the ultimate desir
able goal of rehabilitation programs for the 
handicapped. At the same time, it recognizes 
that there are many among the disabled who 
have not arrived at the point where they are 
"at ease" with their disability, and are no 
longer hesitant about contact with society. 
They are, in fact, very conscious of their dis
ability. They feel conspicuous because of it. 
These are all too often the individuals whose 
physical, social, and outdoor recreational op
portunities suffer the most. Because of their 
self-consciousness they withdrew from taking 
full advantage of their recreational opportuni
ties. 

So the Georgia Department of State Parks 
built a recreation area " . . . separate . . . for 
the handicapped... to "screen out" those 
large numbers of persons who because of 
their physical abilities, and because of their 
normal human curiosity make out disable par
ticipant feel uncomfortable because of his dis
ability. For if our participant can be made to 
feel more comfortable—or less self-conscious-
he will be more likely to bask in the sun and to 
stretch his limbs and senses in the great out-
of-doors. 

" . . . it is expected that many who come only 
to the specialized facility for their outings to 
begin with, will grow into a fuller use of their 
bodies, a feeling of greater confidence in their 
physical abilities, a lesser feeling of self-con
sciousness, and a renewed desire for more out
door recreation. When these things happen to 
an individual, it follows that he will become 
encouraged to participate with the able-bodied 
citizen, and will no longer need the protection 
of the separate facilities."4 

However, the National Therapeutic Recreation Society 
took a firm stand for intregration when they adopted the 
resolution requesting that, to the extent possible, handi
capped persons be provided with integrated opportunities 
for the use of public recreation and park facilities and par
ticipation in public park and recreation programs. And, 
that all present facilities be made free of architectural 
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barriers and all new recreation facilities be free of 
architectural barriers and meet minimum requirements for 
accessibility contained in the publication, "American 
Standards Specifications for Making Buildings and Facili
ties Accessible to and Usable by the Physically Handicap
ped." And finally that while efforts to make nature trails 
and other outdoor areas accessible to the handicapped are 
commendable, it is also desirable that the use of these facil
ities and area be readily available to the general public and 
their design for handicapped not be over emphasized.5 

Further support for this stand for integration was given 
when the American Foundation for the Blind adopted the 
policy .that the basic aim of all services for a blind or 
visually impaired person is to assist him to lead a full and 
normal life as an integral part of society. The policy goes 
on to state that most people visit parks, forest preserves, 
wild nat'"-al settings, or museums with family members or 
friends in order to share the beauty, recreational, and 
educational aspects of these facilities. This is equally true 
for blind and visually impaired persons. Whether the blind 
person is accompanied or alone, it is unnecessary to have 
any special design specifically for the blind and visually im
paired in the surroundings as long as the areas are safe for 
everyone. Perhaps well-meaning persons who wish to de
velop such facilities could see that bushes, trees, trails, or 
exhibits are marked in regular and large print and Braille, 
and also have a tape recording available describing the set
ting and the object. These means of communication would 
meet the needs of most visitors to such areas—both sighted 
and visually impaired. 

Blind or otherwise visually impaired persons will not 
necessarily visit one particular garden, park, trail, or section 
of a museum because of the existence there of special des
ignations or concessions in the way of Braille makers to 
substitute for the lack of vision. These specially designed 
projects often serve as areas of curiosity for sighted per
sons. 

It is believed, therefore, that such facilities and expe
riences should be available to all persons in the community 
including visually impaired persons and not set aside or 
designated for the enjoyment of one special group. This 
does not, however, eliminate the desirability of tours 
through public facilities which could also be designed to 
meet the needs of special groups.5 

Success Stories And Dlustrations 

There are many notable examples of facilities made 
available to handicapped people. The Memorial Coliseum 
in Portland, Oregon has its entrance flush with the ground 
and easily traversed ramps to wide aisleways where wheel
chairs can be parked for easy viewing of the events in the 
arena. Many outside stadiums now provide a ramp to an 
area where wheelchairs can be accommodated.5 

Edward Stone, in an article in Parks and Recreation re
ported that the U.S. Forest Service has been building 
short, self-guiding trails and other recreation facilities 
adapted to visitors who are blind or otherwise handi
capped. One of the first was the Roaring Fork Trail which 
was built in the summer of 1967 on the White River Na
tional Forest in the heart of the Rocky Mountains near the 
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ski resort of Aspen, Colorado.The idea came from Robert B. 
Lewis, an Aspen high school biology teacher, who stimu
lated the Forest Service in the project and rangers helped 
him find an appropriate area and plan the trail. Young men 
from a nearby Job Corps camp cleared the trail route of 
obstacles and erected the signs which are in Braille and in 
English with large letters that can be read by persons with 
partial sight. Translation of the nature messages into 
Braille was done by teachers and students of the Colorado 
School for the Deaf and Blind in Colorado Springs. The 
symbols were worked into weather-resistent fiber glass. 
The Colorado Highway Department built a turnoff to the 
trail from State Route 82 and a small parking lot.7 

A special campground, nature trail and fishing pier for 
the handicapped are under development at Mammoth 
Lakes, California. The campground will have twenty camp
sites and three group camping areas. A nylon guideline, 
surfaced path with easy grade, rest benches, and tape re
corded information are special features of the 300-yard 
nature trail which makes it easy for the blind and other
wise handicapped persons to make maximum use of the 
facility. The local Lion's Club and other contributors are 
donating labor to the project. 

Another fishing ramp is on Bureau of Land Management 
land on the Deschutes River in Oregon and was built by 
the Western Rod and Reel Association for use by handi
capped fishermen. The ramp is easily accessible by auto
mobile and has a low ledge all along its perimeter as pro
tection from falling into the river. 

The Oregon State Highway Commission is providing 
facilities for handicapped persons in all of its new rest 
areas. These provide easy access to and from the parking 
lot, modified, restrooms and easily traveled walkways 
among other features.3 

And, finally, there is the separate area at Fort Yargo 
State Park developed by the Georgia Department of State 
Parks. This area provides facilities for the handicapped in 
three ways: (1) group camping, which includes a com
plete living and program oriented facility; (2) day use area, 
to accommodate daily visitors and provide activities such 
as swimming, picnicing, boating, fishing, and nature study; 
and (3) family cottage area with vacation-style cottages 
available to handicapped persons and their families on a 
rental basis. The basic design for the group camping area 
resembles the shape of a tulip and when a blind person is 
first oriented to the camp he is told that his cabin is at the 
tip of the leaf and the swimming pool is at the base of the 
flower with the bridge being the stem. Immediately, the 
person can orient himself to his surroundings and can go 
on to experience the feeling of independence and freedom. 

Past And Current Trends 

Over the past few years, an increasing amount of atten
tion has been placed on the development of recreation 
opportunities for the handicapped. Overall, it reflects the 
growing recognition that persons with handicapping or dis
abling conditions do need the same opportunities as non-
handicapped persons and that it is the responsibility of 
public agencies and programs to help these needs. Some 

examples of significant actions are: 

1. Public Law 90-480, signed by the President on 
August 12, 1968, makes it a Federal policy that 
all buildings and facilities which are intended for 
public use and which will be financed in whole or 
in part by a Federal grant or loan should be de
signed and constructed to assure accessibility and 
usability by physically handicapped people. 

2. The Bureau of Outdoor Recreation in cooperation 
with the National Recreation and Park Association 
in 1967, published "Outdoor Recreation, -Plan
ning for the Handicapping" which listed agencies 
and organizations available for monetary and tech
nical assistance as well as case histories where 
facility modifications had been successfully made 
to accommodate the handicapped. This material 
is currently being up-dated and will be presented 
in a 1974 issue of Park Practice TRENDS. 

3. The efforts of BOR in the development of the 
Nationwide Plan which enabled a special task 
force to be convened to study the needs of the 
handicapped. Much of that work has been cited 
in this article. 

4. The efforts of the U.S. Forest Service as shown in 
this article and in the Stone article referred to 
earlier. 

5. In 1973, the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development funded the American Society of 
Landscape Architects to do a nationwide study of 
architectural design for the handicapped which 
will include recreation facilities. (The report has 
not yet been released.) 

6. The President's Committee on Employment of 
Handicapped in 1972 organized a special sub
committee on recreation and leisure which has re
sulted in many programs to create national aware
ness of the recreational needs of handicapped 
persons. 

