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THE PANEL

The Suncoast Study Panel 1s a twenty-five member citizen's panel which-
~was appointed by the county commissions of Hillsborough, Pasco and Pinellas
Counties and'the mayors and city councils of Tampé and St. Petersburg. It
is funded by fhe Nationa] Academy of Public Administration Foundation]
which is under contract with the U. §S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development. The Panel, which represents a broad cross-séction of the
community (see Appendix No. 1), was formed after the five local govern-

ments adopted resoiutiohs to accept the contract with N.A.P.A.

Initially only Hillsborough and Pinellas Counties wefe involved in the
Panel; Tamba, St. Petersburg, Pinellas County and Hillsborough County each
appointed six members. In Juhe, 1973, when Pasco County was designated as
part of the Standard Metropolitan Statistica1 Area that included Pinellas
and Hillsborough Counties, the Panel voted to include three representatives
to be appbinted by the Pasco County Commission. At that time the interde-

- pendence of Pasco's growth and water resources with those of Pinellas and
Hillsborough Counties was under much pub1ic discussfon.

The N.A.P.A. project in the Tampa Bay region is one of two such efforts;
the other is in Rochester, New‘York. N.A.P.A.'s purpose in funding the two
projects is to take the proposal made by the Committee for Economic Develop-
ment2 for a "neighborhood oriented regional government" and test its appli-
cation in‘two metropolitan areas. The C.E.D. report concluded that metro-
politan areas are affected by conflicting forces of éentra]ization and
decentraiization. And; those forces vary with different services. The
interdependence of some activities within metropolitan areas requires
areawide institutioné for some functions, or parts of functions. Other

aétivities require units of government small enough for the recipients of



services to have a voice and control over their quality and quantity.3 The
movement toward reassignment of functions, rather than'struétural reform,

to meet thé_needs gf rapidly growing metropolitan areas comes from the “hard
reality" that reorganization referendé typically have failed. Our tri-
county area has expérienced four such defeated reorganization efforts in
recent years.é |

The Pané1 receivéd a grant of $60,000 for an eighteen-month period from
April 15, 1973 to Novembér 15, 1974. The Panel members did not receive
compensation. A small paid staff consisting of an executive diréctor and
a research-clerical assistant prepared working papers and reports for the
Panel. -

The Panel has concentrated its study on pressing multi-county problems
which include growth, water resources, sewage treatment, transportation,
and solid waste diéposa]. This concentration on mutual intercounty needs
was a sfrong working principle adoptéd by the Panel. A chief value of the
Panel has been that citizens fof the first time have sat down together and
looked at problems in a_"regiona1“ context. Othef "official" multicounty
efforts have béen plagued by parochial bargaining.

From Apfi] to'Nermber, 1973 five task forces collected information
by major service areas, such as pub]ic safety énd community development.
The Panel jdentified service needs and delivery units and evaluated how
well these correlated with current jurisdictional lines, how accessible
and responsive they were to citizens, and whether the delivery system took
.advantage of the economies of scale. An effort to evaluate the steps
toward coordination was a major concern since a general finding had been
that special districts and authofities are rapidly entering the service
picture. | .
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After the collection of data on services was complete, the Panel

divided into two groups: a centralization and a decentralization task

force. The task forces were to identify those serQices which were most in
need of reassignment: the centralization task force was to recommend regional
assignments and the decentralization, "neighborhood" assignménté. As a
precursor to these assignment decisions, Panel members conducted a survey
of public officials to get their insights on the services producing the
most problems -and their assessments on whether the service under question
could be improved by reassignment to a larger or a smaller unit. One
stark finding from the survey was that solutions to the common problems
in the trf-county area were not perceived to be in the direction of de-
centralization. This finding moved both task forces to focus on services
which were 1den£ifiéd as needing centralization at a multi-county level.
The decentralization task force then concentrated on means of expanding
citizen aécesé'to, and control over, such a centralized muiti-county struc-
ture. |

The centralization task force researched other regiona] strﬁctures in
the United States. It familiarized itself with the alternatives in regional
organizatioh, such as councils of government, mu]ti-jurisdicﬁiona] authorities
and general purpoSé uhbre]]é orgénizations. The task force sought to discover
how each alternative addressed itself to such issues as: voluntary as opposed
to_méndatory membership; advisory versus authoritative powers; and, service
policy, p1annihg, or operation and de]{very of services.

Panel and community education was an ongoing process. Expertise from
outside the region was provided by members of the National Academy Panel

-3-



on Metropolitan Government, the national counterpart of the two local
panels. (See Appendix No. 2 for composition of national panel.)

In June, 1973, Dr. John'DeGrove, chairman of the Florida Commission on
Local Government and director of the Joint Center for Urban and Environmental
Problems at_Florida Atlantic University-Florida Internationé] University, and
Alan K. Campbell, Dean of the Maxwell School of Syracuse University, and
project director of the C.E.D. study, met with the Panei'and guests. In
February, 1974, Edwin Michaelian, member of the Advisory Comm1ss1on on Inter-
governmental Relations (ACIR) and a leader in its recommendat1on for an
umbrella mu]t1JUr1sd1ct10na1 organ1zat1on to meet regional needs, spoke
on regional concepts at a meet1ng of Tampa Bay elected off1c1a]s and the
Panel. That same month, Arthur Nafta11n, former Mayor of Minneapolis and a
supporter of the "umbrella" M1nneap011s -St. Paul Metropolitan Council addres-
sed the Suncoast Chapter of the Amer1can Soc1ety for Public Administration
(ASPA) in a 301nt meeting with the Panel. During this period, the Panel also
held work sessions with Southwest Florida Water Management District ( SWFWMD)
and Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council (TBRPC), as well as with Dr. Carl
Stenberq, staff member of tﬁe Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental

Re]at1ons

By March, 1974, the Panel had come to agreement on the following:
e An umbrella mu1t13ur1sd1ct1ona1 organization shou]d be created;
o It should have jurisdictioﬁ over the services of water resources,
sewage treatment,itransportation,.and solid waste;, with the
provision that other services might be added;
o Its powers should jnclude planning, the setting of minimum stan-
- dards, monitoring and regulating;

-4 -
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) Imp]ementafion should be excluded unless specifically re-
quested by the local government involved; and,

0 An umbrglla council should set po1icy for and give direction to
éxisting.multi-couhfy agencieé and agencies of smaller jurisdic-
tion whoée éctions have a regional impact.

The Panel recommendations at this stage were édmitted]y skeletal. The
proposal was not refined deliberately so that the community could partici-
pate in its deVe]obment. Consequently, theAPanei undertook a community
consultation and education program with a broad segment of community leaders
in the three counties. Some six huﬁdred individuals and groups were sent
a news]ettef and jnvited to a series of nine meetings held from May through
August, 1974. A siide presentation, entitled "Who's in Charge?", was used
to dramatize the findings and preliminary recommendations bf the Panel.
Generally, the Panel sought to obtain insights on the following questions:

How much “consciousness" was there about regional needs?

Was there coﬁCern over the growth of current regional structures?

What alternatives do'community leaders sée as feasible and palatable?

What would prompt leaders to support a central regional agency with

teeth"?

What services were perceived as needing a regional approach?

‘Specifically, the Panel members worked at getting input on the many unre-

solved details of its preiiminary recommendations, including direction on:
What powers will a regional organization haVe?
How will the governing body be elected?
llow does such an'organizationigain new power over services that may
emerge as regional in the future?
Should the organization itseff deliver services designated as regional?
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How will such an onganization be financed?

How will the Panel 's‘ proposal be implemented? -—

How could.surr‘ounding counties join the organiiation in the future? o
The'initia'l series of meetings had a "ripple" effect: the presentation

was made to some ninetcen civic, business and governmental groups in the

region; Six hundred eiti sens had directly participated in meetings with ®
the Panel by the end of September, 1974; a te]ev1s1on show had been pro- -
duced; and, the ‘Panel was represented at many larger group meet1ngs All
of these contacts prov1ded valuable feedback. Community 1nter_est was - e
increased by several television editorials supp_orting the preliminary pro- -
posal (see Appendii No. 3 ). |
The Panel learned that there was a great deal of awareness of regional - @
problems. In addition to the functions recormended by the Panel, most groups
wanted to add comprehensive land use planning; they argued that growth patterns had =
caused service inadequacies. Air and water pollution ;v;—e-s—m;requently urged for - ¢
inclusion. Pinellas County participants saw coestal beach preservation as
needing region-wide funding to acdui re and preserve beeches.. | -
With the exc}eption of elected officials and public administrators,' *
there was little information or ewareness about the powers, composition or -
decisio'ns of speeial districts and authorities. Tampé Bay Regional Plan- -
ning Council does have good n'ame recognition. However, one continuing ¢
stumbling block faced by Pa‘nel leadership was that vTampa Bay Regional ~
Planning Council was perceived incorrectly as a]read_y having the powers
the Panel was suggestj;ng. A question frequently esked was why Tampa Bay -¢
Regional Planning Council could not be utilized and increased functions —
and duties built around it, rather than creating a new entity. e
6 - -



Elected officials and public administrators were very aware of the
growth of substate regional districts designed by both stafe and federal
" agencies. The Panel was urged often by these representatives to keep
any tri-county regional council tied to local governments, with local
elected officials serving as the governing board. Only a minority of
participants favored dfrect]y elected boards, although accountability was
vefy much in the minds of these community leaders in the summer of 1974.

The Panel began its final phase in July, 1974, with a series of half-
day bimonthly work sessions to integrate community input, its preliminary
recommendatiohs ahd other experiences, to reach agféément on the main points
of its final recommendation for the centralization_of services and its
structural form, and to draft a bill to implement its final recommendation.

The Panel, in the fall of 1974, made a commitment not to let its
findings and recommendations gather "dust" on a shelf, which has been a
frequént criticism heard in this area about numerous other studies and

plans.. The findings of the Panel are important and should be communicated

to the people of this region.



REGIONAL IDENTITY: a SURVEY of the COMPONENTS

The Region.
There are two main geographic foci in the region, the two large

bodies of water, Tampa Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. This influence is
apparent in many contexts, nof the least of which are two of the names
by which residents.refer to tﬁeir area: the Upper Tampa'Bay region and
the Upper Suncoast.

