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POTENTIAL INTERSTATE INSTITUTIONAL ENTITIES 
(Other Than Existing River Basin Commissions) 
FOR ACCOMPLISHING US WATER RESOURCES COUNCIL 

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES PLANNING OBJECTIVES
by Leonard B. Dworsky 
and David J. Allee I f

The United States Water Resources Council is implementing a national 
strategy for the planning of water and related resources under the auth
ority of the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, as amended. One as
pect of this strategy is to seek appropriate planning responses to t e 
problems and opportunities in the 21 water regions of the nation. Six of 
these regions are included in River Basin Commission organizations estab
lished under Title II of the Water Resources Planning Act (New England, 
Great Lakes, Ohio, Upper Mississippi, Missouri, and Pacific Northwest 
Basin Commissions).

Where Basin Commissions do not exist, any initiative for the forma- 
tion of additional Basin Commissions under Title II rests with the states 
The Water Resources Council has developed mutually agreeable arrangements 
with entities other than Title II Basin Commissions (i.e., states, fed
eral agencies, state-federal interagency groups). These arrangements 
facilitate development of plans for conservation, development and use of 
water and related resources and insure receipt of information about cur
rent and proposed plans.

In addition, the Council has formally recognized that governments m  
the several water regions of the nation may wish to establish water plan 
ning entities other than Basin Commissions that will be responsive o 
their perceived needs and that will cooperate with the Council. As a 
result, it has requested the preparation of this report to identify a 
range of potential interstate institutions for consideration m  accomp 
lishing the water and related resources planning objectives sought bX 
both states and the Federal government.

1/ Professor of Environmental Engineering, Department of Civil and En 
~ vironmental Engineering, and Professor of Resource Economics,^Depart 

ment of Agricultural Economics, respectively, Cornell University, 
Ithaca, New York.
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This report:

describes the obj ectives of the Water Resources Council 
in encouraging regional river basin planning entities other 
than existing river basin commissions;

—  describes the genesis of existing river basin planning agen
cies (i.e., compacts, commissions, agreements);

defines b^sks that regional basin planning entities 
need to accomplish in relation to Water Resources Council 
cooperation;

“  identifies and describes alternative Interstate institutions, 
existing or potential., including consideration of those not 
limited to water and related land resources planning that 
could accomplish the needed tasks; and

summarizes and discusses the value and use of such alterna
tive or potential interstate institutions in relation to 
objectives of the Water Resources Council interstate, re
gional and state water and related resources planning.

Objectives

Authority is contained in the Water Resources;, Planning Act—  ̂direct
ing that the Water Resources Council shall:

(b) maintain a continuing study of the relation of regional or 
river basin plans and programs to the requirements of larger 
regions of the nation and of the adequacy of administrative 
and statutory means for the coordination of the water and re
lated land resources policies and programs of the several Fed- 
eral agencies; it shall appraise the adequacy of existing and 
proposed policies and programs to meet such requirements; and 
it shall make recommendations to the President with respect to 
Federal policies and programs.

In 1975 the Council established a program for the development of re
gional water resources management plans in areas without river basin com
missions. On August 7, 1979, the Council directed its staff to strengthen 
the regional planning process. This was to be done by, among other things

.regl°na  ̂water resource management planning in areas outside’ of Title II river basin commission areas".

The objectives of the Council and guidelines to be followed in 
achieving them include the following:

2/ P.L. 89-80; Title I; Section 102(b).
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to assist regional entities in developing comprehensive r 
gional water and related land resources management plans;

to develop plans within a framework of national goals and re 
gionally agreed-upon goals and objectives;

to insure that plans include specific quantified and ranked 
programs and project objectives for the subregions; and

to insure that plans be formulated within the Council s 
Principlesand Standards for Planning Water and Related 
Land Resources, 3/ the requirements of the National^Envir- 
onmental Policy Act, and be coordinated with other Federal 
programs (i.e., Environmental Protection Agency, Coastal 
Zone Management, Economic Development Administration, Soil 
Conservation Service, and the Corps of Engineers).

For each region, initial work objectives are.
—  to establish an appropriate institutional structure which 

will facilitate a decision and action oriented process,

—  to establish specifications of a planning process including 
time schedules and administrative and staffing programs 
suitable to develop plans; and

_ to insure the intergovernmental coordination needed to im
plement the proposed planning process.

For each region, the Council

—  will provide staff assistance;
—  will encourage its member agencies to direct their field 

organizations to assist regional sponsors;

—  will encourage participation of state water resource agen
cies (Title III, P.L. 89-8G grantees);

staff will act as liaison in Washington for the deye °Pm 
and distribution of approved regional plans and priorities, 
reports, and for the implementation of the Council s Consis
tency Policy; and
staff will provide fiscal, personnel and administrative 
services required to maintain the (regional) sponsor  ̂
ities and assist them in meeting their schedules, provide 
technical assistance upon request > advise on Council po 
icies and guidelines, participate in sponsor work session 
and conduct briefings on this and the comprehensive, coord
inated joint plan (CCJP) process.

3/ State and local projects will (can) be formulated within their own 
guidelines when outside the purview of Federal programs or requ
ment s.
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Genesis of Existing River Basin Planning Agencies
River basin planning agencies for water and related land management 

‘'f1 be aonsldered as having started with the establishment by Congress 
of the Mississippi River Commission. Added to this was the identifica
tion of the hydrologic unit as a proper framework for western water and 
land management by Major John Wesley Powell some one hundred years ago" 
f w years later Theodore Roosevelt proposed managing a river basin
Nearlv^O rS t0 m°Uth’ SlVlng conslderatl™  to all usfful purposes.Nearly 20 years more passed, a half century since Powell and theforma-
LtSor ty in S 2 7 Sto0u;dbetf0r  ^  ^  ^  °f EnSinaars wasauthority in 1927 to undertake basinwide surveys for navigation flood
^ ^ ^ I t h ^ ^ r e ^ l ^ i ) : 1011 *  "3°8" —  - ~ t "

From 1934 to 1942, the National Resources Board and related agencies 
6 tiver basin extensively as the appropriate unit to outline water

the Interstate C o r ^ "  tMs Perlod’ W A  was established,-p ' Commission on the Delaware River Basin (INCODEL) and the
Potomac River Commission were organised, and discussions werfInitiated
pollution control.C°mPaCt ^  ^  °hl° RlVer Basin to facilitate water

■i™ f!7,1 9 r  the PJ11?01?511 fedaral water resources agencies were attempt- lng to coordinate their plans through the Federal Inter-Agency River Ba-
ColumhT T « and had astabllshed interagency committee! flrtZProgr^ S f  ^ver Basins. The Missouri River Basin Development
by thri944 Fl!!d rn ! !a! y au!ho5iaed basi™ide plan, was initiatedby the 1944 Flood Control Act. In 1948, the Ohio River Basin Water Pollu-
w a r o f f i t C l l v ^ t ^ l - T ! SSl^  (?h±0 RiVSr Valley Sanltati°n Commission), rte S  f f  f  • 011 the same day President Truman approvedgress) federal water pollution control law (P.L. 845, 80th Con-