Much More Remains To Be Done 

With the significant efforts just cited, much progress has 
been made in enabling handicapped individuals to enjoy 
the opportunity for recreation and leisure activities. How
ever, even with these steps, there is much that remains to 
be done. Too few of our nation's handicapped citizens 
have been involved in ongoing programs. Much public 
education will be needed to further breakdown the 
attitudinal barriers that hinder participation. Much effort 
needs to be made toward enforcing the existing public laws 
regarding architectural accessibility. 
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The National Task Force ended its report by outlining 
a number of recommendations for action. Some of these 
recommendations are: 

• That disadvantaged people or their representatives 
should serve on planning committees at every 
level: local, state, regional and Federal; and that 
a requirement for such consumer participation be 
written into the law at an appropriate ratio of 
consumers, community leaders and professional 
people. 

• That Public Law 90-480 (Architectural Barriers 
Act) should be strictly enforced so that facilities 
constructed with Federal funds can be fully 
utilized by the handicapped. 

• That the full use of personnel and facilities such as 
those existing at public school sites: the coach
ing staff itself; the outdoor courts, play areas, etc., 
be designed for the benefit of handicapped 
people. 

• That outdoor recreation agencies at all levels of 
government should be encouraged to modify ex
isting recreation facilities so as to improve their 
accessability to handicapped people. 

• That matching funds be made available to States, 
communities, and organizations for the purpose 
of developing, planning and carrying our recrea
tional activities and that consideration be given 
to local communities for acceptance of in-kind 
matching funds. For example, a poor community 
may be able to provide no more than technical 
assistance in the construction of a facility, or 
school buses for transporting handicapped people, 
as its matching share. 
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• That there be established a public information 
program to advise, educate and inform the public, 
and especially the handicapped, of the outdoor 
recreation facilities available to them in their 
vicinity. 

• That all units of the government and the public 
be encouraged to become better informed about 
the recreation needs of the handicapped through 
better communication with users, and with pub
lic and private agencies at all levels who are in
volved in outdoor recreational programming. 

14 



15 



Now that our natural resources and populat ion have reached the 
c r i t i ca l stage of imbalance, regional cooperation and land use 

planning have become strong poss ib i l i t i es for at ta in ing some 

semblance of balance. Th is next sect ion of TRENDS treats 
various aspects of regional planning hoping to further and 

strenghen the acceptance of such concepts. The reader 

is inv i ted to comment. 

toeirg@^emmeiriiiial paifideipatlion 

from rhetoric to reality 

A paper presented at the 1973 
American Inst i tute of Planners 
Confer-In Conference held in 
A t lan ta . 

By Warren T. Zitzmann 

The history of land use planning in this country indi
cates that while there has been much talk about coordi
nated activity, the actual conditions are those of con
flicts between various levels of government, apathy at 
state and federal levels, irresponsible regulations by 
many local governments, and uncoordinated actions 
between special function agencies and land use plan
ning agencies. The errors of omission and commission 
are scattered through such landmark activities as the 
Department of Commerce Model Zoning Act of 1924, the 
activities of the state planning commissions and the 
National Resources Planning Board during the 1934-
1941 period, the policies of the "701 program" at feder
al and state levels, and the general weakness on princi
ples of implementation in our planning textbooks. 

Effective action in land use planning and public inter
est in it have expanded in recent years to the point 
where it is recognized as one of the nation's most im
portant environmental problems. However, legislative 
rules for its conduct have remained at the level that 
prevailed during its experimental period thirty to fifty 
years ago. A basic weakness of land use planning legis
lation is the failure to recognize that all levels of gov

ernment investing public funds in facilities and 
services or having responsibility for conservation of 
natural resources have a legitimate concern with es
tablishing a firm land use policy and geographic pat
tern that will provide both optimum use of that public 
facility or service and conservation of the public's nat
ural resources. The cliches of "home rule," "state's 
rights" or "federal bureaucracy" should not cloud the 
issue that all levels of government should work togeth
er on something as pervasive and as important as land 
use planning. The concept of a partnership, in which 
each of the respective partners has review and approv
al power over the proposals of the other, has been test
ed in the Appalachian Regional Commission and found 
to be successful. It is time to apply this concept to in
tergovernmental concerns in land use planning. The 
concept of a broader level of government setting poli
cies and standards on matters of concern at that broad
er level and then having review and approval authority 
over the proposals initiated by local governments has 
been tested in many functional areas and found to be 
successful. It is time to apply this concept to intergov
ernmental concerns in land use planning. 
It is proposed that the American Institute of Planners 
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(AIP) accept the responsibility and take the initiative 
in formulating the model planning legislation applica
ble at federal, state, and local levels to implement this 
concept of an effective working partnership between 
levels of government. If this is creative federalism, 
let's make the most of it. 

I. HOW DID WE GET INTO THE MESS WE'RE IN? 

The historic evolution of planning in the United States 
is fairly well known to most planners. The "city beauti
ful" movement of the early 1900's, the Burnham Plan 
for Chicago in 1909, and the famous quote of "make no 
little plans.. ." all have a familiar ring. 

Perhaps the second stage in the evolution was reached 
when cities realized it was necessary to do more than 
prepare handsome architectural renderings of grand 
boulevards and parks if they were to guide land use in 
the entire community effectively. They began to experi
ment with a police power they called zoning. With little 
precedent for guidance, zoning enabling legislation 
was passed in a number of states in the early 1920's. It 
gave cities authority to regulate the use of land as well 
as the height and area of buildings. 

There soon was an expressed need for a more uniform 
national standard on which to pattern such state legis
lation, and the then Secretary of Commerce, Herbert 
Hoover, appointed a committee of experts in city plan
ning and real estate to draft a model act. The commit
tee's work was issued in 1924 with a foreword by Hoo
ver stating: " . . . it is practical by city zoning to carry 
out reasonably neighborly agreements as to the use of 
land . . . " In the context of the urban patterns of 1924, 
when a city's limits did encompass virtually all of the 
living, working, and shopping areas of its residents, 
Mr. Hoover's comment was correct. A city government 
could work out "reasonably neighborly agreements" 
among its citizens. 

Unfortunately, the comment is no longer correct. Our 
urban patterns have exploded in the past 25 years, and 
now the great majority of Americans live in metropoli
tan communities where neighborly agreements on land 
use patterns and zoning, if they are to make sense, 
must be made among neighbors who live in dozens or 
perhaps hundreds of separate municipal jurisdictions 
each jealously guarding its independent zoning prerog
atives. And who is to do this job? The model act of 1924 
provides no answer. 

In search of an answer, it seems logical to look to state 
government. City and county governments are suppos
edly "creatures of the state." However, with a few re
cent exceptions, the state government has avoided any 
responsibility for land use planning other than enact
ing the model legislation that delegates land use regu
lation completely to local governments. This historic 
weakness of state governments for avoiding the prob
lems of land use controls has carried over from the first 
state planning agencies of the 1934-1941 era, when the 
National Resources Planning Board pushed the states 

into state planning programs by paying virtually all of 
the costs and providing most of the professional staff. 
Perhaps the time was not right; but, looking back, it 
now appears that a great opportunity was missed by 
those early state planning agencies to have initiated 
an effective participating role for state government in 
land use regulation. The defensive shell of local govern
ments had not yet hardened on their land use control 
privileges, and an agressive state government could 
probably have gained an influential role in land use 
decisions of state level concern. 

The federal government had another opportunity to 
influence more effective intergovernmental cooperation 
in land use planning at the inception of the "701 pro
gram" in 1954. This program, starting from a modest 
beginning, grew rapidly into the dominant financing 
tool for planning activity in all units of government 
other than large cities. It would have been easier, when 
those first zoning ordinances were being written for 
thousands of suburbs, small towns, and counties, if 
there had been a determined effort made to obtain a 
substantial state and regional level involvement in pol
icy guidelines and standards for local land use plan
ning. But the federal policy was to permit the states to 
play an innocuous role in land use planning decisions 
while the local governments followed an "every man for 
himself" philosophy. 

The professional attitude of many planners has become 
part of the problem. These planners can be justifiably 
criticized for having literally lost interest in land use 
planning during recent years. The "in" thing to do dur
ing the sixties was "social" planning, and an attitude 
developed that those planners who were still involved 
in zoning and land use were a tacky bunch of old-hat 
planners who were not on the cutting edge of the ac
tion. The need for reform in land use planning is direct
ly related to many social problems, and thus quite wor
thy of planners' efforts. The impending passage of the 
new Federal Land Use Policy and Planning Assistance 
Act may very well convert many young planners back 
to the old religion of working on zoning problems. 