Historically, settlement began around these geographic determinants
with a fort and fishing village in Tampa -and agricultural landholdings in
Pinellas County. The unifying feature of these waters resulted in initial
boundaries of Hil]sborough County which included what is now both Pinellas
and Hillsborough Counties. As the résidents on the exposed Pinellas penin-
sula began to 1ook.m6re toward their western.water and define their central
city, St. Petersburg, around its water-related récréationa] attractions,
they differentfated theif interests from those of the more port-oriented,
jndustrial city of Tampa on the other side of the bay. This resulted in
the separation of the two counties in 1911. More'recent growth in the
region has cont1nued to extend a]ong the coastal water northward into
Pasco County, particu]ar]y in its booming New Port Richey area As the
available coastal land for single-family homes has diminshed, density
has_increased énd higher rise condominiums have become more commonplace
there. |

Geograpﬁic features also accounted for the agriculturally oriented
settlement of the more inland areas in eastern Hf]]sborough County
and in Pasco County; in fact, two of the three incorporated fowns in
Hillsborough reflect this heritage in their names: Tgmple Terrace, after
a variety of oranges, and Plant City. Hillsborough and Pasco Counties still

have large agribusinesses, whereas subdivisions in Pinellas have effectively
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eliminated former substantial citrus grove acreage there. In fact, the
1974 Pinellas déve]bpment plan envisions no agricultural reserve }n the
future. | |

The region hasvtwo main topographieé, the coastal lowlands and the
more rolling inlands. Climate and plant life are generally similar.
Hillsborough County (fefer to Figure No.2) occupies about 1,040 square
ﬁi]es. Pinellas County occupies some 264 square miles of peninsula, bar-
rier is]ands'ahd mainland to the west and northwest of Tampé Bay. Pasco
~ County, thch was established in 1877, is lTocated just south of the geo-
graphical center of the Staté and is the most northern county of the Tampa
Bay region. It covers appkokimate]y 761 square miles.

There are many social and cultural. features of the region which serve
as unifying factors, particularly to newer residents less aware of the legacy
of earlier patterns of competitiveness, particu]aﬁ]y'between the two coun-
ties borderjng Tampa Bay. A central state university serves the region,
és_does an international airport and regional athletic stadium in Tampa. The
beaches are used by inland residents with almost as much ffequency as by
those living nearer. Two daily newspapers blanket the region with daily

residential déiivery.» While both The St. Petersburg Times and The Tampa

Tribune publish regional issues, their focus on the happenings within Pinel-
las and Hi]]sbordugh serves to keep regional residents abreast of issués and
events in the neighboring countieg. Television, with three of the four
major stations located in Tampa, serves a similar function.

There are marked similarities in government structﬁres in the region
(refer to ?igﬂre No. 3). Obviously some of this réf]ects the fact that
counties are subdivisions of the state. A1l counties operate under genefa]

state law and special acts. No county has a charter at this time. How-
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POLITICAL JURISDICTIONS in REGION
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CITIES IN THE REGION

Figure No. 3

city Incor. Pop. Type Gov.
tellealr 1697 3,600 Council-manager
Bellcair Beach 1950 1,400 Strong mayor
Belleair Bluffs 1967 2,700 Council-clerk
Belleair Shores 1955 130 Strong mayor’
Clearwater 1897 81,200 Council-manager
P |ouncdin 1899 27,621  Counctl-manager
:, Gul fport 1910 12,668 Council-manager
‘.: Indian Rocks Bch. 1925 3,060 Council-manager
1 |indian Shores 1949 2,500 Council-clerk
: Kenneth City 1957 5,300 Council-clerk
¢ |tareo ) 1905 52,000 Council-manager
3 Madeira Beach 1949 4,919 Council-manager
n |No. Redington Bch. 1953 950 Council-clerk
; Dldsmar 1928 2,700 Council-Adn. Assis.
Pinellas Park 1914 33,000 Council-manager
Redington Beach 1945 1,672 Councili-clerk
Redington Shores 1955 2,100 Council-clerk
Safety Harbor 1915 4,200 Council-manager
Si. Pct.ersburg 1892 270,000 Council-manager
St. Pete. Beach 1943 11,000 Councﬂ.-manager
So. Pasadena 1955 4,500 Council-clerk
Seminole - 1965 3. 15 Council-clerk
Tarpon Springs 1887 10,000 Councn-maqager
Treasure Island 1937 8,500 Council-manager
H|prant city 1884 16,601  Council-nanager
: Tampa 1849 300,000 - Strong mayor
l Temple Terrace 1925 ]b.751 Council-manager
p Dade City 1889 5,000 Council-manager
a |New Port Richey 1916 8,000 Council-manager
z Port Richey 1925 1,500 Council-clerk
0 Ist. teo 1891 967  Council-clerk
C |san Antonio 1891 452 Council-clerk
¢ Zephyrhills, 1916 4,000 Council-manager
-2 -
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ever, Pasco County Commissioners established a Charter Commission in

Septembér, 1974; charters have been proposed in Hillsborough and Pinellas

‘but have failed in public referenda. In the past the partisanly elected

county commissions of all three counties were full-time. A1l three coun-

ties have hired county administrators: Pinellas in 1963, Hillsborough in:

1972, and Pasco in 1973.

Political party registrations differ in the counties. This is pri-
marily the result of the varying source and type of inmigration which will
be discussed later. Pinellas and western Pasco more often vote Republican,
whereas eastern Pasco and Hi]]sborough traditionally vote Democratic.

The Pinellas 1egislat1vé delegation has been influential in the minority
leadership in the state legislature. | |

One-man-one-vote ru]ings and growth patterns have resulted in legis-
lative districts that do not conform to county boundaries. Some Hillsbo-
rough legislators represent small sections of Pasco and Pinellas, while
some Pinellas legislators represent Pasco as well. In addition, some Pasco
residents are represented by legislators also serving neighboring counties
‘outside of the Panel's study area. There is no evidence that this

b]urring'of boundary lines has produced an increased sense of regionalism

on the part of citizens but it has certainly oriented the elected legis-

lators to regional considerations. Currently, the region falls tnto three
Congressional districts. . -

Another governmental influence fostering a regional identity is state
and federal designations for comprehensive planning and coordination for
program grants. The trend in the legislation establishing federal programs
is to give preference to areawide or metropolitan jurisdictions. This in-
fluence on the Panel's proposal will be explored more fully in a later sec-

tion. Figure No.13 on page 54 lists the major groupings of this type.
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Pasco was included in the Tampa-St. Petersburg §tandard Metropolitan
Statistical Area after its growth and needs became inférwinéd Witﬁ“tﬁééA
of the other two counties. An SMSA 1; defihed by the éﬁﬁead of,C§n§u§ as
a grodp of contiguous counties, with at least one central cify,qf-ﬁo;OOQVi._i.
or more population, whﬁch are essentially metropolitan'in charactg;,_aﬁd_'ﬂl—b

are socia11y and economically integrated. "Pasco Couﬁty was added in Aprj], .

i

e

1973 based on the fact that twenty-fivé per cent of its labor force com-

mutes to its two neighbor 'counties.6 The regional groupiﬁg of the three

counties is recognized by state and federal departments other than the
Bureau of Census. Although these have included other than the three study
counties in groupings for program funding and reviéw,;these groupings

have almost always included the'tri-couhty-area as a nucleus. Another

Figure No. 4

POPULATIONS in REGION

- 14 -

Dafe Hillsborough Pasco Pinellas
1920 88,257 8,802 28,424
1930 153,519 10,574 62,149
1940 180,148 13,981 '_A-91,942
1950 | 249,894 20,529 | 159,249
1960 .| 397,788 36,785 374,665
1970 490,265 75,955 - 522,329
19741 638,800 108,865 731,512
19902| 883,000 176,500 | 1,087,230
| ]FigureshrefTect estimates for Pinellas
and Hillsborough and a special census
for Pasco. -
2Project'ions from Bureau of Economic aﬁd
Business Research, University of Florida.
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statistic that has influenced the official linking of Pasco with its
neighbdrs is the fact that over sixty-five percent of its population is
concentrated on Pinellas' border in the New Port RiChey.area. |
Rapid growth and its paftérns need to be explored at some. length

since they are the moving forces and contexts fok increasing fnterest in
"regionélism" in the area. Studies show that one hundred percent of
Pinellas' and Pasco's increases in population has resulted from inmigra-
tion; Hillsborough's is more reflective of the national picture with
fifty-eight percent resulting from inmigration and forty-two percent from
natural increase.7 The source of this inmigration falls generally into
two patterns: Pinellas and western Pasco attract a larger proportion of
retirees from the northeast, whereas eastern Pasco and Hillsborough attract
a generally younger working age new resideni, more often from the southeast.8
These variations certaih]y have ramifications on the'po1itica1, social,
cultural and éconqmic life of the counties. Pinellas has 16ng been known
nétionaT]y as,a_retirement center, so much so that in recent years its
central city, St. Petersburg, has consciously tried to downplay its "green
bench" image. But Pasco is now vying for retirees and offers the attrac-
tions of lower cost land and more 1enient'bdi]ding restrictioﬁs, particu-
larly for mobile home devé]opment. Today the Pésco median age is 53.4
years and that of Pinellas is 48.1 years; Hillsborough is more'typical of
the national median with 28.5 years.9 |

| The percentages of nonagricultural employment shown in Figure No. 5

below show marked similarities between the type of jobs in the three .

counties. Pinellas' larger numbers in service industries, reflecting its
tourism, offset lower manufacturing totals. It has already been noted that

today Pinellas has almost no agriculturally related jobs while, this is still

- 15 -



Figure No. §
NONAGRICULTURAL EMPLOYMENT in REGION

Type Hi11sborough| Pasco Pinellas
Manufacturing .16 Jd6 .12
Construction. .07 .08 .07
Utilities .07 .06 .04
Trades 23| .23 .24
Finance |5 06 | .06
Service é .14 : .13 E .20
Government ; v.]A a4 i 1
Miscellaneous 12 8 .6

Sdurce: Actual figures translated into approximate
percentages from Research and Statistics

Department information, Florida Industrial

- _Commission report, 1972.