. i,|arin«-the late 1940s and early 1950s, strong efforts were made to 
ak I1!!51 MlSS0ur:L and Golumbia Valley Authorities similar to the TVA About the same time some of the states in both valleys sougi! £“ '
compact agencies having broad planning responsibilities fofessentSlv
all water purposes. None of these efforts succeeded. P

The nation built great physical works to control and manage water 
quantity and quality during the past 100 years. During this time L o  
and*5 1™portant strides In establishing management programs to conserve
and enhance environmental values of both water and related land rescues
execute o / e r l t l n l °rganiZatlons at ald ^ e l s  of government forexecuting, operating and managing such programs.

in thrdireSm°!f°flFederal Pr°SramS for raost of this period has been in the direction of close congressional control. This has been particu-
cm!!oirUna!iLti!n1P-e ?Urp?Se ProJects dealing with problems of flood* f * lrriSatlon and related hydropower and watershed
f S h ^ r w i l d t l f e 1'  “ ?? hee“  lncreaalns ly BO for municipal water ^ p p ly ,fish and wildlife, pollution control and recreation. Notwithstanding
new compacts m  basins (such as the Delaware and Susquehan^) lorFederal



5

and state partnership and even for expanding state programs ^ e  Congress 
is leaned upon heavily to authorize and finance the major ? ement
trol works. The result is a continuation of strong Federal involvement.

The Federal role is too often emphasized because of the concentration 
of public interest on large interstate waterways and the m°n™ f ^ a l  P 
jects often associated with them. It has been matched in ^ quiet ? 
by efforts at both the state and local levels. State effor 
trated in direct construction and in policy, regulatory, .
technical service functions. The third leg of the Federal 
system is the local level. There have been municipal, c0"nt? d
politan efforts for water supply, water quality management, drainage an 
local flood control, the control of environmental quality a P 
health protection, and the protection and conservation of la • 
have played a major role in resource, economic, environment and heal 
management. Lagging action, concern or responsibili y on 
any of the three partners creates imbalances and tends to reduce the 
fectiveness of the Federal system.

As the large interstate water system developments requiring new large
Federal investments.decline, in .size. and. number, the future h
of effort is likely to involve greater state and local ^terest Although
the river basin may remain the basic planning entity or nr,hubstate
state and local programs may place greater management emphasis° be ex- 
and subbasin regions. New federal-state-local relationships can be ex
pected to evolve.

Acceptance of the river basin .unit does not mean that.^^ll^under- 
not been raised about its value for all purposes. It is general y 
stood that the boundaries of river basins do not define ^
eranhic or, for example, power service regions. Students ot basin pian 
■ ning have also raised important questions about the role 
basin organizations (particularly along coastal areas). “
of the need for managing coastal zones and water
fmultibasin) region. Questions have also been raised about th  ̂  ̂
basin organizations to meet the needs of the metropolitan 
Thus, it is not surprising that states that share a * ^ r  basi 
found it desirable to agree upon a uniform management structure. Th
types of basin entities include:

1) Interstate compacts involving primarily the states as voting 
members (although on occasion a Federal representative with ^ i n g  pr
ilege is authorized) traditionally used In the West for the allocat 
of waters common to several states,

2) Compacts involving pollution control for the Ohio J*®
Red River of the North; New York Harbor and environs New ^nd ’
New Jersey and Connecticut; and New England rivers; and elsewhere, and

3) Compacts involving states and the Federal government as full
members with voting rights, as represented by the Delaware and Susq 
hanna River Basin Commissions.
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Federal agencies such as the Corps of Engineers nationally, and the 
Water and Power Resources Services (formerly Bureau of Reclamation) in
They Drovidrm°?SaniZed alon§ g r a p h i c  lines following river basins.They provide major programs through which the nation plans and, with the
authorization and funding by the Congress, carries out a large share of 
1 s wa^er and related land resources development activities. Other Fed
eral agencies operate partly in a river basin mode and partly in a state 
fv°SpPFnC-°r substate/subbasin mode, as well. These are characterized 
d Ians') Ethe qnnT ^ al Prote?tlon Agency (for basinwide pollution control 
and wildlifeConservation Service (for watershed plans), and the Fish 
and Wildlife Service (for cooperative river basin studies).

River basin^ interagency committees representing cooperative but in-
i!™*1 COOrdlaatl°^ amon§ the Federal agencies and the states have become 
l̂ .ss used during the past 15 years, But some are still active in the
basinSr e g i S ^ e ^  ^  ^  PaCific Southwest and the Southeast

T^ t e of the Water Resources Planning Act of 1965 opened new op
portunities for river basin planning by providing for establishment o /
“ “ n: r POSed 0f Ped- al aad «ate representatives on an equal ba- 

w ° /  8r°up 0f rlver basins (a mnltibasin region). At present. e. eY „"sland’ <freat Lakes, Ohio, Columbia, Missouri, and Upper Miss- '
issippi River Basin Commissions have been established. Such Title TT Com 
missions are also subject to flexibility. The Souris-Red-Rainy River Basin
r c ^ ° " r S.°rSaniZed ^  6XiSted f°r flve ?“ «■ completion ofwas r  t o , 8 comprehensive coordinated joint plan, a determinationwas made that operating costs did not warrant continuing it as a separate

River^Basin 33 ^  ^  MissislipT"

Commissions have developed different programs reflecting a variety 
o circumstances and perceptions of problems. The New England River Basins 
Commission has pressed power plant siting, coastal zone coordination and 
nonstructural flood control, among other topics. The Upper Mississippi 
River Basin Commission has been specifically asked by the Congress toPpre-
strenztherth°r naV-Sa-10? lmProvements> among other elements! that will strengthen the commission s coordinative influence. A state commission
operating within a confined corridor and stressing water-related l^d use 
and aesthetic values was established by New York State in 1965 but is no 
longer m  existence. The Hudson River ?alley Commission's legacy remains
as an example of substate regional river basin management. During its 
tenure the Commission relied less on regulation and more on existing lo-
C? L a, f authorltF aad voluntary cooperation. Much was accomplished 
w th direct assistance through public hearings, cooperative comprehensive 
planning, dissemination of information and money for land purchases and
W  ,fSef  .If er18tfte ent±tleS f°r the Hudson Vall®y have been stuped ^  SOme co°PeratJ-aS units have been adopted by the
re?ate/r°lved °T 0t?er purposes’ “ eluding some that affect water and 
discuLed fonroC:ing!U “  ^  ReSi0nal PUnnin® Commission
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The Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, as amended, has directed 
a major part of its program (Title II Grants) to states to J 1* ct
in water resources planning activities. State programs, . t
action or through authorizing legislation, can do and have £°n® muc 
facilitate the solution of certain parts of river basin problems. State 
support can be provided through:

—  authorization of special intrastate regional service areas 
as part of a broader basinwide plan,

—  acting positively to assist in resolving metropolitan or 
intermunicipal problems,

—  direct or indirect facilitation of financing of public works 
planning and development, including coordinated regional
studies,

—  direct construction, operation and maintenance of facilities, 
and

—  other similar actions, such as the formation of conservancy 
type districts with broad powers for important subregional 
areas of a basin when deemed necessary for management of a 
wider plan.