II. HOW DO WE STRAIGHTEN OUT OUR LAND USE 
PLANNING MESS? 

The basic job is to work for a new concept of multigov-
ernmental responsibility for land use planning deci
sions. In place of the "home rule" policy on land use 
planning, which the planners have tacitly supported 
for the past 50 years, we must campaign for a "compre
hensive government involvement rule" on land use 
planning. A rule that recognizes that just as a citizen is 
concurrently a local, state, and federal taxpayer with 
concerns about and obligations to each level, so too is 
proper land use a concurrent and shared concern and 
obligation of each level of government. Why must we 
perpetuate the misconception that land use planning is 
the responsibility of only one level of government? All 
levels have a vital concern in good land use planning. 
All levels of government are contributing to the pro
vision of public facilities and services. All levels of 

17 



government are concerned with the health, safety, and 
welfare of the citizens. Why shouldn't all levels of gov
ernment have a voice in the land use policies and pat
terns that make these facilities and services work at 
their optimum level? Why should one level of govern
ment be permitted to establish a land use plan which 
opposes the health, safety or welfare programs of an
other level of government? Taxpayers should demand 
that their public investments, paid for via local, state, 
and federal taxes, be guided by a land use plan that is 
equally responsive to the different perspectives of con
cern expressed by local, state, and federal govern
ments. 

We have overcome this separatism of governmental 
responsibility in most areas of functional planning. 
Why can't it be done with land use planning? 

In the field of highway planning, local, state, and feder
al agencies plan an integrated network of minor, sec
ondary, and major streets and highways. No rational 
public official would contend that there isn't a broad 
spectrum of legitimate overlapping concerns between 
levels of government in the planning and building of a 
transportation network. Local streets must fit into a 
state road pattern and state highways must fit federal 
highway standards. It is rare to hear talk of "home 
rule" when the subject is "streets and highways." A 
similar vertical integration exists in other areas such 
as eduction, health, and law enforcement. It is time to 
recognize that a similar relationship exists in land use 
planning. It is ridiculous to hear professional planners 
saying "state government has no right to come into our 
city and tell us how to do our land use planning." 

Is this concept of comprehensive government involve
ment in land use planning just a fine-sounding theory 
that has never been demonstrated to be workable? I 
think not. 

We do have a number of examples of where it is work
ing. A planning partnership between levels of govern
ment is demonstrated in the Appalachian Regional 
Commission, which has an institutional arrangement 
that permits federal and state governments to evolve 
common strategies, resolve inconsistent aims, and ne
gotiate mutually acceptable solutions. The commission 
provides a mechanism through which the federal gov
ernment and its agencies, the states, and local govern
ments (through multicounty development districts) can 
participate jointly in policy development, program and 
investment decisions, and use of funds. It works be
cause both members of the partnership hold a veto 
power over the decisions of the organization. Original 
skeptics of the organization predicted that the bilater
al veto power would result in deadlock and nothing 
would get done, but to the contrary, both partners, 
work diligently and successfully at achieving mutually 
acceptable solutions. 

In the new Coastal Zone Management Act, one of the 
acceptable means for demonstrating that the state is 

exerting control over land and water uses is to estab
lish a "shared" state-local regulatory system. 

In New Jersey, the proposed Community Planning Law 
states: "Strong emphasis is placed on the concept of 
cooperation between various levels of government, 
hopefully to alleviate many problems." 

In Section 202 of the Land Use Policy and Planning 
Assistance Act, which passed the Senate in June, a 
mandatory part of the state's land use planning proc
ess is the formation of an intergovernmental advisory 
council composed of a representative number of the 
chief elected officials of local governments. The adviso
ry council is to comment on state guidelines, partici
pate in development of the statewide land use planning 
program, and make formal comments on the conduct of 
the state program under the act. This is working to
ward a full-fledged partnership. 

In the state of Washington, the Shoreline Management 
Act of 1971 established "a cooperative program of 
shoreline management between local government and 
the state. Local government shall have the primary 
responsibility for initiating and administering the reg
ulatory program. The state shall act primarily in a 
supportive and review capacity with primary emphasis 
on insuring compliance with the policy and provisions 
of the state law." The state review power includes ap
proval power over local programs. 

In the state of Oregon, Senate Bill 100, which was 
adopted this year, states: "All comprehensive plans 
and any zoning, subdivision, and other ordinances and 
regulations adopted by a state agency, planning dis
trict, city, county, or special district to carry out such 
plans shall be in conformity with statewide planning 
guidelines and statewide objectives and regulations 
approved by the. commission or the Legislative Assem
bly." 

There are other examples of cooperative programs 
between levels of government incorporated in the A-95 
review process. A recent report of the North Carolina 
State-Local Task Force recommends that there be a 
reverse state and regional clearinghouse function pro
viding for review and comment by associated local gov
ernments on state plans affecting their area, just as the 
state reviews plans prepared by local and regional 
agencies. 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela
tions has adopted a similar recommendation that pro
vides a council of governments with authority to (1) 
review state applications requesting federal grants for 
programs that have an impact on their area and (2) 
resolve any inconsistencies between such applications 
and officially adopted regional policies or plans. 

ACIR has also adopted a recommendation that state 
government be officially represented among the mem
bers of a multijurisdictional planning agency or coun
cil of governments. This will obviously facilitate the 
interchange of views on development matters. 
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The American Law Institute, in its latest draft of a 
model land development code, recommends that the 
state land planning agency be given authority in dis
tricts of critical state concern to adopt regulations 
that supersede local regulations. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

We need a "single system" of land use planning which 
assigns a role to local, state, and federal government. 

The following specific actions are proposed to achieve a 
higher degree of intergovernmental cooperation and 
consistency in land use planning. 

1. Legislation for land use planning and regulation in 
each state should be modified to recognize that land 
use planning is a matter of intergovernmental con
cern and that approval authority on land use plans 
should be vested in both local and state government. 
The states' authority should be limited to (1) estab
lishing general policies and standards as a mandato
ry guide for local governments and (2) exercising 
approval authority on those land use matters that 
affect the use and maintenance of facilities and 
services for which there is a state or multijurisdic-
tional concern. 

IV. THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE AMERICAN 
INSTITUTE OF PLANNERS 

If AIP is going to justify its claim that it provides lead
ership to professional groups in the field of comprehen
sive planning because of its substantial involvement in 
land use planning and zoning, it should take action on 
this problem of intergovernmental participation in 
land use planning. For almost fifty years AIP members 
have gone along with the concepts of the 1924 Model 
Zoning Act, which relegates land use control solely to 
local government. If in recent years we have theoreti
cally recognized the need for reform, we have not com-
paigned for it. While we now endorse the work of the 
American Law Institute in its lengthy and laborious 
task of drafting new model legislation, we should not be 
sitting on the sidelines if we can take more immediate 
supplementary action. To draw a parallel to this plea 
for shared responsibility and joint decisionmaking 
between levels of government-planning legislation is 
too important to be left solely in the hands of the law
yers. We need shared responsibility and joint recom
mendations from lawyers, political scientists, plan
ners, and other professional groups as we try to make 
our land use planning laws and policies responsive to 
our present needs. In this effort, it would be most ap
propriate for planners to take the initiative. 

2. The state enabling legislation that provides for 
organizing substate regional planning agencies 
should be modified to include, as a voting member of 
such a planning agency, a representative of state 
government. The representative should be empow
ered to provide state approval authority on matters 
of state concern. Conversely, the regional planning 
agency should be given the authority to approve 
state land use plans to the extent that such plans 
affect its region. 
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A-95 
A paper presented at the 1973 
American Inst i tute of Planners 
Confer-In Conference held in 
A t lan ta . 

By Dave Myhra 

The idea that something is new signifies an improve
ment or at least a change for the better over the old. 
Producing change is not alien to urban planners; in 
fact, it is part of our stock and trade. The mere fact 
that we engage in urban planning implies a certain dis
satisfaction with current conditions. Through plan
ning we attempt to surround our housing, industry, 
commerce and support activities with a more pleasing 
environment. Often considerable change is called for. 
But what about the change that will be created in the 
planning profession from this new federalism? Will it 
be any better or any worse than the "old" federalism of 
categorical aid programs that it is replacing? 

The change in the relationship between federal, state 
and local governments which we are currently witness
ing is of considerable import to planners because if the 
present Administration's plans are fully implemented 
the old categorical aid programs will be phased out in 
favor of revenue sharing or the "new federalism" as it 
is being called. This new federalism has been described 
as an attempt to return power to state and local gov
ernments, thereby reversing an alleged, long-term 
trend toward centralization. This belief states that the 
federal system has become "muscle-bound" with too 
much power at the center. 