" a significant part of the economy of Pasco and Hillsborough. The per-
centages of retirees in both'Piné11as and Pésco is high; in fact fifty-

six percent of all Pasco families receive income from social security.13

The patferns and 10cétipn of growth reflect a variety of forces. Ob-
viously the attraction Of near-by water cannot be overstated. Highway pat-
terns are also important determfnants. Highway 19 has 1itera1]y.strung a
path of subdivisions up the western border of the region (refer to Figure
No. 1, page 9). Hillsborough Avenue as it moves from Tampa into Pinellas
also has attracted subdivisions and commerciai development.  Three high-
ways into Pasco have influenced development in its non-coastal region:
Highways 41 and 301 and I-75. Eastern Hillsborough's unincorporated bed-

room community around Brandon depends on Highway 60 for its patterns. More

recently, thé opposite ends of Howard Franklin Bridge, a part of I-75, have

- 16 -



become popular sites for regional offices, shopping centers and motel and

condominium projects.

,Figufe No. 6
COMPARATIVE GROWTH in REGION

100},

1000}

Population in Thousands

.
.....

P..ll.l.ol.a..o..i ....... '; ' ‘ l '
1920 19301990 1950 1960 1970 | 1960 1%50
Year " 19

-== H{l1sborough
~ Pinellas
«os Pasco

Hi]]sborough County.

In Hil]sborough County, population growth since 1970 has already ex-
ceeded that which occurred in the sixties and this has caused the projec-
tions of planners, whichihad assumed a flattening of the upward éurve, to
be adjusted. The estimated county population in January, 1974, was

601,600, which represented an eight percent increase during 1973 and a

-17 -



10 Much of this grdwth has been

twenty-three peréent increase since 1970.
in the northwest section which is adjacent to both Pinellas and Pasco. The
other major growing area is around Brandon.
Figure No. 7
HILLSBOROUGH_COUNTY;POPULATION GROWTH

100).

g

883,000

g 5

5 3

450,265

B

Populaticn {n Thousands

%

249,894

53,519

1320 1930 1§hn 1950 1960 1970 |1gao 1550
Yea 1974 est.

Source: U. S. Bureau of Census
‘Estimates: Bureau of Economic and Business
Research, University of Florida

Hillsborough growth pressures have been perceived by its citizenry
largely in terms of county-w1de breakdowns of the road systems and in
overcrowd1ng of schools. In certain areas, such as the H1]15borough suburb of
Town and Country, water pressure is frequently insufficient. In periods of
drought, county-wide Water restrictions have been necessary and this has
been one of the contributing factors to the beginnings of generalized concern

with the ramifications of growth.-
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An agressive Environmental Protection Agency in the county, and the
subsequent firing-rehiring of its controversial director, has a]éo helped
focus citizen concern on water pollution from sewage effluent. State bans
on new hook-ups to the City of Tempa's overloaded plant have been success-
fully postponed by city officials. Media reborts of the threat of tempo-
rary permits has imparted a sense of urgency in the general public.

In the unincorpdrated areas water, sewage and solid waste disposal
are furnished by private industry through franchises. weter and sewage
plants are often package plants that have been built by developers. Break-
downs, inadequac}es and bankruptcies have inconvenienced a succession of
county communities and their residents and have probably developed a rather

wide, but Tatent, awareness of the need for more encompssing planning in

‘the utility area, as well as coordination and economy of scale considerations

for these functions. These uti]ity problems have prompted the county govern-
ment to move into direct provision of utilities.

Lakeside residents in the northwesf area have become very aware of
kegiona] aspects of water after iake levels dropped, due in part to over-
pumping by the City of St. Petersburg in the wellfield area. A general
awareness of the water resource problems has resulted from the opposition
of Hillsborough officials to Pinellas County leases of land for wellfields

which were executed some years ago when water was thought to be plentiful.

Pasco County.

Pasco assumes the role of the region's "late bloomer" and is now deman-
ding its "boom". As the densities of Pinellas and Hillsborough Counties
have increased, their overflow has spilled into Pasco a]ong the principal
arterial highways (refer to Figure No. {, page 9). Although still behind

its two neighbors in projections for the year 2000, it is anticipated that

-.
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Pasco will grow at a faster rate,
while this growth has been unevenly distr

the population on the western coast,

doubling its population every éight years.
ibuted, with sixty-five percent of

there is increasing pressure in the

central ahd far ‘eastern portions of the county.
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Figure No. 8
PASCO COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH
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The New Port Richey area experienced a forty-six percent increase in

‘ 1
population from 1970 until the special census in May, 1973. The Port

Richey area has seen an even more phenomenal increase of 114% -in the same

period. Growth within the county ranges from a thirty-five percent increase

in the central county area to no growth in Dade City. Total county popula-

tion at the time of the special census was 108,865.
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The large number of these who are of retirement age in comparison to
that of the region and state is shown in the figure below. In actual num-
bers, the 32,386 residents over sixty-four years of age was double the

state's percentage.lz

Figure No. 9
. MEDIAN AGE RELATIONSHIPS

53
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' 41
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The médian earnings of Pasco residents are among the lowest in the
state and nation; this is largély because of the high percentage of retirees
1iving on social secur%ty paymenfé.]3

During most of its history Pasco was seen as an agricultural county.

It has large citrus and food processing facilities. Development has taken
land out of production, of course, but it is also apparent that there has
been a shift from a reliance on crops to livestock as the main agricultural
type at the present fime.]4 -

Just as the ;ounty is divided in topography between the coastal area
and the more rolling in]ands, its populations show differences as well.
Inmigration to the New Port Richey area has occurred more frequently from
the northeast and is reflected in a more mixed political 1ife there, whereas

the less tourist-retirement oriented sections have more similarities to

Hillsborough's rural areas in the eastern part of Hillsborough.
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There are six incorporated cities in the county: Dade City, St.
Leo, and San Antonio, all incorporated in the last century; and, New

Port Richey, Port Richey, and Zephyrhills:

Pinellas County.

| Pinellas County today bears little resemblance to the quieter area of
only a few years ago that was oriented to:winter tourism and séw shuttered
summer downtown windows in its two major cities while the residents joined
their more inland neighbors at the Gulf beach cottages and pavillons. Pinel-
las County js the most densely populated county in the state with twenty-four

15

municipalities and‘731,5]2.residents. These incorporated towns range from

Figure No. 10 |
PINELLAS COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH
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Belleair Shores with its 130 residents to St. Petersburg with 270,000
citizens which dominates the southern tip of the Pine]ias peninsula.
Clearwater, the county seat, is the focus of the upcounty area. Strung
along the length of the county are the other incorporated areas with

only city-limit signs often to‘distinguish each for the passerby. But,
while the'casuaI travelier may assume that each neighborhood is just like
the oné passed, there is diversity as well as similarity among them. While
many of the incorporations were fostered by the presenbe of cigarette tax

returns from the state of sufficient size to offset most basic operating

.costs, today they serve to permit a variety of governmental concepts for

their residents, particularly as they apply to growth.

| Most of the Pine]]as towns are too small to provide the full range of
municipal services, or they have grown to their present size since the
welter of interlocking agreehénts among the -cities and the county, the
special districts and the privéfe franchises came into being. These serve

to supply the water, sewage, garbage disposal, transit and fire protec-

‘tion, among other services.

Inter]oca] agreements within the county are widespread. While they
have provided better service coverage, sometimes they appea; to be approach-
ing interlocal disagreements. The Gulfport sewer contract with St. Peters-
burg is an example. While St. Petersburg agreed to furnish Gulfport with
collection and treatment, St. Petersburg has no means of density control or
growth Timitations in the agreement. Growth since the initial contract has
severely overtaxed the system,'especially during the rainy season when storm
water further overloads the system. Additionai1y; the formula in the agree-
ment does not allow for increases in charges to Gulfport to offset esca]ating
costs. For example, the agreement calls for treating sewage from Gulfport

at the rate of $41.85 per million gallons, whereas the actual cost is closer
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to $300. Negotiations havé served to increase Gulfport's payments to $135
but this is still below what St. Petersburg feeis is a fair figﬁre.]s And,
this is not an isolated case in Pinellas County.

The council-manager form of government is well established in the
county. Where the bopu]atibn‘is not large enough to support a full-time
professional manager, the mayor and council functioh through a town clerk
(refer to Figure 3, hage 12). The older comunities, of course, have long
established identities. The economies of Clearwater and St. Petersburg have
become more varied with groﬁth as Figure No. 5 on page 16, shbwing sources
of non-agricultural income, indicates. Many of the smaller towns are in °
reality incorporated bedroom suburbs of the two majof towns. Industry is

dispersed among them, oftén because it settled in what was then an outlying

location, with residential neighborhoods growing up around the factory later.

The county has sought and successfully aftracted 1jght industry such as

" electronics plants. The populations of the beach communities dépend more
on tourism for income.

Pinei]aé_County hés attémpted to deal with the fragmentation of its

local units. It depends on a manager'system under a county administrator

_ to serve this urban population. A county-wide pTanning council and a mid-
county transit authority aisp were fprmed to centralize po]icy and programs.
A county charter was proposed to form a federation between the county and
its cities, but wés defeated by a six-hundEEd vote margin in May, 1973.
Disparities of services and costs were publicized in that campaign. For
example, six pérCent of this urbanized county's population lacks regularly
scheduled refuse pickups and those that do have thfs service have fees
ranging from $1.40 to $3.35 for'the same collection amount and period.
Minimum water charges vary from $1.50 to $3.50 per service period and sewer

services from $1.35 to $4.00.]7
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Pinellas' growth long since outgrew the water resources within its
borders. These had been depleted years earlier by the failure of some
wells by salt water intrusion. Pinellas protected itself by securing water
rights outside its borders early on and has felt justified in continuing
to exercise them in the‘faCe of criticism from Hillsborough and Pasco,

where they are located and wheré growth and escalating water needs are
now occurring. Pinellas has also felt that its wé]]fie]ds have been

blamed for all of the drawdown problems in its neighbor counties when in
reaiity a variety of factors are at work.

Lawn sprinkling rationing and outright bans have awakened Pinellas -
residents to the problems of growth most graphica]]yAbut the.reliance of
its economy on this has moderated Pinellas' response, as has the feeling
that Pinellas has worked harder at keeping abreast of its needs, such as
the control of polluting discharges into regional waters, than has its
neighbor, Hillsborough. In effect, Pinellas does not want to now be
penalized for being the region's affluent relation.