Finally, metropolitan governments can aid materially in selected as
pects of basinwide water management. Illustrations of effectx« jg«cie. 
are the Metropolitan Water District (Los Angeles), East Bay Utility Dis
trict (Oakland, California), Boston Metropolitan District
Metropolitan Sanitary District (Cook County, Illinois), and Seattle Metro
(Washington) .

It is evident that the national experience provides a wide choice of 
institutional opportunities depending on the perception of needs. Jasks
required of agencies are delineated and new agency f t h L n a n «
needs are proposed for consideration in the next sections of this pap .

Requisite Tasks of Regional Basin Entities

An interstate/regional river basin planning entity, working in collab
oration with the Water Resources Council, must have the capacxty to carry 
out certain tasks. These capabilities extend from some very ^  eap-
powers (eg., contract signing) to some less easxly defxned political cap 
abUities such as access to state and executive legislatxve leaders, mem
bers of Congress and local elected officials.

The place to start Is with the significance of the fact that water 
runs downhill. The entity must he able to take into account the inter
ests of the hydrologic unit(s) for which it will have planning respon
sibility. This does not mean that its legal authority and politica 
effectiveness must be equal over the whole basm(s) invo ve . ...
be able to operate effectively in plan development, approval and utill a 
tion. At the very least, It must be able to serve as a forum and focus
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for special studies, hopefully for Level B planning (basin planning that 
stops short of the detail necessary for project authorization). Ideally
r?rTpftrhVer,theaCaPaC1^  t0 ad°Pt a ComPrehensive Coordinated Joint /lL (CCJP) with attendant enforcement of the consistency policy among cooper
ating agencies on a basis equivalent to the Title II commission.

., TTTdS many lnterests in basin planning have been well identified by 
the Water Resources Council Task Force on Planning Procedures and Plan 
Utilization. They state in their May 16, 1980 draft:

Private enterprise, local governments, substate and inter
state regional entities, state agencies and institutions, and 
federal agencies dealing with the entire spectrum of resource, 
environmental, social and economic issues are involved. The 
degree of success achieved in harmonizing and reconciling these 
efforts is considered by this Task Force to be the ultimate 
test of the planning effort ... conflicts are inherent in basin 
plan development ... a neutral third party —  an arbiter —  is 
essential in (1) bringing the parties together; (2) coining to 
an understanding of the conflict; and (3) helping to bring 
about satisfactory resolution ... This is_not a trivial aspect 
of the overall plan development process, /pp. 3—9 to 3-13/

_ _  Plan approval is a key to the Water Resources Council Consistency 
Policy. An approved regional plan may be adopted by the Council after 
they review it. Alternatively, it may delegate that authority to the re
gional entity, which is the preferred course of action. The Consistency 
Policy lmpiies that individual Federal agencies had a reasonable chance7 
to influence the plan. These agencies are expected either to be consis
tent or to seek Office of Management and Budget (and by implication, Con
gressional) concurrence to deviate. Similarly, the Consistency Policy 
provides a valuable lever to state agencies to bring about strengthened 
coordination of state and Federal program plans and policies. The stronger 
the original commitment to the plan, the more effective the Consistency Policy becomes. J

Optimal utilization of the plan will not occur without some resources 
and skills invested. By its very nature a basin plan cuts across organi- 
zational and interest lines and requires bargaining capacity for the plan 
to be accomplished. Effort is needed to hold together the divergent ? 
interests. Accordingly, capacity must be provided to those who need 
it -- the Congress the President, state and local agencies. It is par
ticularly m  the budgeting and authorization processes where the Consis
tency Policy will be made or broken. Consistency will be achieved in 
large measure because of the information that can be provided about the 
costs of being inconsistent. This is notwithstanding the plan review 
functions of the Water Resources Council as stated in Sec. 104, P.L. 89-80.

These considerations suggest that the more willing participation 
an entity already has or the easier that participation can be secured 
the better. Either direct or indirect potential impact on power, pres
tige or income must be involved. A sense of permanency and capacity to 
follow up in implementation must exist or be created. Once an agency 
becomes a member, it must be made difficult to resign. When a consensus 
has been reached, it must be possible to hold participants accountable.
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The entity must have a commitment from its P R tlclP‘“1*;® nizes its establishment. Staff capacity, preferably with Rperience 
planning coordination in natural resources, implies the ^ “ y *
tract, hire, receive funds, pay expenses, keep files
It must have a recognized purpose sufficiently r0R  f lnterest
pects of water and related resources. Rules for confl either
should be adopted. Participants should be tied to the enR  ? ’ h 
by formal membership provisions or by adequately binding 
understanding. Panels, task force studies, hearing* ' 
public participationactivities must be encouraged by the structure
tradition of the entity.

Alternative Interstate Institutions

Alternative interstate institutions considered here are as
institutional entities other than: river basin commissions organised
under the Water Resources Planning Act; compact !«“ ““ • ^ a - ^  rSetal-or of states and Federal government approved by the Congr >
state interagency committees organized and opera e ““ these alterna-
proved by the Federal Water the formal
S u e  U  River Basin Corznissions, there w il l  be -sam blan ce^ in ^ch ieve-^
ments sought. To provide a backdrop for afTitle II Commission,tive institutions, a brief review is provided defining a line

What is a Title II Commission?
Congress envisioned in Public Law 89-80 an entity to coordinate

planning8for river basins. This was a compromise between several
It was not to be just a Federal coordinator, empowered to keep _ 

peace between independent, individual, often competing. Federal ^ - e s .  
Nor was it a body to give the states veto power over ^ * “ 1 agency
tivities. The chairperson was to be an “ dependent Residential app 
The major Federal agencies were designated voting members, as r 
^ t ^  The vice chairperson, a state member ™
interests. Consensus was essentially require o ? 1v through the

Water Resources Council but shared by the stat . . jpntiv were
studies, which may also be funded by Federal agencies :̂ » n cv activity.
funded as a unit and supplemented by prior and ongoing agency activity.

Plans can be developed and adopted, priorities can be evaluateRanR 
set, implementation and follow-up can be achieve y en therefore the
tures different than the Title II Commission. The CCJP Mother.
basis of the consistency test vary greatly from one basin to another 
Likewise, the extent to which priority setting is carried out both

4/ For lists of these institutions with references relating to 
_ information, see US Water Resources Council. State of t

Water Resources Planning and Management^. pti



10

orm and in subsequent follow-up also varies widely. Needs and capabil
ity, the basis for agreement and support, vary widely. Thus, the output 
of planning, whatever the structure may be, will vary widely. The impli- 
cation for this study of those facts is that the organizational require
ments to produce a useful CCJP are more in terms of process than struc
ture. A wide variety of structures can work. Some structural elements 
" ^ “ nCreaS,e the probability of greater completeness or commitment, coord
ination or detail. But almost any arrangement is sure to capture some of 
the gams from coordination during plan formulation.