I, like a lot of other urban planners, have been dissatis
fied with the way we have had to seek implementation 
of regional plans or areawide programs. This is a dis
satisfaction based on the belief that people are basical
ly opposed to planning . . .almost any kind of 
planning.. .when they are uncertain as to the outcome 
of the proposed change. People, we well know, resist 
changes in their lives. We are often more willing to do 
nothing and accept the status quo than to embrace a 
program of change. We would instead "bear the ills we 
now know of rather than fly off to others unknown." 
It's difficult enough that change may produce disecon
omies among certain groups but the vast majority of 
people in the United States are relatively happy with 
conditions as they are. (The Watergate and Phase Four 
notwithstanding.) So it's little wonder, then, that 
Americans take a dim view of urban planning and its 
habit of advocating change especially that of social 
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welfare. As urban planning in America has evolved 
from being primarily interested in physical land use, to 
embracing social welfare as well; we have witnessed a 
certain inability on the part of planners to implement 
these programs. Especially programs that sought to 
ameliorate many problems of minorities and disadvan
taged groups in our central city areas. 

There are several good reasons for this, but a big rea
son for the difficulty stems from plannings position in 
government as largely an advisory body. Consequent
ly, planners have had to rely on persuasion and similar 
techniques in order to turn plans into action for area-
wide societal good. Area-wide low income housing prob
lems, for example, have defied solutions because pro
grams designed to ameliorate them have seldom if ever 
been implemented. This isn't new knowledge. But we 
know where part of the problem lies.. .in particular it 
lies in the separation of resources from need. Suburbs 
have, by and large, been reluctant to participate in 
metropolitan-wide programs in order to ameliorate 
central city ills or regional problems. Reinforcing this 
reluctance has been the 100 or more federal grants, 
loans, and aid programs which have been available for 
the asking in support of isolated project without any 
real demonstration that they would benefit or help 
ameliorate area-wide problems. 

When area-wide plans were brought forth by regional 
planning commissions, their implementation depended, 
as I mentioned before on voluntary cooperation of all 
units of government.. .central city as well as suburbia. 
Those who chose not to participate, as suburbs often 
did, simply withdrew because the federal source of 
funds did not require adherence to a comprehensive 
metropolitan wide or regional plan as a condition for 
receiving these federal aids. Suburbs could simply ig
nore urban planning situations where they would have 
to suffer real or imagined diseconomy for instance, the 
accommodation of low-income housing. 

As urban planners, most of us have recognized this di
lemma. Some of us haven't really cared, others of us 
have been deeply frustrated by it. Those of us who felt 
that some type of change was necessary have sought to 
make implementation more of a possibility through a 
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variety of approaches and techniques such as systems 
approaches, PPBS, and still others have tried advoca
cy. Yet in nearly all instances our success in getting 
social plans implemented, for instance, have indeed 
been slight because there have been few if any condi
tions to encourage affirmative participation among the 
various governmental units in and around a metropoli
tan or regional area. 

To a certain degree it was alleged that the A-95 review 
process was beginning to make some results in elimi
nating the reluctance on the part of suburban govern
ments to participating in area wide or regional plan
ning programs. It was not uncommon also to hear plan
ners and city officials raising the cry of "blackmail" 
because the federal government was acting as a cata
lyst between suburbs and metropolitan planning agen
cies by requiring that a regional body between the 
state and city serve as a clearinghouse for certain fed
eral funds entering the area. The rationale was that 
certain urban problems couldn't be corrected unless 
they were attacked on a metropolitan-wide scale. And 
to encourage cooperation and participation the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) began asking feder
al agencies to attach conditions on the monies they 
were granting the various counties and municipalities. 
The resultant of these conditions meant that suburbs 
and central city planning organizations had to get to
gether to ameliorate metropolitan or regional-wide 
problems. It also meant that individual programs that 
didn't contribute to the overall welfare of the area in 
question would not be funded. In spite of all the abuses 
inherent with the grant-in-aid program, many planners 
were getting to like it because A-95 acted as a positive 
reinforcer to metropolitan or regional wide planning 
when it attached conditions on the aid program; there
fore it was alleged that A-95 was beginning to assist 
planners in the planning process to implement pro
grams that might not otherwise be possible. 

John Fischer, writing in Harpers Magazine, called A-95 
"the Magna Carta of all the development districts in 
the county." (1) Dwight Ink of the OMB stated before 
Congress that it was (A-95) the establishment of a 
counterforce to Federal programs that tend to encour
age metropolitan and regional fragmentation. (2) Mel-
vin Mogulof wrote, "one of the regional council's most 
important coordinating tools." (3) The National Asso
ciation of Regional Council's called it, "perhaps the 
single most important statement of Federal policy yet 
developed (as of 1970) on comprehensive planning for 
metropolitan areas." (4) Others, it is only fair to note, 
have called A-95 other things substantially less compli
mentary. 

Of course, Nixon's new federalism will probably change 
all this. The categorical aid program will be replaced in 
favor of the bloc grant to the states and municipalities 
with "no strings." To some people this development is a 
giant step backwards and they look upon revenue shar
ing as a return to regionally uncoordinated, fragment
ed planning and development. But, was A-95 and the 
"old federalism" any better? 

I, personally, was unsure. 

However, being highly interested in urban planning 
theory and in seeking ways to improve the urban plan
ning process, I felt that this was an area that needed 
sound evaluation. The claims of both the promoters and 
detractors of the A-95 review process had to be either 
refuted or supported. I chose the task of studying the 
effectiveness of the A-95 review and comment on the 
urban planning process. And I would like to describe 
the results of my research to learn whether or not A-95 
did indeed contribute to a greater urban plan effectua
tion. 

Before elaborating on this theme, I ought to describe 
the A-95 process for those of you who may not be very 
familiar with it. A-95 is based on two pieces of legisla
tion. The earlier one, Section 204 of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, pro
vided that all application for federal assistance under 
certain types of programs (mostly public facilities) in 
metropolitan areas had to be reviewed by an area-wide 
agency for their relationship to comprehensive plan
ning in the area. The second law on which A-95 rests is 
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968. It is 
much more sweeping than Section 204 consisting of 
general policy statements supportive of comprehensive 
state, regional and local planning and calling for the 
coordination of federal and federally assisted pro
grams and projects with such planning. 

Building upon the experience gained with metropolitan 
review under Section 204, A-95 modified the review 
process, broadened the coverage and extended it to the 
state and region (i.e., nonmetropolitan level). It also 
added several other approaches to coordination. 

Basically, A-95 has four parts, dealing with the follow
ing activities: 

Part I deals with state and local review of applica
tions for federal assistance; 

Part II provides for consultation by federal agen
cies with state and local government on direct fed
eral development; 

Part III requires gubernatorial review of federal
ly required state plans, and 

Part IV promotes coordination of planning at the 
substate regional level. 

It is Part I of A-95 that has most clearly captured the 
imagination of those engaged in the intergovernmental 
relations field. It is entitled the Project Notification and 
Review System - PNRS which John Fischer referred to 
as the Magna Carta of all of the development districts 
in the country. 

The PNRS briefly is an "early warning system" under 
which states and state agencies, metropolitan and re
gional bodies, and local governments that might be 
affected by a proposed development are provided with a 
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chance to examine and comment upon it before it be
comes a reality. 

When a potential applicant applies for federal assist
ance under certain programs he sends a notice of this 
intent to the appropriate state, regional or metropoli
tan clearinghouse. This notification briefly describes -
insofar as the applicant is able - the project for which 
he is seeking assistance and gives an estimate of when 
he expects to have the application ready for submittal 
to the federal agency. 

The clearinghouses to which I have just referred are, 
generally, state, regional or metropolitan (i.e., in A-95 
parlance, nonmetropolitan) comprehensive planning 
agencies. There are 53 state clearinghouses (including 
Puerto Rico, the District of Columbia, and American 
Samoa) and over 400 substate clearinghouses divided 
roughly equally between metro and nonmetro areas. 
The substate clearinghouses cover over 1,750 counties 
in which some 90 percent of the Nation's population 
lives. 

The clearinghouses examine the project in terms of its 
relationship to planned area-wide growth and develop
ment. They also identify those specific jurisdictions or 
agencies on whose plans, programs or projects the pro
posed development activity may have some impact. 
These agencies or jurisdictions are sent copies of the 
notification. Within 30 days of receiving the notifica
tion, the clearinghouses must indicate any interest 
they (or their constituents) may have in exploring the 
matter further with the applicant and to arrange to do 
so. If there is no such communication from the clear
inghouses, the applicant is free to complete and submit 
his application. However, more commonly he will hear 
from the clearinghouse, and there may be conferences 
on the subject. 