Not only in terms of it§ health and size does Pinellas often feel
different,'but also in terms of its political life. It was the first
district.in Florida to send a Republican to Congress since Reconstruc-
tion times and, in recent years, its state iegislative delegation has been
solidly Republican, and consequently active in the minorify leadership.
However, on regional issues delegations of the three counties have worked
together in providing general acts allowing local units to cooperate on

a voluntary basis.

Pinellas' problems from growth range beyond watef. While it has some
lovely parks; public beachfront land is at a minimum and escalating values

have made it most difficult for. local jurisdictions to attempt purchase of
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remaining vacant parcels. The recent.state program for purchase of endan-
gered lands will only be a partiaT solution. Public transit is a needed
service both because of overcrowded thoroughfares such as Highway 19 and
the Gulf Beach avenues but because of the large number of retired residents
who‘need to depend on it. The prolific growth has consumed land available
for landfill waste.disposal and attempts to provide alternative solutions

by private composting and incineration services have malfunctioned.

Identification of Regional Problems.

This overview suggests that while coordination or centralization of

intracounty deiivery'systems might alleviate many problems, there are others

that are stymiéd by the lack of a regionwide component. A component which
has'jurisdiction over local government decisions which have direct area-
wide impact is a minimum requirement for straightening out responsibility
for regional effects. A coordinating body which has the power to resolve
conflicts is dictated by the peculiar configuration of land and resources.
coupled with the settlement patterns which indicate a growing éitizenry
thqt uses more.than one county for social and economic needs.

Beydnd a coordinating role, a regidnal level unit is needed to provide
for certain services. Water is an obvious example and er might acclaim
that reéionwidé accomplishment seen in the tri-county water aufﬁority

compact recently. Transportation is another natural area for multi-county

service and there, too, a region-wide component was established in Tampa Bay

Area Rapid Transit Authority (TBART). Two other services are destined for
regionwide po]icyvand some form of delivery largely because of cost and
efficiency considerations: solid waste disposal and resource recovery, and

" sewage treatment.
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The quality of sewage treatment is set in a special act relafing to
Tahpa Bay in the so-called Wilson-Grizzle bill. This act provides that
by 1977 all wastewater going into the Bay will have received tertiary
treatment. P]anfs are now operating with temporary permits issued by
the State Department of Poilution Control. The expense of tertiary
treatment has motivated local dovernments to exp]ore possibilities for
central plants to réduce costs. A water quality report prepared by
TBRPC found that iﬁdependent brograms by local governments would cost
twice the amount of a regioha] system with plants serving larger areas
within and between counties.'®

Most jurisdictions depend on state and federal grants for capital
costs‘of plants. Federal guidé]ines give preference to areawide sys-
tems. This growing realization that a multijurisdictional approach is
a prerequisite to funding was reinforced after all but two of the appli-
cations for funding were rejected by the State Department of Pollution
Control because that Department‘s rankingAsystem gave a low priority
to individual systems, making them unable to compete for the limited
funds available. The two waste water systems that were funded were
one fn Hillsborough and .in St. Petersburg. Even so, the reshuffling
of priorities which led to these two grants was largely the_resh]t of
"political power" within the region. Smaller cities were\frozen out
of the negotiations.

Interést in new methods of solid waste disposal and recycling is growing_
due to environmental concerns. The City of Tampa uses incineration which is
causing air pollution outside the city limits. Pinellas County is so
short of land for sanitary fills that it must look outside its borders

or use a more expensive technology. Their Toytown fill, to which the
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county and several municipalities take their garbage, has an estimated
four years of usé-life left. The location of Toytown additionally is

a cése in point of the lack of coordination on local decisions which
have regional impacts. This landfill site is located along the I-75
route and the stenchvand hovering birds are clear markers for motorists
and have certainly enlarged the consciousness of citizens about the

ways' in which our solid waste is disposed. Another unforseen "regional"

relationship also surfaced whén seagulls enroute to the landfill ended
up in the turbinés of aircraft landing at the airport. Hillsborough
County's sanitary landfills are now in outlying areas but growth in the
regiqn has shown that our hinfer]ands rapidly change théir character.

Recent attempts io locate new areas for disposal of refuse have met
with stiff citizen oppositibn, Pasco County has expressed concern that
its plentiful land miﬁht provoke its neighbors to secure Tandfill sites
there. A regional approach might give Pasco a direct role, and protec-
tion, in the location of such fills. |

Resourcé recovery is seen by a number of professionals.in the region
‘as a vital part in solid waste disposal. The cost of technology and the
volume necessary for pro%itable operations are motivating citizens and
government representatiyes to get together. A recent estimate suggests
that, to break even; a resource recovery plant should have‘a capacity
of about five hundred tons of trash a day, an amount equivalent to that
'produced by a city of 250,000 peop]'e.]9 A group in the region is at work
to form a private nonprofit corporation, a solid waste authority, with
representatives from five counties. The state will be awarding a demon-

stration grant in 1975 and will probably select a regional proposal.
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The Panel contends that coordination of, and provision for, services
in four service areas is needed: water, transportation, sewage treatment,
and solid waste disposal. We already have functional authorities for
water, transportation and one in formation for solid waste. On a super-
ficial level the evidence might Tead us to pat the region on the back,
&et the question remains as to whether sing]e-purpose authorities are the
answer. The proper role of special-purpose authorities is to deliver and
operate the service but the planning and policy decisions must be made in
conjunction with both the patterns of growth and an overa11 growth policy.
Furthermore, the locations'Of major capital facilities must be reviewed
for their regional impacts. For example, a major sports complex can
easily turn a couniy‘transportation system into a regional artery. Most
land use decisions obviously only affect iheir own local Jjurisdictions;
however, for those few that have regional impacts, regional review is
necessary. |

A regional community i$ usué]]y thought of as a single central city
and its surrounding area, be that a central city like Tampa or St. Peters-
burg or another in the future. Each city or cities will serve as the
focus of the region, with citizens identifying with the city, and its
metropolitan range, for all of those personal, professional, health,
educational, and other needs on a day-to-day basis. - But, just as the
entire gamut of citizen needs, experiences and interesfs has grown glong
with the growth of the city out into the region, so, too has the scale
of government effort grown to'embrace'the regional dfménsion. In addi-
tion to the vital services properly performed by .the various-units and

levels of local government, it is incredsingly clear that certain ser-
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vices and functions wi]i need to be addressed at the regional level if
major problems at that level are td be solved. Research is increasingly
finding that the proper assignment of services to levels of government

can accomplish many of the goals which were formerly addressed by struc-
tural recommendations such as consolidation. Some form of regional effort
is needed within the public seétor to match the existing individual citizen

behavior patterns in the private sector which are also regional.
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REGIONAL DECISION MAKING: MULTI-COUNTY STRUCTURES

Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council: Organization.

Tampa Bay Regiona]_P]anning Council (TBRPC) wa§ established in 1961.
The Coﬁncil was organized under the provisions of Chapter 160,'Florida
Statutes, which states that "any two or more counties or municipalities
are authorized to create a regional planning council." The main provisions
of the act include: the associations of local governmént are to be volun-
tary; each mémber is to have two repfesentatives; the council is to be
funded by dues and authorized to receive state, federal and private funds;
and, it is to act in an advisory capacity to local governments for the pur-
poses of regional planning.

Four cities initially formed the Council: St. Petersburg, Tampa, Clear-
water, and Sarasota. By 1974, the four counties of Pinellas, Hillsborough,
Manatee and Sarasota and five other municipalities were members of the Coun-
cil. Sarasota County and the City of Sarasota withdrew in 1973 and joined
the Southwest Florida Regional Planning Council; however, the City of Sara-
sota recéntly'was readmitted and now is a member of two councils. New mem-
bérs may joip with a majority approval of the Council governing board.

There are two main organizational structures within TBRPC: the General
Assembly and the Executive Committee. The General Assembly is made up of
two representatives from each member government and meets quafter]y. The
'representatives are chosen by the govérning bodies of thé member govern-
ments. These qelegates may designate a proxy when unablie to attend meetings
as long as that individual is from the same jurisdiction. Planning depart-
ment directors are qualified.proxies.. A chairman, vice-chairman, and treasurer
are elected by the General Assembly and these officers automatically sit as

members of the Executive Committee.
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The By-laws provide for an Executive Committee and jts composition. In
addition to the thrée officers of the General Assembly, the Committee includes
one representative from each of the counties, the immediate past chairman of‘
the General Assembly,land an additional number of delegates up to a maximum
of twelve. These latter Committee members are appointed by the chairman

‘with the approval of the full General Assembly. The Executive Committee has

the power to exerciée all functions of the agency between the quarterly meet-

ings.and meets monthly.

The Council is funded by member contributions, and $tate and federal
grants. Member contributiqns are based on a per capita assessment from
county governments and a flat $2,000 annué] fee - for each member municipality.
Timely payment has been & continuing source of conflitt. There was no
penalty for nohpayment until a By-law change in July, 1974 which provides
that assessments are due in fui] thirty days,after they are approved Sy the
. General Assehb]y. Any member who does not remit the assessed amount within
thirty days after the first day of the fiscal year shall lose voting privi-
leges until full payment is made. '

Local funds provide the required matching funds for state and federal
grants as wéi] as the basic operating revenues. State and federal grants
account for a majority of the funds which go through the Council; for
example, out of a total of $1.5 million revenue in 1974-5, only $234,187
was from member dues. Increased reliance on state énd federal grants was
reflected in the budget committee's decision to cut back county‘assessments
from thirteen cents (13¢) per capita in 1973-4 to eleven cents (11¢) in
1974-5.

An executive director is hired who is.responsible for conductihg the

business of the agency and directing the professional planning staff.
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Although the Couhci] was organized in 1961, it was not until 1966 that the
first full-time director was hired. Member contributions for the first
four years generated only $48,000 in funds and without a full-time staff
or adeqhate local matching funds the Council could not qualify for federal
fdnds. An application anticipating federal funds through the Urban Plan-
ning Assistance Prbgram was prepared with the assistance of planning staffs
of local jurisdictions in 1965. In 1966, the Council received the first
federal grant of $55,000 and contributions that year from members amounted
to $39,000. By the 1974-5 budget year the staff had grown to thirty-nine

members.

Tampa Bay Regioha1 Planning Council: Responsibilities.