. Alternatlve interstate institutions are considered under two categories :

Category 1: Potential Agencies

^Agencies within this category represent generic types that can be 
established to carry out functions required by or consistent with Pro-
und"r the f o u K ^ ^ 11, These generic types are discussed

a new interstate agreement with explicit commitment to consensus,

a new interstate agreement (Council of States'- COS) modeled 
m  general terms after a Council of Governments (COG) entity,

a state as a lead agency with contractual or other arrange
ments with cooperating states, Federal agencies and others,

a Federal agency as a lead agency with contractual or other 
arrangements with cooperating states, Federal agencies and 
others, and

establishment of a new specific entity or specialized use of 
existing entities organized under the Public Works and Econ
omic Development Act of 1965 (as amended).

Category 2: Existing Entities as Models

.The 1979 edition of the Council of States publication Interstate 
Compacts and Agencies lists about 1000 entities established"^  carry out

rtfcf! cooperative activities. The range of functions encompassedby these entities is wide and includes;

—  Bridge, Navigation and 
Port Authorities

—  Child Welfare 

Conservation and Environment 

Corrections and Crime Control

—  Education

—  Motor Vehicles

—  Nuclear Energy 

Parks and Recreation
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Transportation

Water Apportionment

Water Pollution Control

Water Resources and Flood 
Control

Tables have been prepared illustrating a sample of entities from 
several of these functional areas and indicating the specifications of 
the organizing and operating elements established f or each. It ̂ is im 
portant to view these tables as examples of state action to achieve 
interstate cooperation —  and MOT as specific recommended guide_s.

A set of specifications to be considered in establishing an inter
state entity to carry out tasks required in cooperation with the Water 
Resources Council is presented. These specifications are based upon the 
above and other examples and upon recommended specifications for inter 
governmental agreements suggested by the US Advisory Commission on Inter 
governmental Relations.

—  Pest Control
—  Planning and Development

—  Property

—  Taxation

Category 1: Potential Agencies
The diverse range of alternatives now practiced in the 

United States makes it apparent that present law both at 
state and Federal levels —  does not preclude either conven
tional or innovative approaches to solutions of problems in
volving intergovernmental relations in water resource project 
development and operation. _5/

6 /A New Interstate Agreement. The states have power— to establish 
a new interstate agreement to carry out those tasks necessary to develop 
a cooperative program with the Water Resources Council. There are êw 
limitations about the content of an agreement devoted to achieving^inter
state cooperation for planning water and related resources for an inter 
state water region.

A New Interstate Agreement (a Council of States_)_. The idea of a 
Council of States is patterned after the well-developed idea of Councils 
of Governments which have been active in metropolitan areas. (These in
clude interstate metropolitan areas like the Washington, D. C. COG.)

5/ Wendell and Schwan. "Intergovernmental Relations in^Water Resources 
Activities", prepared for the National Water Commission (NTIS No.
PB 210-358), 1972.

6/ Ibid. pp. 13-14. "...almost anything that the states might wish to 
do can be legally supported as an exercise of the authority to pro
mote 'health, safety, morals and general welfare' (the Police Power), 
the principal intergovernmental questions ... relate to the compara 
tive capacities of the ... levels of government within the Federal
System."
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A State as a Lead Agency. There Is no obstacle to a state taking 
the role as a lead agency in developing an interstate planning entity 
for water and related resources. All necessary contractual arrangements 
and memoranda of understanding can be executed through a lead state to 
achieve the purposes of a regional basinwide planning entity.

A federal Agency as a Lead Agency. Similarly, a Federal lead agency 
can act to bring about collaboration and coordination of state. Federal 
and other agencies for purposes of a regional bijginwide planning entity. 
This type of lead agency arrangement is conceived' to be different than 
practice wherein a lead agency (i.e., Corps of Engineers) develops a co
ordinating committee as an advisory body only.

Establishment of a Regional Basin Entity Under the General Concepts 
Used to Establish an Economic Development Agency. The establishment of 
economic development agencies (i.e., Upper Great Lakes, Ozarks, Four 
Cprners) involve wide ranging purposes and authorities. The intent here 
is to recognize the potential for establishment of an interstate water 
related planning agency under, or as part of the authority available 
through the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965, as amended.— '*

The following table provides a checklist of items to- be considered 
in establishing an interstate/regional river basin planning entity. All 
matters listed are NOT pertinent in all situations. Agency leaders and 
their counsels are fully aware of their own situations. Accordingly, 
this checklist has purposely been kept brief in order not to imply a’di- 
rective for organization.

1J 42 U.S.C. § 3121 et. seq.; P.L. 89-136; P.L. 92-65; P.L. 94-487. Copies 
available from the US Department of Commerce, Economic Development Ad
ministration, Office of Chief Counsel, 14th St. NW, Washington, DC 20230.
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Table 1. Specifications to be Considered in Establishing an 
Interstate/Regional Water and Related Land Planning Entity

Purpose What the functions of the organization are intended to be.
Geographic
Coverage

Which states are involved and which specific region is 
covered.

Powers and 
Duties

What the organization is entitled to do in the pursuit of 
its purpose; what the organization's responsibilities and 
liabilities are.

Planning and 
Review Process

Procedures for taking action, voting, and for having ac
tions checked.

Authorization & 
Representation

Specified sources of authority (i.e., constitutional, po
lice power, executive, legislative reference); how the 
member parties are represented.

Cooperation The extent to which the organization will work with other 
entities among, within and outside the member parties.

Reports How, when and to whom the various actions of the organiza
tion must be communicated.

Planning Specification of the area and details to be planned; the 
duration of the plan; relationship to other plans at other 
levels; degree of involvement in the use and application 
of the plan.

Special Districts Subdivisions of the area covered created to facilitate the 
functioning of the organization.

Funding How the budget of the organization is derived; who the 
sponsors are; apportionment of expenses among the sponsors; 
mechanisms for the organization to raise revenue indepen
dent of sponsors.

Meetings and 
Actions

Rules of order for conducting meetings and bringing actions 
when the first meeting will be held; frequency of meetings; 
initial actions to be undertaken by the organization.

Other Matters Clauses giving definitions, effective date, and, if tempo
rary , termination date are important. Provisions for sep
arability and/or dissolution should also be included.
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Category 2: Existing Entities as Models

The following tables illustrate arrangements among states covering a 
variety of purposes. While the illustrations shown usually refer to a 
"compact" arrangement, the development of an interstate agreement without 
the need to formalize the agreement through Congressional action is quite 
common. Over a thousand compacts/agreements/inferstate arraignments are 
in-place involving all the states and territories associated "with the 
United States. The following illustrations are provided solely to demon
strate some of these arrangements and to indicate their structural ar
rangement.