If there are conferences subsequent to notification and 
any unresolved issues remain, the applicant must allow 
clearinghouses 30 days to review the completed appli
cation and submit comments thereon. Any comments or 
recommendations submitted by or through (by their 
constituents) clearinghouses must accompany the ap
plication. The comments are for the purpose of assist
ing federal agencies to evaluate the application. 

The "early warning" feature of the PNRS—that is, the 
notification element that comes prior to developing the 
application deserves a special note. If the review were 
to come at the point where the applicant had substan
tially completed his application, it would have two ad
verse consequences: 

1. The applicant would have invested much time, 
money and effort and would not be easily amena
ble to suggestions that he make any changes. 

2. This, in turn, would lead to formal confrontation, 
strained feelings, and often no constructive im
pact by the review. 

The early warning feature permits discussion and ne
gotiations before hard positions have been taken, op
portunity for constructive changes in the project, and 
the avoidence of confrontations in most situations. 
This helps to grease the wheels of intergovernmental 
cooperation. 

I will not discuss the other elements of A-95, because 
Part I, in fact, is what most people mean when they talk 
about A-95. And just what are planners throughout 
America saying about the impact of A-95 on the urban 
planning process? Has it made any contribution to the 
urban planning process? Let me describe the results of 
my research. 

A-95 Project Notification and Review Network 

"A" denotes applicant, "CH" denotes state, regional or metropolitan planning clearinghouse. 
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THE IMPACT OF A-95 ON THE PLANNING PROCESS 

In seeking to determine whether or not A-95 has been 
effective in making a contribution to the planning proc
ess, let me say that A-95 has been used primarily by 
regional planning councils. What have they done with 
A-95 that would demonstrate any improvement by hav
ing access to it? According to my research, regional 
councils by using A-95 have been able to achieve two 
things that perhaps they wouldn't have been able to 
achieve otherwise. On one hand regional councils act
ing in the capacity of a "clearinghouse" have been able 
to review all the applications submitted for federal aid 
from their area and because of this they have been able 
to identify projects which might represent costly dupli
cation if carried out. Secondly, the mere fact that an 
application has to be reviewed has brought more people 
together to discuss whether or not the proposed project 
as it appears in the application meets area-wide needs 
instead of the needs of just one community within that 
area. Since the application is reviewed from a regional 
point of view, projects are often improved, enlarged, 
broaden and in fact often made more comprehensive 
than they formerly were prior to review. Thus the 
effectiveness of A-95 can be translated into dollars 
saved by eliminating costly duplication and the plan
ning process has benefited because more information, 
more and better communication between area-wide 
communities has occurred and in the end better plan
ning coordination has developed. 

If all this has occurred in a community through the 
injection of A-95 how has it come about? First, a short 
note or description of the way regional councils are 
structured is in order. We all have read where local 
government has been changing over the last several 
years in an effort to better serve the needs of people. 
Regional councils grew out of an early awareness that 
many problems facing local governments crossed juris
dictional boundaries and could only be approached on a 
broader basis. These problems included transporta
tion, health, law enforcement, sewer and water, eco
nomic development, environmental, among others. In 
the search for a new mechanism to facilitate area-wide 
planning came the regional council, an organization 
which included cities, counties, towns and other dis
tricts which made up the fabric of urban America. 

These regional councils are generally advisory in na
ture and lack the normal governmental powers of taxa
tion, regulation and direct operation of public facili
ties. Their prime purpose was to increase communica
tion, cooperation and coordination among the local 

governments in planning and implementing programs 
to meet mutual area-wide challenges and problems. 
This was because not too many cities were planning for 
the whole but too often they were planning just for 
themselves without any real indication of what was 
being done in the next suburb or neighboring city. In 
this respect regional councils have served a need. Since 
not all suburbs cared to belong to a regional planning 
body, A-95 helped the council achieve its prime purpose 
by bringing individual planning groups together 
through the clearinghouse requirements of the Inter
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968. Since they have 
been brought together they have been able to formu
late, share and combine planning programs for their 
mutual benefit and overall savings in dollars. 

At the present time there are about 600 councils and 
they encompass approximately 90 percent of the Na
tion's population and about 65 percent of its land area. 
About 10 percent of them were created prior to 1960 
and the bulk, 60 percent, have been created since 1966. 
Their rapid growth in the last several years is due in 
great part to the stimulation from the federal govern
ment in terms of legislative and administrative re
quirements for federal aid especially through Section 
204 and A-95. 

Most regional councils operate through a planning and 
decision-making process which includes data collection, 
identification of area problems, adoption of policies 
and implementation of those policies. It is through 
comprehensive planning and coordinative management 
that all of the problems facing their people area-wide 
are related into one effort to meet the total needs of 
their regional community. To meet this challenge one of 
the regional councils most important coordinating tool 
is provided by the A-95 review and comment process. 

In the urban planning continuum A-95 has helped take 
urban planning from its often isolated provincial, self 
concern and brought these communities sometimes 
kicking and screeming into the broader regional con
text. If we describe the planning continuum as a range 
between planning in isolation at one end to complete 
regional government at the other then we can compare 
the effectiveness of A-95. Between planning in isolation 
and regional government there is, of course, different 
degrees of planning. These degrees include right after 
planning in isolation, communication between planning 
bodies, cooperation to meet regional needs in a sepa
rate but regional manner, and finally there is partici
pation between planning bodies to confront area-wide 
problems through combined programs and policies. 

Regional Planning Continuum 

Planning 
in 
isolation 

Talk about 
regional 
problems 

Cooperate to 
to meet regional 
needs 

Participate 
in regional 
planning 

Region 
Government 
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Where along this planning continuum has A-95 prog
ressed? My research indicates that A-95 has attempted 
and achieved in many cases the ability to bring about 
cooperation and even participation to help solve area-
wide problems. In most cases the use of A-95 has taken 
a lot of communities out of their planning in isolation 
through the clearinghouse review and comment proc
ess. A-95 has been able to bring communities together 
in so far as to communicate with each other on matters 
of concern that should be vital to all of them. Even this 
in itself is a contribution because it's amazing that of
ten times planning groups in the same city or neighbor
ing city don't know what the other is doing so far as 
planning is concerned. Therefore A-95 has at least 
brought planning agencies together during the review 
and comment stages of the clearinghouse operation. A-
95 in many cases has proceeded the communications 
step one further by being able to develop cooperation 
between various cities and towns with a planning area. 
Greater effectiveness has been achieved when this co
operation has lead to participation in regional plans 
programs and policies. What it has not yet achieved to 
my knowledge is regional government. 

Let me cite some specific examples of how A-95 has been 
able to bring about a certain degree of achieving better 
planning to meet regional needs. 

MONEY SAVED 

Those who cite the effectiveness of A-95 point to the 
amount of money which has been "saved" by having 
regional councils review various programs, policies 
and plans of the different communities prepare. For 
example, a 1972 National Association of Regional 
Councils survey revealed that councils which served as 
A-95 clearinghouses reviewed planning applications 
for projects valued at about $25 billion. (5) The Adviso
ry Commission on Intergovernmental Relations put the 
figure slightly lower at about $20 billion. Nevertheless 
it is out of this review process that supporters of A-95 
believe has resulted in an estimated savings of $483 
million in public funds during 1972. Many people be
lieve that this is all the more significant because the 
total funding of the A-95 clearinghouse process came to 
$120 million in 1972. One half of the $120 million came 
from federal sources while the rest came from state and 
local sources. 

The A-95 review process is able to save money because 
during the review it is often pointed out by the regional 
council which may have made it a point to be totally 
familiar with the application and the regional needs to 
discover costly conflicts with existing programs in the 
same area. By an large duplication has been prevented 
in programs such as drug control, sewer and water 
programs, park development planning and alcoholic 
treatment programs. This review and comment process 
becomes an "early warning" and many regional coun
cils say that the review process alone has reduced costs 
by suggesting economies of scale where practical, con
solidation in other situations 'and complete abandon

ment of a project where it would simply duplicate an
other with out any measureable improvement. All this 
allows for savings. 

A typical case study where the use of the A-95 review 
has been able to suggest possible savings goes some
thing like this. The City of Biloxi, Mississippi prepared 
and submitted a sewer and water application to meet 
its future needs and the application was forwarded to 
the A-95 clearinghouse in Bay Saint Louis. The clear
inghouse, in this case the Gulf Regional Planning 
Commission, is suppose to have a fair idea of the over
all needs of its planning region. In this case not only 
was the City of Biloxi in need of enlarged, expanded or 
improved sewer and water facilities but so too were the 
cities of Gulfport, Long Beach and several others along 
the Mississippi Gulf Coast. After reviewing Biloxi's 
application the clearinghouse came out with the recom
mendation that Biloxi amend its original proposal to 
include the several other cities as well. These other cit
ies in turn would reimburse Biloxi to handle the extra 
costs involved for the expand project. 