The purpose of the Council was stated by one of its original advocates,
then St. Petersbirg Mayor Herman Goldner, as the estab}ishment of "a perma-
nent volunteer planning committee to deal with problems of mutual interest."
The goal was for local governments to pool their resources to provide com-
prehensive planning for the region. The goal of technical planning assis-
tance to member governments has never been rea]iied.

The reéponsﬁbi]ities of TBRPC expanded through federal and state desig-
nations for‘review processes that were developed and refined in the years
1966-1968. These require comment and review by an areawide agency of appli-
cations by local govefnmenfs“for grants from higher levels. In 1966 the
Council was designated as the administrative agency by the federa] Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and received federal "701" compre-
hensiye planning program fuhds.

The_Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 established at the federal
level the process popularly known as A-95 review. This process provides that

a metropolitan clearinghouse be designated and TBRPC serves as this for the
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region. The clearinghouse must be notified>of the intent of local agencies
to apply for grants in a number of program fields: health care, law enforce-
ment, juveni1e delinquency, community action, economic development, housing,
urban renewal, model cities, edication and the environment, among others.
The clearinghouse next notifies both state and local agencies which might be
affected by the project. After this input, the c]earinghonse either "signs
off" on the project or attaches its qualifying comments to the application.
The federal agency then makes the final judgment as to whether or not to
defer to the recommendations of the regional planning agency. By 1973,
TBRPC had proceesed'more than 570 applications under this program worth
$1 billion in federal assistance to local governments.
| The regional planning agency has also been designated for coordination
of transportation planning including highways, airports and mass trans1t
syStems. It also plays a role in the qualification of local programs for
| federal funds in the fields of aging, law enforcement, pollution control and
comprehensive planning. (See Figure 11.)

Reeent]y the state has adopted requirements for areawide planning and
review. TBRPC was designated for review of land use decisions with regional
impact which is provided for in ;he Environmental Land and Water Management
Act of 1972. Under this act, a Division of State Planning was created under
the Department of Administration and ten regional planning districts were
created; TBRPC is the administrative agency of one. Guidelines for
whet cons;itutes a deve]opment of regional impact were adopted by the state
legislature in the 1973 session (Chapter 22, F-1). This DRI process (see
Appendix 3) provides that a regional planning staff reviews plans of pro-
posed developments and makes recommendations to its board for approval,
denial or appnova] with modifications. After the governing bnard votes on
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Figure No. 11
TBRPC FEDERAL and STATE COORDINATION and REVIEW POWERS
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the petition, 1t goes to the local zoning authority for action. If the

locai authority overrides the regional recommendation, thep the regional -
council, in this case the TBRPC Executive Committee, may appeal it to
the state which has the final authority.

Other state functions have also been added to TBRPC. The State De- .
partment of Pollution Control designated the staff of TBRPC for review @
of local sewagé treatment plant applications to determine conformance with -
staté standards. The State Dépértment of Transportation recently ex-
panded the regional council's role in certifying local jurisdictions for @
state and federal transportation funds dispensed by the state.

The aéency's powers are only advisory to member governments. Over its
history, representatives have argued that recommendations and staff find- -9
ings must be implemented by member governments if the agency is to be ef-
fective. A high point of expectation for regional consensus which would
be‘ implemented was the recommendation for the establishment of a disaster - @
coordinating council for emergency'blanning. Interest had been heightened
by the hurricane Agnes experience in 1970, which produced extensive flood- -
ing in the region and pointed up the inadequacies of plans in cases of L
severe emergency. The disaster coordinating council plan was not adopted
by the Council. This led regional leaders to complain that if agree-
ment’ on survival in emergency cannot be reached, there is little or no e

hope of meeting more controversial challenges.

Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council: Problem Analysis.

In Chapter 2, the rationale for coordination of regional decisions
and regional p]anning was detailed. TBRPC offers the most comprehensive -
vehicle for such coordination and planning. Therefore, the Panel has closely

analyzed the workings of the Council.
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Representation is based on two delegates from each member jurisdic-
tion. This means that St. Pétersburg Beach with a population, of 12,023
and the City of Tampa.with 296,193 residents have fhe same representation
in the General Assembly.

Although the representation formula in Chapter 160, Florida Statutes,
provides for the base of two representatives per member jurisdiction, it
allows one additional representativeifor each 50,000 population residing
wifhin such jurisdictions. The TBRPC charter has not been amended to re-
flect this provision. -

The Panel believes that representation that is not based on population
is undemocratic. The fact that a vote by TBRPC does not accurately reflect
the region's populations also inhibits attempts to give the agency mofe
authority since such votes cannot be said to represent a regional'consensus.

Cities within the member counties are admitted by a majority vote of
the council. Each ;ity pays $2,000 dues annually regardless of size. Com-.
parison among the number of incorporations within the three counties has
aiways provoked the criticism of "Pinellas dominance”. Six Pinellas cities
are now members. Including the countfes' representations, Pinellas has
fourteen votes out of the total twenty-six possible on the coﬁnci].

Delegates to the touncil are designated by mémber governments. Their
tefms depend on each local jurisdiction. For eXamp]e, Hf]]sborough County
rotates assignments annua]]y.’ Others, cities 1ike Tampa and St. Petersburg,
decide at the time of new city elections. This means that there can be a
tack of continﬁity. In addftion, planning directors of local jurisdictions
can serve as proxies and some delegates routinely rely on these proxies.

Another problem that has arisen from the manner of determining dele-
gates, and which probably is a factor in the reliance on proxies, is that

of overcommittment of some elected officials. Figure No. 12 indicates that
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Figure No. 12
“INTERLOCKING BOARDS IN REGION
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some officials in the region serve on a number of interlocal governing
boards and must allocate time for these responsibilities. This can come
at the expense of either the local or the regional hesponsibility, or in
the case of part-time officials of either the public's or their private
business. Even the use of proxies has not always solved the problems of

obtaining quorums. This attendance problem was one of the factors which

fesu]ted in the formation of the Executive Committee; the DRI respon-
\sibi]ity with its time constraints precipitated the change.

The role of the Executive Committee is in transition within TBRPC.
'This.Committee carries on the working administration by monthly meetings
between the quarterly meetings of the General Assembly. 'There was no
quarrel with this arrangement until the advent of the DRI pbwer, which
has brought challenges from non-members of the Committee. An exchange
in June, ]974.high]ights this: Clearwater City Manager Picot Floyd argued
that the Executive Committee exercise of power was illegal and not pro-
vided for in the state law under which TBRPC was constituted. The TBRPC
chairman retorted that the full councf] could overturn the Executive Com-
mittee decisions at quarterly meetings and countered that the approval of
EXecutfve Committee minutes at meetings of the whole was tantamount to
appfova] of committee actiohs. The attorney for the council cautioned
that if the full council overturned the committee's favorable decisions
of DRI's under present working procedures, déveiopers might have legal
recourse. The conduct of bdsiness by the Executive Committee is Tikely

to be challenged again whenever its decisions carry real authority.

The DRI decisions point up the shakiness of the council's committ-
ment to "regional" goa1s_and cooperation. The DRI process has resulted in

an uncomfortable position for those who do not want to interfere with Tocal
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decisions. Petitions seeking DRI approval have provoked parochial bar-

gaining. The problem is exemplified by the discussion preceding the
" vote on a DRI review in Pasco County. The staff had recommended approval.
It was reversed by the unanimous vote of the Executive Commit;ee. The
Hi1lsborough rebresentative argued'thét the Pasco development would gener-
ate 30,000 people along Highway 41 and most of this population would work
in Hillsborough County, overloading an already crowded highway route.
The Pinellas repréSentative argued against the development because of
concern over its location near the Cypress Creek Wellfield Which is under
development and to which Pinellas is building a large pipeline. The
Pasco representative argued vehemently for approval and was quoted in the
press as complaining that’"Hil]sborough and Pine11a$ representatives don't
want us to.grow because they want to keep all the growth for themselves."
The local zoning authofity, the Pasco County Commission, overrode the
recommendation of the governing council of TBRPC, giving that council the
right to appeal uhdér the law. Nheh such a vote was taken, the}counci]
did not vote to appeal to the state. - While every case has a differing
constellation of forces influencing it, the record in the tri-county
area shows that out of fourteen recommendations, seven. have been re-
versed by local governments and none have been appea1éd.

Such land use decisions are guarded by local governments as "theirs"
and this has made the authority of TBRPC in the DRI process repugnant to

some members. An example is the relationship of Sarasota County and the

City of Sarasota to TBRPC. These members on the south of the region fe]t-

that the giants of the area, Hillsborough and Pinellas, were growth-
oriented and would force development on Sarasota County.  During this

time internal change was occurring in Sarasota County and the growth
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ethic was being challenged. After a long struggle with the State Division
of Planning, Sarasota County and the City of Sarasota were assigned to the

Southwest Planning District. The City of Sarasota has come back to TBRPC
and asked to keep its membership for purposes of fedefa] and state grant
processing.

Although technical p1anning_assistence was to have been a main func-
tion of TBRPC, this has not materialized. Technical reports on the
resources, pbbu]ation, land use, solid waste and other facets of the
region have been prepared over the years. These reports have included
a statement of problems and recommendations for both regional and subfegionaI
po]i;y. While most of the reports have been adopted by the governing coun-

cil, none has been implemented to any measurable extent.

On the question of "advisory" powers to local governments the Panel
found that the council had not been effective in getting member jurisdic-
tions to carry out its recommendations, even though the data in the reports
is used by public administrators. The fate of the emergency preparedness
plan has aIready been mentioned. The lack of serious consideration of the
recommendationS'as a true basis for implementation is exemplified by the
June, 1974 quarterly meeting at which the report on the controversial
subject of low and moderate income housing was adopted unanimously after
one ‘question for clarification. It was clear that this vote had Tittle
‘meaning and typifies the council's functioniﬁg as a discussion society.

Any assessment of the factors present in the council's decisions and
their subsequent implementation, or not, at the local level must also take
into consideration the local-state-federal power interplays. ‘The "voluntary"
image of TBRPC at its founding has been modified by the aesignment of state
and federal mandated functions detailed in Figure No. 11, page 35. Local
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governments complain about federal and state coercion, while supporters see

this influence as a rationale for the continuance of TBRPC. The September,
1973 designation of %BRPC by the State Department of Planning as one of the
ten planning districts reinforced the view that the agency is “imposed"

on local governments rather than created for and by local governments.