Illustrations —  Group I 
(With Statutory Citations;)

Growth, Energy and Regional Planning Entities

Case 1 Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission 
New Jersey: P.L. of 1966, Ch. 149 (1966)
Pennsylvania: 73 P.S. 701
US Congress: Advance consent by 1961 amendment to National

Housing Act, 75 Stat. 170

Case 2 —  Southern Growth Policies Board 
Alabama: S.B. 92 (1975)
Arkansas: Act 327 (1973)
Florida: Chap. 23.140, F.S. (1977)
Georgia: H.B. 909 (1973)
Kentucky: S.B. 56 (1974)
Louisiana: Act 518 (1974)
Mississippi: S.B. 2525 (1975)
North Carolina: N.C. Gen. Stat. 143-490
Oklahoma: Okla. Stat., 3501, 1978 Supp. (1978)
South Carolina: S.B. 332 (1973)
Tennessee: H.B. 114; S.B. 108 (1973)
Virginia: Acts of the Assembly, Chap. 273 (1973)

Case 3 Tri—State Regional Planning Commission I
Connecticut: Public Act 450, Laws of 1971; Ct. Code 16-339 (1971)
New Jersey: Ch. 161, Laws of 1971 (1971)
New York: Laws of 1972, Ch. 269 (1972)
US Congress: 75 Stat. 170 (Housing Act of 1954, as amended)(1954)

Case 4 —  Western Interstate Nuclear Board
For statutory, legal and other information, write:
Western Interstate Energy Board 
2500 Stapleton Plaza 
3333 Quebec Street 
Denver, Colorado 80207 
Telephone: (303)837-5851
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Case 1. Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission

Purpose To organize and conduct regional planning for the area

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

Bucks, Chester, Delaware and Montgomery Counties; City of 
Philadelphia, all in Pennsylvania. Burlington, Camden, 
Gloucester and Mercer Counties in New Jersey.

Powers and 
Duties

Provide public services, promulgate rules and regulations, 
adopt bylaws, prepare budget and work program, and to do 
"any and all things necessary, convenient^or incidental 
within the scope of its corporate purpose' .

Planning and 
Review Process

A majority of the members present from each state, includ
ing two of the three state officials from each member state, 
must vote affirmatively to make any action binding.

Representation Ex officio commissioners: Secretary of Highways and Execu- 
tive Director of the State Planning Board of Pennsylvania, 
Commissioners of Transportation and Community Affairs, New 
Jersey. One appointee of the governor of each state. One 
representative from each member county, and one representa
tive each from the cities of Philadelphia, Chester, Camden, 
and Trenton.

Cooperation Federal participation by Bureau of Public Roads and Federal 
Highway Administration, US Department of Transportation, 
Housing and Home Finance Agency, US Department of Housing 
and Urban Development for communication purposes. Comply 
with lawful and proper requirements of Federal agencies, 
cooperates with state and local agencies.

Reports Copy of the minutes of each meeting goes to the governor of 
each state; publishes an annual report.

Planning Responsible for planning, as well as constructing and main
taining highways and mass transportation services and fa
cilities in the area.

Special Districts None.

Funding Appropriations from Federal, state and local governments 
decided annually; may charge tax exempt service fees.

Meetings and 
Actions

Regular meetings established by an executive committee.
The chairperson may call special meetings after giving 10 
days notice. Five members from each state must be present 
to conduct business.
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Case 2. Southern Growth Policies Board

Purpose To engage in research to promote orderly and effective plans 
for growth policies within the Southern. Region,

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

The states of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South 
Carolina, Tennessee and Virginia.

Powers and 
Duties The Board has the power to make studies, investigations 

recommendations with respect to projects of interstate 
or regional significance, governmental programs, Federal 
assistance, population distribution, land use and urban de
velopment, interstate and regional transportation, and human 
and natural resources.

Planning and 
Review Process Majority of total votes taken required for action to be 

binding; executive committee may make certain limited ar
rangements.

Representation The Board shall consist of five members from each party 
state as follows: the Governor, two members of each state's 
legislature and two members serving at the Governor's 
request.

Cooperation Authorized to participate in joint planning efforts with 
Federal and other state governments.

Reports Reports annually to the governor and legislature of each
member state. May at any time issue special reports as deemed 
desirable.

Planning The Board shall prepare and keep a Statement of Regional 
Objectives identifying projects of regional significance 
and recommending approaches to regional problems. Revised 
and updated no less frequently than once every six years.

Special Districts The Board may designate programs for specific subregions. 
Also can carry out comprehensive land use planning in an 
area of two or more contiguous states.

Funding Annual budget request submitted to the governors of each 
party state. Apportioned according to a formula based on 
equal shares, population and per capita income. May accept 
gifts and grants from the Federal or any state government, 
any person, firm or association. *

Meetings and 
Actions

Meets at least once a year; majority of members must be 
present to conduct business not handled by the executive 
committee.
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Case 3. Tri-State Regional Planning Commission

Responsible for comprehensive planning in the compact re 
gions to assure the continued qualification for Federa
funds.

Purpose

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

Powers and 
Duties

New York City, and Westchester, Rockland, Orange, Pu’;n“11 ’ 
Dutchess, Nassau and Suffolk Counties in the State of New 
York; Mammouth, Middlesex, Somerset, Union, Hudson, Essex, 
Morris, Passaic and Bergen Counties in New Jersey; Housa- 
tonic Valley, South Wester, Greater Bridgeport, Central 
Naugatuck, Valley and South Central Planning Regions m  
Connecticut. ___________ _____________-
To advise member states concerning comprehensive planning 
for the region, to act as a liaison to coordinate local _ 
planning; to enter into contracts; operates under sovereig 
immunity (i.e., cannot be sued without consent)._______ _ _

Planning and 
Review Process

Repres entat ion

Cooperation

Reports

Planning

A majority of members present from each party state is re 
quired to effect binding legislation. ̂ The governor of any 
party state may veto legislation within ten days.________ _

Five representatives from each member state appointed accord
ing to each state's own procedures and the Chairman of t e 
Planning Commission of New York City. An officer of the US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development and officers of 
the US Department of Transportation, and the Environmental 
Protection Agency. Federal representatives have no voting 
power. _____ ______ _____
Works closely with local planning agencies and Federal de 
partments. _____  . ______

Special Districts 

Funding

Publishes an annual report on finances and an annual report 
on activities. ^ ___________________ —
Has done planning in such areas as transportation, land use 
recreation, housing, coastal zone management, pollution con 
trol, and the promotion of regional growth, employment and 
development. ________ ____________ _
Existing planning districts detailed in membership above.