After studying the A-95 review recommendations the 
City of Biloxi agreed to them and now several other cit
ies along the Mississippi Gulf Coast will be enjoying 
one new and improved sewer and water project. Based 
on the suggestions of the A-95 clearinghouse review, 
planning officials in these communities reported that 
eventually a total capital savings of between $6 and $7 
million will have been realized and they attribute it to 
the A-95 review process. 

In addition to making the planning process more com
prehensive and generating a savings through econom
ies of scale, A-95 has been able to achieve savings by 
preventing costly duplication that often occurs from a 
lack of communication. A typical example occurred 
when the East Central Florida Regional Planning 
Council used the A-95 review process to judge an appli
cation which proposed the construction of an intercep-
ter sewer line. Upon studying this application it was 
found that the proposed new line would pass within a 
half mile of a similar one. The council conducting the A-
95 review recommended that the project be denied and 
that the existing line be utilized instead. The purpose of 
the new line was to serve a new subdivision being devel
oped. Through the A-95 review and comment process 
local planners estimated that nearly $6 million in feder
al and local funds were saved. 

These are just several examples of the direct or indirect 
savings to taxpayers that may be attributable to the 
A-95 review process. On the other hand, these estimates 
of dollar savings resulting from the A-95 process may 
be suspect, for reasons pointed out by the Director of 
the Federal Assistance Review Project: 

From the federal standpoint, it is doubtful if any 
actual "savings" have been achieved from the 
operation of clearinghouses. Certainly, the 
weeding out of bad projects results in the avoid
ance of waste and the reviews of the clearing-
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houses help to establish priorities. However, for 
most Federal grant programs, more applications 
are received than there are funds available in 
any given year. Thus, the effect of clearinghouse 
actions does not directly reduce even the aggra
vation cost of operating the program. More im
portantly, the claim for taxpayer savings seems 
to indicate that the achievement of such savings 
is a criterion for determining the effectiveness of 
an A-95 clearinghouse. Nothing could be further 
from the intent of A-95. The PNRS is designed to 
further improve the effectiveness of federal as
sistance through "increased communication and 
coordination" on an intergovernmental basis, 
not necessarily to reduce costs. (6) 

THE WORLD OF IDEAS AND INNOVATION 

Outside of the fact that A-95 may or may not be saving 
money through the weeding out of costly duplication 
and ill-conceived plans and programs, the A-95 review 
process is said to provide a useful service to the total 
planning process. Planning we would all agree in order 
to provide the greatest good for the greatest number 
requires that the needs of society be well understood 
and that plans be formulated to achieve these needs. It 
means too that goals and objectives be a comprehen
sive, well thought out and planned as far as possible. It 
is alleged that A-95 offers planners assistance in help
ing them carry out their job. 

I have mentioned earlier that the regional councils 
which use A-95 as a tool to help them meet the needs of 
people they represent do not operate in the same man
ner as cities, counties or state governments. They are 
not taxing units of government. They do not provide 
direct services to the public such as police and fire prot
ection, garbage collection or education. Instead region
al councils operate in a different frame of reference, 
namely in the world of ideas and innovation. They seek 
to strengthen local government effectiveness and to 
improve working relations with state and federal gov
ernments. For this reason it is most difficult to docu
ment in concrete terms for those of you here who de
mand visible evidence of their effectiveness in the world 
of ideas and innovation. 

The A-95 review and comment process has been used to 
a considerable extent in housing, general comprehen
sive planning, transportation and water quality. To a 
lesser extent it has been used in open space planning, 
solid wastes, public safety and health. But by and large 
most A-95 review clearinghouses have spent a great 
deal of effort on programs involving water quality, 
transportation and housing. In performing their roles 
as providers of ideas and innovation, A-95 clearing
houses have achieved this by working towards more 
open communication, cooperation and coordination 
among local governments in planning and implement
ing their programs to meet mutual challenges and 
problems. And it is through these actions that A-95 
supporters believe it has achieved a measure of success 
in contributing to the urban planning process. 

A July 1971 report on the results of its field reconnaiss
ance on federal and state implementation of the Inter
governmental Cooperation Act, the Council of State 
Governments (CSG) indicated that the early warning 
system part of A-95 had been effective in improving 
project planning and coordination and strengthening 
the capabilities of state and local officials to manage 
service delivery systems: 

In general, the PNRS and clearinghouses have 
been well received and are operating effectively 
in providing project-by-project planning and 
coordination. At both state and areawide levels, 
clearinghouses are identifying potential con
flicts, duplication and inefficiencies in proposed 
expenditures of federal grant-in-aid funds. In 
some cases, clearinghouses have become actively 
involved in the specifics of project planning; 
lending staff expertise toward better grant ap
plication and project operation. (7) 

On the other hand several regional clearinghouses in 
using A-95 in the world of ideas and innovation have 
created for themselves some notoriety as well as for the 
entire A-95 review process. I can cite two very good 
examples. The two examples I am thinking of involve 
the use of A-95 review in Berlin, Connecticut and Day
ton, Ohio. A-95 was used by the regional clearinghouses 
representing these towns to correct what they thought 
to be housing imbalances. Both clearinghouses felt 
that low-income housing should be dispersed through
out the metropolitan area surrounding these cities and 
both clearinghouses were not opposed to using the A-95 
review and comment process to negatively comment on 
all applications from these towns until they agreed to 
participate in scatter site housing plans. As a result of 
using A-95 in this manner both clearinghouses heard 
repeated charges of "blackmail" and other words consi
derably less complementary. 

Berlin, Connecticut and Dayton, Ohio are two examples 
of regional planning commissions or clearinghouses 
using A-95 in the context of ideas and innovation. The 
directors of these two clearinghouses strongly believe 
that contemporary planning as practiced today is ob
solete in terms of producing any meaningful results, 
for example, in low and moderate income groups. The 
planning which they advocate and strive to practice 
recognizes that society only responds to socio-economic 
needs of the disadvantaged when it has been confronted 
with power equal to its own. They felt that A-95 
through its review and comment process could be used 
in what Skinner describes as a "positive reinforcer" to 
strongly encourage cities and towns to engage them
selves in more social welfare planning. They want to 
use A-95 to make sure that all the communities adhere 
to such a program. In this case these people would like 
to continue the planning continuum from planning in 
isolation and extend to regional government. For them 
A-95 would be the tool to achieve this objective. 
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A-95.. .AN ASSESSMENT 

My research shows that A-95 has been a positive bene
fit and has contributed to a degree of planning effec
tiveness. Those who cite the effectiveness of A-95 speak 
of its ability to achieve more efficient and economical 
public service through the regional councils. One hears 
that the single most important benefit is that a coordi
nated process for governmental activities has been 
established. This stems from the belief that the "early 
warning" system of A-95, through which a program is 
reviewed to determine if the projects is consistent with 
adopted regional policies, has made direct contribu
tions on projects which might have been duplication or 
in conflict had not the review system been in effect. 

My investigation also shows that local government's 
participation in the A-95 review process is limited. 
There are several reasons for this. The first has to do 
with the lack of money. All A-95 clearinghouses receive 
no funds for their review process. Secondly, federal 
agencies haven't been all that demanding in determin
ing the allocation of their monies based on the A-95 re
view process. Third, many cities, for example, are rath
er annoyed that the reviewers of their projects are of
ten acting in an incompetent manner or worse still, 
they judge their projects in a political light. 

The A-95 review process costs money and most clear
inghouses are short on funds. This process is expensive 
in terms of staff time and most clearinghouses receive 
no federal funds to assist them. For this reason many 
clearinghouses simply do not have the time and money 
necessary to do the A-95 review job as comprehensively 
as it should be performed. Where it has been done it has 
meant that regional councils have had to shift their 
resources from basic planning programs to review ac
tivities. Hence full support by all communities and all 
regional councils is limited because there is no financial 
incentive for participation in a complete manner. 

Another reason why A-95 is not utilized as it could be is 
that not all federal agencies have been demanding in 
determining the allocation of their monies based on 
clearinghouse comments. Several communities I visited 
remarked that even OMB did not make any real effort 
to have the federal agencies use their review comments. 
One recent study by Gans and Kaplan found that the 
federal departments using A-95 comments to determine 
the justificability of federal funds often times did not 
really matter at all. (8) Instead they found that federal 
funding agencies responded to the application based on 
their own judgement of worth. Gans and Kaplan also 
found that there was little committment to the "spirit" 
of the review process from federal officials. (9) My re
search also demonstrated this finding. By and large, 
federal funding agencies proceed with little or no atten
tion to the A-95 review comments. 