A recognition of this view has prompted the Panel to hope that its-recom-
mendatiohs will be seen as creating and defining the regional role at the
lTocal level through citizen participation. .

A manifestation of this same confusion and conflict of roles and
authority is fhe dichotomy that is often perceived to be present between
the council and its staffi An often-posed question is which one is
the regional planning council. Federal ahd state program directives set
up the staff as filters, and even roadblocks, to local government grant
app]icdtions, thus assignfng to them a.power that can be seen as antitheti-
cal to local needs. An example is the conflict over the designation of
‘the agency or aQencies in the region which would receive what is known as
the "134 desfgnation". The governor has the power to designate Metropolitan
Planning Organizations (MPO) who as 134 agencies play a "pass-through" role
in the flow of federal funds (the "112" program) which proyide planning
of local roads required for the Urban Afea Transportation Sfudies (UATS).
In the region thére are two such prbgrams: the Tampa Urban Areé Transpor-
tation Study (TUATS) and the St. Petersburg Urban Area Transportation Study
(TUATS). In the state the governor has designated agencies of only
county-wide oversight, as well as regional, as 134 agencies; in this

area TBRPC originally was given this responsibility.

Prior to this, TBRPC had set up a Regional Transportation Study which
was to serve to coordinéte regional planning with TUATS and SPUATS. It

was the understanding of local planning units that submissions would be
- 42 -
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"made up of separate component parts. But TBRPC gonceived its 134
responsibility to be to pfoVide composite plans. Local units felt that

" this removed meaningful decisions on roads from the local level and also
would reéulf in the fate of submissions being determined by the weakest
link in the regional chain. Separate submissions would obviate this danger.
Consequently, local representatives of Pinellas and Hillsborough jurisdic-
fions successfully moved that TBRPC deny the 134 designétion and ask the
governor to assign it to TUATS and SPUATS. The state DOT is questioning -
whether the local transportation units can meet the federal requirements
and the TBRPC staff is also fearful that failure to have the designation
at the regional Tevel will cause TBART to lose planning funds for the cur-
rent year. The governor h?s written letters to local officials asking for
their recommendatiohs and the issue 1s still awaiting final resolution.

Besides serving to 11lustrate the competition for power at the
various levels, including the regional, it also highlights the prob]ems‘
of assigning "meaningful" decision-making. Roads as transportation net-
works are a primary means to accomplish land use planning'and local
units feel that they must guard this authority. TBRPC staff are frus-
trated on the other hand with the lack of implementation over the years
of their plans and want to gain the tools necessary for implementation
of their work. Local units feel that a satisfactory balance was achieved
in the Memorandum of Agreement that was signed‘fn early 1974.

C1arif1cat10n of the Memorandum of Agreemént again 1llustrates the
undercurrent of mutual distrust between the local units and the TBRPC staff
that is sometimes present. Such a memorandum, which would define the res-
pective roles of the region and the local jurisdiction in transportation

planning, 1s a requirement by two federal programs under the DOT, the
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Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) and the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA). The local units felt that the initial TBRPC pro-
posal was drafted without their participation and presented to them so
near the federal deadline as to prevent meaningful accomodation of all
viewpoints. Although a successful compromise was finally worked out,
with the Tocal jurisdictions and the regional planning agency negotia-

ting as equals in a reciprocal "signing-off" of each other's plans,

antipafhies were developed which linger. However, the final Memorandum
of Agreement represents one model of a valid balance of regional.énd

local roles and authority.

.The Panel's study, of which the foregoing is oniy a highlight, indi-
cates that a planning entity is needed at the regional-]eve] to provide
coordination and to deal with areawide service planning. In regard to
this latter need, it was noted by the Panel that smaller cities are es-
pecially sensitive to the fact that there have been enough "plans" and
what is now needed is provision for services at the lowest cost. There
has also been'a recognition of the fact that de]fvery units at the
;egional level, such as TBART and the new Water Resources Authority,

~are separately established with no mandétory requifement of coordination
of planning. This leads to the obvious quStion of whether this is fhe

proper avenue to take to meet regional needs.

Tampa Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority (TBART). Organization.

Tampa Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority is another multi-county
structure and was established in 1972. The concept and background
studies were developed by TBRPC?O TBRPC had recommended a regiona] transit
4 authority. Meetings to get such an intergovernmental agreement were

held in 1970-71. General interest in the cost of individual systems plus
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the lure of coming federal dollars led to the passage of a Regional Trans-
portation Act in 1971 (Fla. Statutes, Chapter 163.565) with leadership in
the capital toming from this region. Representétion disputes were settled
and a charter for TBART wa§ signed in September, 1973.

The act gives contiguous cities and counties of over 20,000 pop-
lation the power to join together to form regional transportation authori-
ty with the power of eminent domain, the ability to issue revenue bonds
and the right to 1evy up to three mills on taxable real property if local
governments approve millage rates and it is in turn approved by public
referendum. Such an authority may acquire local transit systems as long
as this does not compete with existing private or public systems. Coordi-
natioh with both regioné] planning agencies and the state Department of
Transportation are provided,  TBART was chartered under the general
provisions of this act.

TBART's charter defines eligible member counties and cities as those
with populations of over 50,000. The counties of Pasco, Pinellas, Hills-
borough and the cities of Tampa, Clearwater and St. Petersburg are members.
The board of directors is composed of one representative for each 100,000
population, or. fraction thereof over 50,000. County population is deter-
mined by subtracting the popu]atidns of participating municipalities from
the total couty population. The Governor appoints two additional represen-
tatives. Representatives from members can be elected officials or persons
designated to represent them. The board of directors consists of twelve
On the current board, nine are elected officials, three, public administrators.

During its first year, TBART secured a federal grant to lay the

groundwork for a comprehensive transit plan. A $570,250 planning grant
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from the federal Urban Mass Transit Administration was announced in June,
1974, and a contract was awarded for this work to TBRPC and a consulting
firm. The planning grant is to fund a four-phase program: a definition of
a system, community impact studies for each rapid transit technology, a
description of financial resources, and Tocal transit integration plans.

It is expected that this work will be completed by August, 1975. Other
TBART programs are assisténce to member governments with grant applications,
such as a Pasco County grant proposal for a dial-a-bus- demonstration pro-
ject there, an interlocal agreement between the authority and Hillsborough
County and the Tampa city transit system to provide suburban service to
Brandon énd the Town and Country areas. TBART received a $200,000 grant
to undertake a car. pool study in the region.

TBART funding is from member dues. Budget limitations in its charter
provide that administrative and planning costs shall not exceed $300,000
annually. Theré is a strict clause covering non-payment of dues, based
on the director's previous experience with this problem while serving as
director of TBRPC. Any member who fails to pay dues ceases to be a member
in good standing and its representative on the Board of Directors may not

vote until payment is made.

Tampa Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority: Problem Analysis.

The agency is voluntary until such time that bonding or other obliga-
tions become conditional on no withdrawals. The representative of the City
of Tampa recently appeared ready to test the legality of withdrawal follow-
ing a controversy over the election of the chairperson. The chair had been
held in the first year by a Pinellas representative before an indictment

led to his removal from office, and thus from a.seat on the authority. At the

time of the new election it was suggested that the chair shift to another
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county with each election. An internal squabble between elected officials
in Hi]]sborough led to the election of the mayor'of St. Petersburg as
chairman. The City of Tampa representativé criticized the Pinellas domi-
nation and led the Tamba City Council to direct its legal department to
render an opinion on whether it could withdraw. For the moment, this con-
troversy has subsided. TBART will have its third chairman in two years
after this April since St. Petersburg holds city elections at that time
and the mayor, and current TBART chairman, is not seeking re-election.

TBART is an operating authority with power to set policy on the kind

1of system that its jurisdiction should have. The Panel applauds this
intergovernmental effort at cooperation for efficiency and economy of scale
considerations. However, the Panel feels that transportation planning
should serve to strengthen and support the comprehensive conceptual plans
for the region, rather than having such plans built with mass transporta-
tion as the prime -determinant of land use and density. |

The TBART governing board has many overlaps with TBRPC as the Figure
No. 12 on'page 38 shows; this presents the same problems for it in possible
overcommittment of its board as was cited with TBRPC. Citizen access and
control of TBART is indirect: nine board membeirs are elected officials and
five are public administrators.

Smaller cities are closed out of participation on TBART by the popu-
lation minimum. The question of their role is unclear on such matters of
population densities 1arge enough to support rapid transit, as well as
whether they would be served by the location of rapid transit routes.

The Panel feels that the proper role of an authority should be to
deliver the service in question once the required policy is made by a

higher general purpose agency which is Tooking at the regional picture as

a whole.
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West Coast Water Authority: Organization and Responsibi]ities.

The several years preceding the Panel study period saw rebeated head-
lines produced by'the regibn‘é "water wars". The referee in theée conflicts
was the Southwest Florida Water Management District (SWFWMD), a state water
management agency'whose éovérning board is appointéd by the governor. This

board is not based on population but on a fixed formula per basin board
" district, of which there are fourteen under SWFWMD. This conflict grew

out of drought and patterns of growth. St. Petersbprg and Piné11as County
had farsightedly purchased wellfields in Hillsborough County prior to the
moré recent fap1d urbanization of both counties. The rapid growth in Hills-
borough'in the afea of these we11fields and the pumping fhere'which helped
to lower Take Tevels and increase failures of residential shallow wells
nearby brought the role of their Pinellas neighbors to Hi]]sbdrough's
‘public consciousness. - - '

During this same period Pinellas County was iaying a pipeline to
the fegional Cypress Creek wellfield being developed by SWFWMD in Pasco
County and looking to that source to meet Pinellas' continuing growing
needﬁ»for water;"(ﬁefer to'Figure No.17, page 78 for the location of
these wellfields.) At the same time Pasco County was becoming increasingly
aware of the attractions of its own growth ‘and the.plans‘df jts neighbors
to rely on Pasco wétér for théir own tontinued gfthh.

In this climate accusatioﬁ§ abounded and thfeats of legal action sur-.