State appropriations are apportioned 45 percent each by New 
York and New Jersey, and 10 percent by Connecticut. The 
Commission may also receive Federal grants. __________

Meetings and 
Actions

Meets and acts as the Commission sees fit; three commission
ers from each state must be present to conduct business.
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Case 4. Western Interstate Nuclear Board— ^

Purpose To establish a board to assist the member states in effect
ing close cooperation in the field of nuclear energy.

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

The states of Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, 
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, South 
Dakota, Utah, Washington and Wyoming.

Powers and 
Duties Shall encourage and promote cooperation, employment, devel

opment, applications and information with respect to nuclear 
energy. Study safety, health and other standards; make ree 
ommendations; advise and consult with member states.

Planning and j - 
Review Process A majority of members present must vote in concurrence to 

make any action binding.
Representation The Board shall be composed of one member from each party 

state designated or appointed in accordance with the law 
of that state.

Cooperation Shall contract, borrow or accept the services of personnel 
from any state, or the United States, or any institution, 
person, firm or corporation. May act as a licensee, con
tractor or subcontractor to the United States government and 
any of the appropriate agencies, departments or committees.

Reports Prepares, publishes and distributes such reports, bulletins, 
newsletters or other materials as it deems appropriate.

Planning Must prepare a functional regional plan for carrying out 
its appointed duties.

Special Districts None

Funding The Board shall submit a budget to each party state that 
will be equally apportioned among states. The Board may 
accept any and all donations, gifts and grants in any form 
from^the United States or any state government, any person, 
institution, firm or corporation, with the donor and condi
tions included in the annual report.

Meetings and 
Actions Majority of members must be present to conduct business. 

Must meet annually to submit reports and elect officers.

8/ See Western Interstate Energy Compact and its agency, the Western Interstate 
Energy Board.
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Case 5

Case 6

Case 7

T11 narrations —  Group II 
(With Statutory Citations)

Education and Health Program Planning Entities

—  New England Health Services and Facilities Board 
Maine: P.L. 1963, Ch. 388, Me. Res. Stat. Title
Rhode Island: R.I. Acts of Res. of 1963; Ch. 80

22, Ch. 161 (1963) 
(1963)

Southern Regional Education Board 
Alabama: Act Ho. 227, July 12, 1949 (1949)
Arkansas: H. Con. Res. 13, 1949 Sess. (1949)
Florida: Ch. 25017 (H.B. 189) (1949)
Georgia: H.R. Ho. 9-590, 1949 Sess. (1949)
Kentucky: S.R. Ho. 53, March 25, 1950 (1950)
Louisiana: Act 336, July 6, 1948 (1948)
Maryland: Ch. 282 (1949)
Mississippi: Ch. 284, April 13, 1948 ^
Horth Carolina: S.R. 204, February 8, 1949 <^49)
South Carolina: Jt. Res. Ho. 860, April 3, 1948 (1948)
Tennessee: H.B. No. 774 (1949)
Texas: S.B. No. 405 (1951)
West Virginia: W.Va. Code, Act 10c, Chap. 18 (1956)

Tri-State Regional Medical Needs Board
Maine: Me. Res. Stat. Ann. Title 22, Ch. 159, Sec. 601 (19 7)
New Hampshire: N.H. Res. Stat. Ann., 125-A (1957)
Vermont: 18 V.S.A., Sec. 701-9 & 741-44 (1957)
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Case 5. New England Health Services and Facilities Board

Purpose To provide the highest quality of health services to resi
dents of member states through a coordinated program of 
mutual assistance in the training and recruitment of health 
services personnel.

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

The states of Maine and Rhode Island, with provisions to 
be joined by the states of Connecticut, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire and Vermont.

Powers and 
Duties Make bylaws, maintain offices, employ and discharge neces

sary personnel, keep financial records.
Planning and 
Review Process A majority^of members on the Board from each state is nec

essary to impose an obligation on such states. Must submit 
proposals to the constitutional process of each state.

Representation Three resident members from each state appointed according 
to the laws of each state.

Cooperation Limited in service to member states and rural communities therein.
Reports Publishes at its own discretion.
Planning Shall collect, correlate and evaluate medical health data 

of member states and publish proposals.
Special Districts None.
Funding Collects fees from publications; gifts, bequests, and 

grants; contributions from member states; investment in : 
secured notes and bonds.

Meetings and Mandatory at least twice a year
Actions



21

Case 6. Southern Regional Education Board

Purpose To establish a board fostering development and joint use 
of higher education facilities throughout the region.

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

The states of Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia and West Virginiaui 
provision to be joined by any state, the District of Columbia
and Puerto Rico.

Powers and 
Duties

Encourage, conduct and foster research; collect, analyze 
and interpret data; develop proposals for financing educa- 
tion; formulate suggested policies for improving education, 
make recommendations to appropriate governmental units and
do "anything necessary and incidental to implemen e 
compact.

Planning and 
Review Process

Majority vote by members present required to make actions 
binding.

Representation Each state shall appoint seven members to the Board; one of
whom must be the Governor and two must be members o
state legislature; the remaining four serve at the pleasur
of the Governor. Federal consent not required.

Cooperation The Federal government is entitled to have not more than 10 
representatives without vote; the board may provide inf 
mation and recommendations to the Federal govemmen ,
Federal government may advise the board on matters of mutual
interest.

Reports The board shall make annual reports to the governor and leg
islatures of each party state and additional reports if they
are deemed desirable.

Planning It is the duty of the board to plan for the improvement of 
education.

Special Districts None.

Funding Annual budget request submitted by the board and apportioned 
to the states on the basis of population and per capita in 
come. May accept and utilize gifts, grants and donations of 
any kind from the Federal government, any individual, firm,
association, foundation or corporation.

Meetings and 
Actions

Shall convene at least once a year to elect the officers 
of the board and deliver reports. Majority of members mus
be present to conduct business.
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Case 7. Tri-State Regional Medical Needs Board

Purpose Advisory service to voluntary and official health agencies 
and to medical care education.

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

The states of Vermont, New Hampshire and Maine.

Powers and 
Duties Employ necessary personnel, make bylaws, maintain offices 

keep financial'records, *
Planning and 
Review Process A majority^of members from each state must vote to impose 

an obligation on such states. Must submit proposals to the 
constitutional processes of each state. Congressional con
sent not required.

Representation President, vice president and president-elect of the Vermont 
and New Hampshire medical societies; President, president
elect, and executive director of the Maine Medical Associa- 
tion; Commissioners of health of the three states; Deans of 
the University of Vermont and Dartmouth Medical Schools; 
Chair of the Curriculum Committee and Director of Health 
Studies, University of Vermont Medical School.

Cooperation Limited to serving the states of Vermont, Maine and New ; 
Hampshire, and the rural communities therein.

Reports Separate biennial reports on actions and finances. Publishes
bulletins.

Planning Shall collect, correlate and evaluate the medical data in
the three states and publish proposals.