My research also showed that in general local officials 
are not well informed about A-95 and this becomes in 
itself is a large obstacle towards increasing urban 
planning effectiveness through the A-95 review proc

ess. If local governments take a view that their partici
pation in municipal affairs should be a limited one then 
these same public officials will make little use of A-95. 
Tire same holds true in terms of how well the community 
believes in the value of urban planning. My studies 
show that those communities which have fragmented 
and uncoordinated planning goals and objectives will 
not be able to utilize the A-95 process as well as a city 
which has a good planning organization and well de
fined goals and objectives. 

Irtspite of the many problems with A-95 I still support 
it. I support A-95 for several reasons. Planning for the 
metropolis is one of the most pressing problems in 
American urban areas. A strong case can be made that 
existing approaches are not well suited to this purpose. 
The present schemes of resource dispersal are not the 
product of reasoned deliberation or fair and equitable 
allocation. Yet the planner's traditional detachment 
from the decision-making process has placed him in a 
position where he is powerless to effect a more equita
ble allocation of resources. For example the central 
city and the suburb. Those individuals of higher educa
tional, occupational and income level tend to abandon 
the city for the suburbs, returning to the city each day 
for employment but effectively freeing themselves from 
its problems. Resources are separated from need. 

A strong case can be made for compelling the subur
banites to accept greater responsibility for ameliorat
ing the problems of the central city. Planning efforts to 
break down this detachment between city and suburb 
have sought unsuccessfully to unite metropolitan 
areas together to solve area-wide problems. Metropoli
tan planning agencies have existed for some time, but 
they are powerless to effect change. One of the prob
lems prohibiting cooperation between them has been 
the existence of too many governments each working to 
create their own comprehensive plan. This has had the 
effect of maintaining the isolation between the city and 
suburbs and freezing out any program of aid dealing 
with urban problems not in the immediate enclave. 

Metropolitan planning commissions in the past have 
been unable, on a voluntary basis, to bring suburban 
planning groups to deal with area-wide problems ex
cept those with impact on the suburbs such as high
ways and airports. One of the most effective means of 
insuring a substantial amelioration of area-wide urban 
problems would be to compel the suburbs and the cities 
to share the burden of making urban living more equi
table. If this were the case, one could foresee a substan
tial improvement in general in the quality of life. But 
without giving a planning body some political leverage 
over the autonomous suburbs and independent smaller 
cities in a metropolitan area, forcing some interdepend
ence, the urban forecast is for continued and increas
ing isolation. 

This situation has been affected by the introduction of 
A-95 and the establishment of clearinghouses to review 
the comprehensiveness of local and suburban plans in 
light of the needs of the total area. A-95 can establish 
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comment process, then I believe that a substantial tool 
which has aided urban planning will have been lost. If 
that happens then we shall all be that much poorer. 
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an institutional source of leadership for the entire re
gion where none existed before through the regional 
councils. With this leadership, the clearinghouses can 
make local suburban planners consider the needs of the 
whole metropolitan area when they draft their own 
plans and programs. 

Until recently suburban planning bodies were free to 
pick and choose among the one hundred grant-in-aid 
programs for funds with which to finance projects in 
their isolated areas. With the establishment of A-95, 
suburban communities can still make their own plans, 
but when they request federal funds to finance these 
projects, the doctrine of fairness in view of metropoli
tan goals and objectives becomes a factor in the dispen
sation of these revenues. 

Those unfamiliar with how A-95 works fear that the 
authority that one metropolitan agency is given to re
view every application for federal aid and funds that 
originates in the metropolitan area may be abused. 
Many suburban planning directors and agencies feel 
that so much power concentrated in the hands of a sin
gle group of radical advocates could mean a loss of 
autonomy in the goal formulation process. There is 
also the fear that a clearinghouse could become auto
cratic, dictatorial, and blackmail suburban areas into 
some selfish program contrary to majority wishes. 
These fears are unfounded and vastly exaggerated. 

It is true that several of the more vocal clearinghouse 
leaders have been less than constrained in their enthu
siasm, less than discrete in voicing how they would use 
A-95 towards the elimination of inequality and injus
tice. Hence the charges of "blackmail" by the Berlin 
residents toward the area clearinghouse at New Brit
ain. But clearinghouses are not all one-sided, as their 
detractors would have us believe. Those who would use 
A-95 like blackmail have a great many constraints on 
them to offset any delusions of power that they may 
harbor. The clearinghouses have built in accountabili
ty and responsibility factors in their day-to-day opera
tions, and the community which believes that it has 
been unjustly wronged does have recourse. In addition 
each A-95 clearinghouse judges an application for fed
eral funds in accordance with areawide metropolitan 
determined goals and objectives as required by the In
tergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968. Through 
research, analysis and feedback these goals are contin
ually being improved and modified according to the 
changing areawide needs. The individual communities 
and suburbs have contributed to these metropolitan 
goals in the goal formulation process. But there do 
occur times when communities are unwilling to assume 
their responsibilities in ameliorating the problems of 
the entire area. (10) 

A-95 in my estimation has helped change part of this 
and therefore it is my belief that it has made a positive 
contribution to urban planning effectiveness. Based on 
my research I believe that A-95 is a societal good and 
therefore a program that should be retained. If the new 
federalism calls an end to A-95 and the review and 



THna Ad i rondack Park Agency 

By Rendel B. Aildredge 

There is nothing new or novel in the idea of an 

intergovernmental agency or intergovernmental 

agreements or compacts. What may be new is the 

notion that each of the participating governments 

would be subject to the agreed-to authority of the 

regional planning agency created by the compact. 

Adirondack Park 

Adirondack Park in New York State encompasses 9,250 
square miles of land, an area almost precisely equal to 
that of the State of New Hampshire. Compared other
wise, Adirondack Park is roughly 2.7 times the size of 
Yellowstone National Park. Of the total park area, 
approximately 62% is privately owned tracts, which 
are intermingled with State owned lands protected by 
the "forever wild" clause of Article XIV of the State 
Constitution. 

The Adirondack Park Agency Act 

The Adirondack Park Agency Act, enacted by the State 
of New York on March 27, 1973, contains four major 
elements: 

1. Adoption of a detailed master land use plan cover
ing all lands and waters within the exterior boundaries 
of Adirondack Park. 

2. Creation of the Adirondack Park Agency, a regu
latory-zoning-planning agency with both broad and 
specific powers to enforce the plan and to make changes 
therein under comparatively clear constraints. 

3. Establishment of the Adirondack Park Local Gov
ernment Review Board to review proposed projects of a 
land using or land affecting character as a prerequisite 
to action by the Adirondack Park Agency. 

4. A fixed but amendable master plan for the entire 
park area, which defines land use zones in terms of sta
tutorily approved uses, densities, and the like, for each 
of six legislatively established land use categories, 
rather than in terms of broad (and frequently obscure) 
conceptualizations. 

The Adirondack Park Agency Act brings to bear on the 
matter of land use the full police powers of the State of 
New York. Although the Act appears to adopt a master 
plan which accepts pretty largely the uses which now 
exist, very tight substantive and procedural require
ments are established, not merely for the approval of 
variances to the plan but, more importantly, for the 
setting in motion of any development projects fully in 
accord with the master plan. 

The six categories of land use are: Hamlet areas, Mod
erate Use Intensity areas, Low Intensity areas, Rural 
Use areas, Resource Management areas, and Industrial 
Use areas. For each of these areas there is provided in 
the statute a character description; the land use pur
poses to be sought for the lands in the stated classifica
tion; the density of structures (e.g., number per square 
or linear mile) of the type appropriate to the stated 
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land use; and a rather detailed catalog of land uses 
which are compatible with the classification. Special 
restrictions are specified for shoreline properties in a 
separate section of the Act, although shorelines are not 
a separate land use category. 

The Adirondack Master Plan is the foundation docu
ment. As adopted by the legislature, it freezes the land 
use and development condition of public and private 
lands in the Park as of the date of the statute, subject 
to future variances or development projects which may 
be approved (or disapproved) by the Adirondack Park 
Agency in accordance with the statutory criteria, rules 
and procedures stated in the Act. 

Moreover, the Adirondack Park Agency may approve 
land use programs prepared and adopted by local gov
ernments. Such approval must be consistent with spe
cific criteria set forth in the Act. Upon approval, these 
local use programs become, effectively, a part of the 
master plan. 