- faced. SWFWMD was giveh regulatory powers in 1968 and exercised them to
limit Pinellas withdrawalsfrom wellfields. This led to building morator-

iums in Pinellas becaUse no further hook-ups were possible and to a water
allocation fbrmula for the thirteen municipalities which buy Qater from

the Pinel]as'Couhty system on a wholesale basis. A period of drought
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brought increased lawn sbrinkling and precipitated a ban on this use.
Tép pressure was a problem in many areas and numerous small crises oc-
curred around the region.

Pinellas became dissatisfied with SWFWMD because they only had one
representativé on that governing board and yet was the largest county
within that fourteen-cdunty water district. A joint development of water
resources was seen as an answer and the three counties within the study
area began to explore this possibility. This resuited in legislation

under the terms of which foca] governments may form water authorities

for the production and sale of water to members. The motivations of the
three counties and bartjcipatiﬁg cities Qere those of enlightened self-
interest. Hi]]sborﬁUgh would need to go outside its boundaries in the
future for water as Pinellas had done and all saw that there were values
to be gained. The legislative act gave the authority a funding base

from member contffbutions as well.as the ability to issue revenue bonds
and levy a .5 mi1l tax which is subject to a successful referendum. Such
authorities also have eminent domain power. The role of SWFWMD can be defined
by the authority through their requests for assistance in planning water
resources. SwaMb has the authority to become involved in Water supply
decisions when reduested by a jurisdiction which claims that another unit
is depriving it of the reasonable beneficial use of water within its

boundaries.

_The West Coast Water Authority came into being in the fall of 1974
with the ratification'by its three member counties, Hillsborough, Pasco and
Pinellas, and two membér cities, Tampa and St. Petersburg. It will be
funded by members on a formula based on water consumption. It will produce
and ;ransmif water to members on a wholesale basis and develop plans for

the accomplishment of this. It can hire whatever staff is necessary. '
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West Coast Water Authority Problem Analysis.

The Water. Authority is voluntary and was formed by 1nterloca1 compact.

The only provision made to restrict withdrawa1 comes after membership may

in the future be sét by bonding terms. The intensity of past water conflicts

raises doubts'aoout continued voluntary compliance and cooperation in a
future crisis. | |

‘ Representat1on is not set by a prescribed formula, but is subject to
negotiation. “In the agreement}completed in the fall of 1974, Hlllsborough,
Pinellas and Pasco Counties have one representative‘each, as do the Cities
of Tampa ano Sf. Petersburg. There is no established relatiooship to popu-
']ation and there is no fonnuia for the addition of oew members. Also, the
representatives may be, but are not required to be, elected officials so
a problem of accountabi11ty directly to the cithen is possible; one of
the initial'boaod is a public administrator.

The AUthdrity is not required to have a formal ré]ationship with TBRPC
and‘thuo coordinate its plahning with other land use planning decisions in
the regioo. ‘ |

Anothef potential danger the Panel has 1dent1fied is the presence of
eminent domain powers in the 1egislat10h. These powers are not limited to
the three-county region of the Authority and could allow the Authority to
avoid a resoiution of the allocation of water resources within the context
of ultimate growth parameters and to play‘a more passive role by seeking out
water, in whatever areas it can be found and as it is needed to serve what-

ever growth occurs.

Proposed Solid Waste Authority.

A fourth sing]e-porboSe multi-county entity is in the process of coming

into being with the incorporation by a consortium of citizens from a six-

county area: the three study region counties p]us'Manatée, Sarasota and Polk

- 50 -

.



Counties. This consortium hopes to obtain a demonstration grant available
under the provisions of the Solid Waste and Resource Recovery Act passed by
the 1974 state legislature. Under this, private entities may contract

with local governments and industries to recycle wastes for resale to con-
sumers of raw materials. The group has been familiarizing itself with

solid waste servicy delivery in the region and the ecdnomics and technology
inherent in solutions. While there are very valid needs to embrace an area
large enough for economies of scale in disposal and recovery operations, the
Panel is concerned that the movement toward another sing]e-purpose regional
authority is indicative of the possibility qf further fragmenfation of

po}icy making for the region.

Intracounty Aufhorities with Regional Impacts.

While there are only three multi-county agencies in'existence ndw,
there are many entities within counties which make decisions of regional
impact and meet needs on a regionwide basis. These follow the pattern of
single-purpose attacks on needs.

The Tampa Sports Authority supervises facilities that serve a wide
area. It is in the'process of enlarging its stadium and constructing a
coliseum, the feasibflity studies for each of which were predicated on
attendance from the entike region. Travg] to these events by individual
automobile constitutes a significant part of transﬁortation patterns and
needs. The governing board of the Sports Authority is appointed by the
Mayor of the City of Tampa. While its construction program is based on
revenue bonds, both the City of Tampa and Hi]]sborough County have guaran-
teed annual contributions toward its facilities and operations.

The Hillsborough County Aviation Authority operates the Tampa Inter-
national Airport, designated by the F.A.A. as the regional facf]ity. The
membership of its governing body is appointed by the Governor with the
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Mayor of Tampa:énd.a member of the Hillsborough County Commission serving

ex officio. While it was originally supported by Hillsborough County millage,

it {s now supported by user fees However, the'Authority does receive debt

service undenuriting and some safety services from the City of Tampa and
the county. Contrasted with this history of local funding and control
is the fact'that a maiority of outgoing passengers at the: facility come
from outside Hijisborough County and a majority of incoming passenger des-
tinations is odtside the county. nCooperation with.TBART and TBRPC has come
as a reaction to pressure from the media, local government and the state
DOT. Such coordihation with TBART was a prerequisite for receiving federal
funds and the state required an airspace study which was done in 1974
through TBRPC. |
The Hilisborough County Port Authority in Tampa is appointed by the

Governor and'operates the port'which-serves as a distribution center for
the region. i£'1s empowered to 1evy millage in Hillsborough County

only, aithough the majority. of its revenue needs are met by user fees.

The Port Authority s also direct]y 1nvolved in the region's water quality'
through its right‘to grant dredge and fill permits in baye and connecting
waters. 'Theiauthority has recehtly hired an envirohmental staff person
‘but previousiy these decisions had been made primarily on the basis of
what would be adVantageous or detrimentai to shipping The Panel feels
that port dec151ons are of areawide concern,because of the environmenta]
.ramifications and because decisions about expan51on and cargo types have

a radiating effect on the economy of the entire region Consequent]y, 1ts
policies need to be coordinated with comprehensive regional plans.

There -are transportation and expressway authorities in all three coun-

ties and there is no impetus for coordination between them. They do not
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depend on state funding as each is empowered to issue bonds. The recent
controversy in Pasco and Pinei]as over the creatidn of a pérkway for
through traffic to relieve Highway 19 and convert it into a local access
road is a case in point. There was conflict on the location of the park-
way and concern that other routes would not be connected. The project
at the moment has been abandoned. |

There are also multi-county boards established for mandated state and
federal program reviews that are not assigned to TBRPC (refer to Figure 13
for a description). None of these are directly accountable to the electo-
rate and there is very little public awareness of their existence or the
various appointing mechanisms.

Another area of decision making with mu1ti-county.ramifications is
local land use policy on zbning. This is especially true when the area
at issue is adjacent to county lines. The several new towns proposed for
the Pasco-Hi]]sborough border is é current example. Although for DRI pur-
poses a development wifhin two miles of a county line is treated as if it |
were to be located within the less populous county, this is not a suf-
ficient answer. To illustrate one inadequacy, a development in Pinellas .
County must include 3,000 to require DRI review, while oné in Pasco County
need be only three hundred uhits to fall under the provisions. Pasco
residents argue that each new Pinellas unit looks to it for water and
yet it has no voice in growth decisions until they reach a high enough
level of units in a single proposal. The DRI provisions are not designed

to deal with cumulative growth impacts.

Identification of Deficiencies in Regional Decision Making.

In summary, the Panel found a lack of coordination for decisions now
being made at the regional level. In order to avoid adding a general pur-
pose layer of government, special single-purpose authorities have been
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“Figure No. 13 .
or FEDERAL and STATE COORDINATING ROLES
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created to deal witﬁ problems that crossed boundary lines, one at a time
as they arose. This has served to actually deter coordination. The
decisions of these authorities are sometimes binding but most often are
advisory.

This regional approach to problems creates difficulties for the
citizen in access to, and control over; decision makers. Some are ap-
pointed and some serve because of the elective or administrative roles
they perform in the home jurisdiction. This demands that the parochial
and the regional rights, roles and needs be correctly balanced. The
overlapping memberships indicated in Figure 12, page 38, show that some
officials wear sevgrai regidnal hats at once. Time constraints on
their effectivenss are an important consideration. For example, The

Tampa Tribune recently reported that a Tampa City Council vote-tie on

the important question of transfer of water receipts to the general fund
could not be feso]ved since the absent council member was then attending
a TBRPC meefing. This quesﬁion of available time has also been seen in
the frequent decisions made without the full participation of members
who are qualified to sit in judgment. The prévious]y mentioned contro-
versial Pasco DRI decision made by TBRPC was not appealed because the
motion to take this action failed by one vote. It was néted at the time
that one member of the Executive Committee had had to leave earlier to
return to his local jurisdiction for a meeting there; what his vote

would have been is not known but it could have been definitive.
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SERVICE DELIVERY IN SELECTED FUNCTIONS

" This section will serve to orient the reader to the ways in which
the five services the Panel identified as needing regional decisioh

making are now being delivered in the region and its jurisdictions.

Land Use Planning.