Special Districts None.
Funding Gifts, fees from publications, contributions from memberT 

states, investment in secured notes and bonds. -
Meetings and 
Actions Mandatory meeting once a year.
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Illustrations —  Group III 
(With Statutory Citations)

Boundary, Water Quality and Water Resource Planning Entities

Case 8 -- Bi-State Development Agency
Illinois: I.R.S., Ch. 63, Sec. 361 et seq. ■
Missouri: Mo. Res. Stat. 1959, Sec. 70.370-440 (1949)
US Congress: 64 Stat. 568, as amended (1950)

Case 9 —  Interstate Sanitation Commission
Connecticut: Conn. Gen. Stat. Ann., Sec. 75—55 (19 )
New Jersey: N.J. Stat. Ann., Sec. 32:18-1 (1935)
New York: McK's. E.C.L., Sec. 21.051 (1936)
US Congress: Public Res. 62, 74th Cong. (1935)

Case 10 - Minnesota- 
Minnesota 
Wisconsin

-Wisconsin Boundary 
Minn. Stat. Ann. 
Ch. 274 of 1965;

Area Commission 
1.31 (1965)
Wise. Stat., 1975, Sec. 1482 (1965)

Case 11 - Sabine River Authority
Louisiana: La. Res. Stat. 38:2329 et seq. (1954)
Texas: Vernon’s Tex. Civ. Stat. 1958, Art. 74661 (1953)
US Congress: 65 Stat. 736 (1951); 68 Stat. 690 (1954)
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Cass 8. Bi-State Development Agency

Purpose Bilateral interstate cooperation in planning and development
Membership
Geographic
Coverage

City of St. Louis and the counties of St. Louis, St. Charles 
and Jefferson all in Missouri; Madison, St. Clair and Monroe 
Counties in Illinois,

Powers and 
Duties Plan, maintain, construct, own and operate bridges, tunnels 

airports, terminals, sewage facilities, streets, highways, 
parking areas, recreation and conservation facilities and 
all necessary and incidental functions" related to the compact.

Planning and 
Review Process Present must be a majority of commissioners from each state 

to vote to approve a plan. The plan must comply with both 
the states* and Federal constitutions. Governor of each 
state may veto acts..

Representation Five commissioners are appointed from each state; all must 
reside within the bistate region and be chosen under the 
terms specified by the legislature in each state.

Cooperation Cooperates with local and national objectives in planning.
Reports Must submit a "Comprehensive Plan for the Development of 

the District" to each legislature.
Planning Responsible for the planning of housing, transportation,: rec

reation and conservation facilities.
Special Districts None.

Funding Fees on use of facilities, issue bonds, Federal, state and
local appropriations.

Meetings and 
Actions Carried out at the .discretion' of the commission. Three 

commissioners from each state required to be present in 
order to conduct business.
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Case 9. Interstate Sanitation Commission

Purpose To control water and air pollution in the New York, New 
Jersey and Connecticut area.

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

The states of New York, New Jersey and Connecticut, limited 
to the coastal, tidal or estuarial waterways and adjacent 
and surrounding land and air in those states.

Powers and 
Duties

To set, maintain and enforce standards of water and air 
quality; conduct studies on the nature and effects of such 
pollution; conduct investigations and hearings.

Planning and 
Review Process

A majority of members from each state must vote in accord
ance for any action to be binding.

Representation Five members from each state selected under legal procedures 
created by each state.

Cooperation Cooperates with and advises civic organizations, respective 
state authorities, appropriate committees of Congress and 
any or all other Federal authorities having jurisdiction over 
such matters.

Reports Reports annually to the governor and legislature of each 
.state. .

Planning Prepares a general plan of the most practicable and econom
ical method of securing conformity with the standards of 
the compact.

Special Districts Creates the Interstate Sanitation District and divides it 
into Class "An and Class "B".

Funding The member states appropriate funds annually for expenses 
recommended by the commission and apportioned as 45 percent 
each from New York and New Jersey and 10 percent from 
Connecticut.

Meetings and 
Actions

Meets and acts at the agreement of the commissioners. Three 
members from each state must be present in order to conduct 
business.
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Case 10. Minnesota-Wisconsin Boundary Area Commission

Purpose Conduct studies and develop recommendations relating to the 
protection and development of boundary lands and waters.

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

The states of Minnesota and Wisconsin.

Powers and 
Duties Joint regional planning for the development of boundary 

areas; propose measures of controlling air and water pollu
tion, and other regulations.

Planning and 
Review Process Actions not binding —  works by apparent consensus.

Represent at ion Five commissioners selected pursuant to the laws of each 
state.

Cooperation Shall cooperate with the Federal government, and any public 
or private agencies with interest, authority and/or holdings 
on the boundary area.

Reports Offers biennial reports in odd-numbered years; also pub
lishes special studies, audits and minutes of each meeting.

Planning Makes recommendations and studies of regional development, 
navigation,, flood control, agriculture, fish and wildlife’ 
recreation, housing, commerce, industry, air and water pol
lution, and any other related beneficial public purpose.

Special Districts None.

Funding May accept gifts, grants, and appropriations from Federal, 
state and local governments, any institution.

Meetings and 
Actions Mandatory two meetings a year not in the same quarter at 

the call of the Chairperson.



27

Case 11. Sabine River Authority

Purpose To establish an authority to apportion the waters o£ the 
Sabine River and to plan, develop and conserve the water 
resources of the river basin in Louisiana and Texas.

Membership
Geographic
Coverage

The states of Louisiana and Texas.

Powers and 
Duties

The authority of this compact may: adopt bylaws; maintain 
an office; employ and discharge staff; purchase supplies 
and technical assistance; collect, analyze, correlate, com
pile and report on relevant data; contract with Federal an 
state agencies; and do all things necessary or convenient 
to carry out its functions. May own bridges, ferries, parks
and land.

Planning and 
Review Process

Three votes by voting members are required for binding ac
tion. In case of a tie, either party may seek arbitration.

Representation The authority of the compact consists of two members from 
onnh nt-at-p servina either ex officio or by gubernatorial 
appointment. A representative of the United States chosen 
by the President will serve without vote.

Cooperation Authorized to cooperate with the government of the US and 
may contribute financially toward improvement projects^ 
undertaken by the Federal government. May^cooperate with 
all state agencies, departments and subdivisions of the 
member states.

Reports The authority issues findings of fact, proposals and recom
mendations to the governor, legislature and courts of each 
state, and to agencies of government and committees o 
Congress.

Planning Provides through practical and legal means coordination and 
control of the regulation of the waters of the Sabine River 
for storage, conservation, flood control, water supplies 
for cities and towns, irrigation, drainage, soil conserva
tion, electric power generation, and public works.

Special Districts None.

Funding May issue bonds for the purchase or construction of facil
ities required by the authority; may collect tolls and fees 
from bridges, ferries, parks and other services. The re
mainder shall be financed by joint appropriation of the mem 
ber states.