Private and public agencies may propose development 
projects of the nature and dimensions authorized in the 
Master Plan or the local land use programs. Two broad 
classes of development projects are provided. Class A 
projects require the specific approval of the Adiron
dack Park Agency—these usually involve comparative
ly large-scale or environment affecting projects, such 
as sewage treatment plants, major public utilities in
stallations, waste disposal areas, junkyards, large 
campgrounds, buildings over 40 feet high, ski centers, 
airports, and so on. Class B projects may be approved 
by local authorities, subject to monitoring and review 
by the Adirondack Park Agency at its discretion. 
Among Class B projects are mobile home courts, resi
dential subdivisions, marinas, golf courses, single fam
ily dwellings in Resource Management areas, sawmills, 
municipal roads, agricultural service structures, and 
developments within one-half mile of scenic or recrea
tion rivers. 

All Class A development projects are reviewed and 
approved or disapproved by the Agency. Class B pro
jects, which are required to be within the compass of 
Agency-approved local land use programs, are re
viewed and approved or disapproved by local authori
ties, but subject to review by the Agency. 

Variations are projects which would depart from or 
violate the master plan or the local land use programs. 
Applications by developers for variations are proc
essed in a manner parallel with Class A and Class B 
projects. 

Of special interest among the lists of Class A and B 
projects appropriate to each of the six land use zones 
are two generalized statements which appear in nearly 
every one of the several lists. Any Class B project, 
whether to be undertaken or Moderate Intensity Use 
areas, Low Intensity Use areas, Rural Use areas, Re
source Management areas, or Industrial Use areas, 
which involves "any land use or development not now 
or hereafter included on either the list of primary uses 
or the list of secondary uses," is subject to review and 
approval (or disapproval) by local authorities evaluat
ing the project under their land use program approved 
by the Adirondack Park Agency. All Class A and Class 
B project schedules for all types of land use require 
review and authority to proceed for "any material in
crease or expansion of an existing land use or structure 
included on this list that is twenty-five percent or more 
of the original size of such existing use or twenty-five 
percent or more of the original square footage of such 
structure." 

An example will serve to clarify the meaning of project 
lists and the nature of controls over development 
projects exercised by the authorities. Consider the 
lands which are controlled by a local government's land 
use program. Under that local land use program, cer
tain lands have been classified "Low Intensity Use" 
areas. In the list of Class B projects requiring review 
and approval by local authority are campgrounds. A 
proposal to establish a new campground on any lands 
not heretofore so used would require going through the 
review and approval process. A proposal to expand an 
existing campground of 100 sites would require review 
and approval if the expansion were to increase the 
capacity of the campground by more than 15 sites. 
Suppose the proposal were to expand the campground 
by 15 sites. No review or approval would be mandated. 
But suppose that, at a subsequent date, it were pro
posed to add another 15 sites to the campground. That 
latter proposal would require review and approval by 
the local authority, because it would involve increasing 
the campground by more than 25% of its original size. 

Implications for Regional Planning 

The Adirondack Park Agency Act makes the uses of all 
lands within the exterior boundaries of the Adirondack 
Park of New York State subject to the master plan 
approved by the State Legislature. The master plan 
includes both those lands covered explicitly by the mas
ter plan and the lands subject to local land use pro
grams which are subsumed within the master plan. The 
lands covered included lands held in private, municipal, 
county, organizational (quasi-public), and State owner
ship. 

The Act provides for public hearings on projects and 
variations, enforcement regulations and penalties for 
violations, special controls and procedures for projects 
sponsored by agencies of the State government and for 
coordinated reviews of projects by the Agency and lo
cal authorities. 

The Adirondack Park Agency, created by the Act, is not 
a land-owning or a land-managing agency. Indeed, oth
er than the possibility of the office buildings which its 
personnel occupy, the Agency is the owner of no real 
property. The Agency, rather, is a regulatory body 
clothed with powers of prescription, proscription, and 
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legal personality (for purposes of entering into agree
ments, suing and being sued or otherwise appearing in 
the courts of the State). 

The question immediately arises whether or not such 
an administrative-legal arrangement could be used 
more broadly in general land use planning and land use 
control. In particular, is the arrangement one which 
the National Park Service should endorse and one 
which might be modified in such a way as to permit or 
encourage National Park Service participation? 

In the Adirondack Park, the State of New York has no 
jurisdictional superiors or peers. All the lands therein 
are State, local, or private. No Federal lands are in
volved. The situation of the National Park Service is 
quite different. The region or district, or preferably 
"land use planning area," of which any national park 
may be construed to be a part contains lands which 
may be owned and/or managed by any one or more of 
individual private, corporate, municipal, county, State, 
or other Federal agencies. 

Consider an area of current interest for regional plan
ning: the Black Hills of South Dakota. Within the 
Black Hills are three National Park Service areas 
(Mount Rushmore National Memorial, Jewel Cave Na
tional Monument, and Wind Cave National Park—Bad
lands National Monument may be included or excluded, 
depending on the compass one may wish to put on the 
Black Hills region). The Forest Service of the Depart
ment of Agriculture administers the Black Hills Na
tional Forest. The State of South Dakota operates 
Custer State Park. The State Department of Highways 
constructs and maintains a number of primary and 
secondary roads. Burlington Northern owns the Dead-
wood-Custer railroad right-of-way. Privately owned 
lands, of both a residential and commercial character, 
and residential communities are intermingled with the 
public lands throughout the Black Hills. 

Regional land use planning according to the Adiron
dack Park model would require the creation of a board 
or commission having prescription, proscription, and 
suing powers over the entire Black Hills area. Unlike 
the Adirondack model, no single government has full 
police-regulatory powers. Therefore, one would need to 
be created. Conceivably, a single intergovernmental 
body could be created on the basis of a Federal-State 
compact. The problem is the surrender of authority to 
the inter-governmental commission by the individual 
parties to the compact. 

A solution along the following lines might be worked 
up: establish the intergovernmental commission such 
that each of the participating agencies, the Federal 
bureaux, and the organs of the State are analogous to 
the local governments in the Adirondack model. The 
individual land managing bureaux and the State or
gans would prepare and jointly review their own indi
vidual "local land use programs", so that they would 
become fully integrated with and compatible with the 
overall master plan for the land planning area under 

the jurisdiction of the commission. The overall master 
plan would be incorporated in the compact and enforce
able by the intergovernmental agency. 

There is nothing new or novel in the idea of an inter
governmental agency or intergovernmental agree
ments or compacts. What may be new or novel is the 
notion that each of the participating governments 
would be subject to the agreed-to authority of the re
gional planning agency created by the compact. 

One can perceive one important difference between the 
intergovernmental compact arrangement envisaged 
above and the parent Adirondack model. It is this: the 
Adirondack Park Agency has the authority to initiate 
modifications in or amendments to the approved master 
plan—provided certain statutorily imposed procedures 
(e.g., public hearings) are satisfied. It may be supposed 
that the surrendering of positive authority to a region
al commission by peer governments or bureaux would 
be an act that few governments or bureaux could swal
low, let alone digest. Therefore, the intergovernmental 
commission might have conferred upon it a negative 
rather than a positive role in master plan amendment. 
Thus, the commission would have authority to disap
prove an amendment proposed by one of the govern
ments or bureaus, but would not have the authority to 
initiate and impose an amendment on any one of the 
participating governments or bureaux. Such a limita
tion on the regional commission's powers might be the 
key to acceptability and workability of the regional 
planning agency scheme. 

A superficial view of the Adirondack model, applied 
broadly as suggested above, is, from the outlook of the 
professional land planner, an appealing one. It would 
cause all interests in land use, with respect to an area 
of land defined in meaningful rather than arbitrary 
proprietory terms, to converge on the problems and 
opportunities of total planning. However, such a 
scheme is fraught with Constitutional problems, par
ticularly in relation to the Fifth and Fourteenth 
Amendments. This, because the agency would be an in
strumentality of neither a State or the Federal Govern
ment, but a compact between them. Therefore, in order 
to effectuate the Adirondack model, the intergovern
mental agency would have to be structured in such a 
way as to place legal authority in the hands, not of a 
compact-created agency, but of the land managing-
organs of the respective governments, or of the general 
police powers of the State involved. An attempt to un
ravel and recompose some of the intricate matters here 
involved proved overmuch for this review of the Adi
rondack Park Agency Act. 

However, the subject should not be dropped because of 
the difficulties confronted. A potentially very powerful 
instrument in land use planning has been disclosed 
here. It should be explored much further. Included in 
the exploration should be a legal authority versed in 
Constitutional Law. 
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