Meetings and 
Actions

Three voting members of the authority are required to conduct
business; meets and acts by concurrence of at least three 
voting members.
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Value and Use of Alternative Institutions

A consistent objective of the United States, supported by a broad 
consensus, has been and is now the development of comprehensive basin
wide plans for the management of the nation's water resources. 9/ This 
has been a national objective not limited solely to the Federal~govern- 
ment. In establishing the Waterways Commission in 1917 the Congress 
sought "...comprehensive...plans...for the purposes of navigation and 
for every useful purpose.1' (Emphasis by authors) The Commission was 
also directed to give consideration not only to the work undertaken in
dependently by the Federal government but to that which could be per
formed, ...by cooperation between the United States and the several 
states,political subdivisions thereof, municipalities, corporations 
and individuals within the jurisdiction, powers, and rights of each 
respectively. . . " ’

. v .?0r 65 years extensive institutional experimentation has taken place
within the Federal system as states and groups of states have sought to 
meet the objective of comprehensive, coordinated water resources plannine 
and management. Most of the institutions developed during this period 
have been linked to, supported by or have acted in collaboration with the 
multiagency, congressionally controlled, water and related land resources 
programs of the Federal government. The record also shows quite clearly 
that the nation has not been willing to substitute a single type of or
ganizational arrangement such as new TVA’s, basinwide state or Federal- 
state compacts, river basin commissions or other entities for the mixed 
institutional system that now prevails. 10/

This view has continued to be the position of the United States Wa- I 
ter Resources Council. In 1967 the Council adopted a report of a task 
force on Alternative Institutional Arrangements for Managing River Basin 
Operations which concluded that:"The Federal Government should not, at 
least at this time, take a position favoring a single institutional ar
rangement for managing river basin operations," 11/

This paper again proposes a consideration of alternative interstate 
institutions for accomplishing the objectives of the US Water Resources 
Council for water and related resources planning. At the same time it

9/ For a current restatement of the evolution of national objectives 
and the role of the several actors in the Federal system, see,Schad 
T- M * Eater Resources Planning - Historical Development. Journal 
of the Water Resources Planning and Management Division; Proceedings 
1979^ ^oc^ety Civil Engineers; Vol. 105, No. WR1, March

10/ Dworsky, Leonard B. Existing Basin Agencies - How Well Do They Work. 
October 26, 1966 at Potomac Valley Leaders Conference. Paper avail- 
able from 302 Hollister Hall, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14853.

11/ US Water Resources Council. Alternative Institutional Arranc^-nra 
for Managing River Basin Operations, Washington, D. C., August 1967.
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underscores the need to design an organization to meet a set of specific 
problems in a specific region that will best contribute to the welfare 
of its citizens and the nation, and to include sufficient flexibi l y 
allow for change.

The value and use of the alternative institutions considered herein 
can be viewed from two perspectives: (1) that of the value and use o
the institutional entity, and (2) that of the value and use of the process
which the entity permits.

Following the publication of the report on Multistate Regionalism 
by the US Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations in April iy/ 
Associate Director of the ACIR, David Walker, presented an analysis o 
Interstate Regional Instrumentalities in November 1972. 12/ whli1^_^he 
emphasis of the paper is on Federal multistate regional partnerships, 
his comments on the "apparent accelerating popularity" of such instru
mentalities applies equally well to other forms such as the alternative 
interstate institutions referenced in this paper.

"Regionalism in the American experience," David Walker notes, is 
as old as the New England Confederation (1643)..." Apart from regiona 
interstate compact agencies, the Tennessee Vallee Authority, groupings 
of public officials on a regional basis,...there have been relatively few 
governmental institutions established on a sectional basis.

During the 1960s, he reports, all this changed. "The shift in the 
sixties then was in response to a new and different cluster of problems, 
the most significant of which was the spill-over character o cer a m  
pressing policy issues." Between 1961 and 1972 sixteen new Federal- 
multistate instrumentalities came Into being (seven m  the economic 
development field; nine in the water resources area).

In response to his query - Why this apparent accelerating popular 
ity? Walker states:

...there has been a pressing need for achieving the necessary 
geographic scope to cope with certain program^areas that trans
cend individual state bounderies and for providing a balanced 
vehicle for circumventing the limitations of traditional inter 
state compacts and agencies as well as Federally dominate r̂e 
gional com-ittees or governmental corporations. Some see m  
Federal-multistate bodies a means of procuring additional and 
less restricted Federal funds, above and beyond regualr grants 
in-aid and achieving additional impact on Federal policy and 
administration decisions in their respective program areas.
Others see a means by which one level of government may exercise 
additional influence overanother level. With^some of their 
more nationally oriented proponents, the commissions serve as a 
subtle but positive way of avoiding some of the constraints o

12/ Walker, David. Interstate Regional Instrumentalities: A Neg
Piece of an Old Puzzle. Journal of the American Institute of 
Planners, November, 1972.
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the Ferderal-single-state relationship: Some contend that the
process of governors or their deputies and a Federal member 
or members interacting and deciding certain questions tends 
to produce a viewpoint, a planning process, and a method of 
implementation that are neither state nor Federally dominated, 
but subnational and suprastate in nature. They further sug
gest that these are the best bases for effective decentraliza
tion in the seventies...13/

From whatever vantage point, it appears that new gains, flexibility 
and innovation are possible from carefully designed interstate coopera- 
five ventures. The alternative opportunities considered in this papaer
a ^ U^ 1P^°Te1t°,be °f Value t0 the Participants in the area of waterand related land resources planning. At the outset, however, it is 
not claimed that potential benefits result exclusively as the product 
of the suggested array of alternative institutions. Clearly, there 
are many ways to achieve these benefits depending on the initiative of 
planning managers and other decision-making officials.

Basin planning under an interstate institutional initiative can 

- be designed in consideration of the specific problems of the
cln 1

reflect the unique physical, cultural, economic and political 
character of the basin, and the relation of the basin to the 
adjoining region;

maintain, on a current basis, the most practical and effec
tive allocation of functions and responsibilities among lo
cal, state and Federal entities where responsibilities are shared;

- provide^for a better responsiveness to the public who share 
the basin but not the same political institutions;

- strengthen and support a continuous, comprehensive planningprocess; r 6

provide more ready agreement on reserving some common inter
state problems for the future;

provide an improved arena for conflict resolution while still 
preserving the essential prerogative of the Congress, state 
legislatures and local general governments;

provide a means for individual members to be aware of other 
members actions and interests and of available or alternate
means to implement programs not possible on an Individual basis;

13/ Ibid.
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— provide a. guide to needed state/local action to support 
basinwide programs; and

- allow for experimentation and program differentiation on 
a more manageable scale.

Most of these benefits are self-evident and provide no new informa
tion to experienced state officers or others in the water planning field.
However, the benefits are real, and if the long-term objective is compre
hensive basinwide water and related resources planning and management, 
then development of an institution to facilitate cooperation among states
and between states and the Federal government, is essential.
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