Because comprehensive land use planning is the framework on which
service and resource planning must be built, it is appropriate that it is

the first function discussed. Planning -as a policy tool in shaping
the community is a relatively recent function nationally. Until the

last few yédrs 1nAthe‘Bay area the seeming bountifu] supply of land and
reeources'limited the pub]ic'e conception of the planning function to one
of where to put the growth rather.than to any study of the optimum para-
meters of that growth. While there are specific plans, euch as for St.
Petersburg in the early 1920's by the natioha]iy known p]annek,.John
Nolan, land use planning on a continuing basis did not begin in the area
until 1950. _Eved now much of this output remains "on the shelf". The
femnants in the area of a "southern" conservative attitude toward govern-
mental intrusion, heightened by the rationale that everyone was en;it1ed
fo a share of the‘SpecuIetivé action, also delayed the hard décisibns
necessary te deal with our growth. Only with theirecéntisucceésiOn of

: Water and pollution crises and service breakdowns has the public begun
to’ demand from elected leaders a pos1t1ve approach to the role of com-
prehensive p1ann1ng | '

| The creation of planning depérthents in all three counties occurred

after patterns of ‘urban sprawl in the region developed,. which he1ghtened
recogn1t1on qf mu]ti Jur1sd1ct10na1 considerations. P]ann1ng departments

4n all three counties have some countywide structure. These.departments
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haVe been giveh a variety of tools for land p]anning‘but their effective-

~ ness has fluctuated due to inadequacies of operational funding and coopera-

tion from elected officials. Another important determinant of effect1veness

has been the disparity in controls between adjacent jurisdictions: an
example is the pressure on facilities in Pinellas and Hillsborough near

the Pasco line where less controlled growth is taking place. Planning

~ has ]arge]y consisted of the development of so-called master plans which

designaté land use and are used as a basis for zoning decisions. Service,
facility and capital out]ay planning are normally initiated in the indivi-
dual Tocal departments or special authorities, although planning depart-
ments are sometimes invb]ved. Where the planning is not a staff function
under the chief administrative officer, the building and zoning departments
handle the COnstrucfibn aspects of development administratively and sepa-

rately from the planning function.

Pasco Planning.

Pasco County is divided into five p]ann1ng areas, each with a plan-
ning commission wh1ch acts as a citizen adv1sory council to the county
commission itself. The planning being done is primarily for the unincor-
porated areas of the county by the central planning staff. There is no
comprehensive plan for the ;ounty although components of it are rapidly
being completed. Subdivision requlaticns have been adopted and zoning and

1and use ordinances are in preparation. The municipalities of Port Richey

and New Port Richey have zoning regulations and other tools to control

jand use within their borders.

Hillsborough Planning. .

Hillsborough County's planning staff functions under a Planning Com-

mission whose members are appointed by the county and the city councils of
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the three municipalit{es. The basic funding is from tax funds through the
county commission; municipalities contribute toward the cost of studies

.done specffiéa]ly for them. The Planning Commission acts in an advisory
capacity to the zoning authorities at each level, with larger majorities
being required to override their recommendations. In Tampa, Temple Terrace
and the county, the zoning authority is thé e]écted council. In Brandon,
there was an elected planning and zoning authority in operation for several
years, but in November, 1974 it was declared unconstitutional by the State
Supreme Court. In P]ént City, a Planning Board, appointed by the city
commission, holds zoning hearings and makes decisions, which may be appealed
to the city commission itself. This is usually done only when a zoning change
has been denied. TheAcounty and cities in Hillsborough are not required to
adopt the comprehensive plans developed By the Planning Commission so that,

although two such plans have been comp]eted; none has legal force.

Pinellas Planning.

In the past, Pinellas County and the citieé of St. Peteréburg, Dune-
din and Clearwater have had indfvidua] planning staffs, which worked directly
'under the executive levels of government. In 1971, legislation created the
Pinellas Planning Council and amendments were made to this in 1974. The
Council itself is composed of members appointed in the following manner:
the county‘commission elects two of its members to serve;.eight elected
city officials from various towns are appointed to serve as representa-
tives of individual cities 6r groups of cities; one member of the legis-
lative delegation serves by appointment from that group; and one member
is appointed from the Pinellas County School Board and by the Health
Department. The Council is directed to coordinate all planning within

the county and develop a countywide comprehensive plan, which in turn is
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to be coordinated with regional p]ann1ng done by the Tampa Bay Reg1ona1
P1ann1ng Council. To do pure]y 10ca1 planning, individual cities may
maintain their own staffs, secure consultants or contract with the
P]énning Council. Thg comprehensive plan drawn up by the Council is

submitted to all jurisdictions. in the county for ratification. The

Council attempts to reconcile differences that prevent ratification
tﬁrough a specified prdcess of hearings, but ultimately a plan adopted

by the Council comes into force in all jurisdictions. By ratification of
ihfeeafourths of the governing bodfes of municipalities, the first county-
wide comprehensive plan was adopted in 1974. Council plans for water,
sewage, solid waste disposal may also be adopted by specific ratification

procedures.

The P1ne11as County Comm1ss1on adopted a system of resource management
as a planning tool in the spr1ng of 1974. Allocations for water and sewage
hookfups are determined by'a formula. The county provides_water and sewage
treatment to many small municipalities and therefore can control service

planning for utilities on a countywide basis.

Regiona] Planning.

The need for regional planning in the Tampa Bay area was officially
recognized in 1961 by the enabling legislation for the establishment of
the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council (TBRPC). 1In 1972 and 1973, the
Council staff prepared a "Year 2000 P]&n" to coordinate development pat-
terns in the region; it was approved by the Council. During this same
period each of the tHree counties in this étudy was also preparing com-
prehensive plans. Sdme antipathy has arisen over the proper sequence of
these efforts and over where decisions on such determinants as transpor-

tation networks and density guidelines should lie. The "Year 2000 Plan"
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-has never been‘acted upon by TBRPC member governments. The Council staff
has been criticized for lack of coordination with local governments in the
development of the plan. One common complaint about the "Year 2000 Plan"

is that it was drawn to establish densities sufficient to support rapid mass
tranéit rather than on the full range of variables for sound land use plan-.
ning. Those holding this viewpoint find reinforcement in the fact that the
then director of TBRPC was instrumental in the formation of the rapid mass
transit adthority, TBART, aﬁd has since become its executive director. In
‘any event, the implementation of the plan has never been agressively pursﬁed

. by TBRPC and there is 1ittle general awareness or understanding of it.

The Florida State Comprehensive Planning Act of 1972 set up a Division
of Planning in the Department of Administration and gave it broad respon-
sibilities. That same year the F]orida Environmental Land and Water Manage-
ment Act defined one of the ways this Division would be active at the local
level on a regional basis: the Act codified the concepts of areas of cri-
tical state concern and deVg]opments having regional impact. TBRPC has no
official role to play in the identification of critical areas of state
concern, a]thoughlit may make nominations to the state like any other agency

or jurisdiction.” Its role in the DRI process has been pfevious]y described.

Sewage Treatment.

The surface‘watefs of Tampa Bay is one of the primary résources that
support and attract the majdr social and economic activities of the region.
In comparison with other parts of the nation the waters of the Bay system
are relatively "c]éan". However, conditions vary widely: Bay water adja-
cent to the port and Tampa'é primary sewége treatment plant at Hooker's

Point are very polluted (see Figure 14). Pinellas neighbors have been very
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Figure No. 14
TAMPA BAY POLLUTION

NUMBER of MONTHS WHEN SHELL-
~ FISH HARVESTING was
HAZARDOUS due to EXCESSIVE
COLIFORM (MPN) COUNTS
Légend:
[ No contamination
1-2 hazardous months
E3 3-4 hazardous months

I8 5 or more months

Source: Adapted from Hillsborough Couhty
] Environmental Protection Commission data
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critical of the eff]uént dumped in the Bay by the City of Tampa. Tampa is
in the process of completing a $132 million advanced waste water treatment
plant and system to serve the city and some of its fringe areas. The plant
was pfimari1y funded by state and fedefa] grants. |
F]oﬁida law requires at ]east.ninety ﬁéréent treatment. The Florida
Pollution Control Bpérd recently adopted a policy requiring that all plants
meet this goai within fiye years. The rejiona] standard for the Bay waters
was estab]ished through the ﬁi]son-Grizz]e 1egi$1ati9e act which provides
that by 1980 511 dischafge shall receive advanced waste water treatment;
both Roger Wilson and Méry Grizzle are representatives from the region.
Municipélities ;nd private companies operate with temporary permits in the
interim and must brove that they are making good faith efforts to move to
the approved standards. The staff of TBRPC is involved in issuing permits

through its cooperation with the State Débartment of Pollution Control.

Hillsborough County Sewage Treatment.

In Hillsborough County, the unincorporated area is served by pri-

vate franchfses (refer to Figure No. 15). Some one hundred twenty?six sewage
treatment p1ants are in operation, along with 40,000 septic tanks.2] The
franchise arrangements for waste water treatmént have failed to provide
monitoring of these package plants. The county has been nertiating for
the purchase of private systems over the last three years.

" The city of Tampa's Hooker;s Point facility bears- the biggest burden
of waste water treatment. This.p]ant provides only primary treatment.
The city also serves commercial strips in Brandon, the Tampa industrial
park, the University of South Florida and the city of Temp]é Terrace.

As previously mentioned, the_cify received funding‘through EPA for a
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Figure No. 16
SEWAGE TREATMENT in REGION

coLLECTION TR INT
Jurtsdiction f o |G [ Gl | eper || e e | e |
t County Franchise om ity iy | reentlise eptic
Belleair X o x
Belleair Baach X J T "*"x e -
gellcalr Bluffs _ L | I _”X o
gelleair Shores N X "
Clearvater X ) -1 ""')'(* B [ VRV (ST [
punedin X - : "")'("" Ll EEETECTIRY [FEINER S
Gulfport X I | D R y : I I
Indian Rocks Bch-._ X ,.‘ ) = me '~~-;(-—-~ U S
Indian Shores X M J
Yenneth City X - X - e — .
Largo X X -
Madeira Beach X "
"N. Redington Bch, X "
0}dsmar X e Ry Eitameet b lER) { B - i e
Pinellas Park X | vl e RS SRS NP
Redington Beach X : - ” ——
Redfington Shores X -"X— '''' T
Safety Harbor X X - NS DR,
St. Petersburg X -—
St. Pcte. Beach "
_So. Pasadena X .
Seminole . X x 1 -L-_;_...-.... x| 1
Tarpon Springs X y
Treasure Island X . -
Pla.nt City . _ X X X
Tampa X X ”
Temple Terrace X - X —
Sace City - SRR (Y [P -x ——— e D e .
Mew Port Richey X X z
Port Richey ”
St. Leo X x
San Antonio X
Tephyrhills X X
Pasco County x
Pincllas Co. X .n.a. ¥ % e
11 1sborough Co. X n.a. X X n.a. x ”
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new plant. Plant City serves its incorporated areas and fringe with its

own plant.

Pasco County Sewage Treatment.

In Pasco County, a majority df the county is served by individual sep-
tic tanks. New Port Richey, Dade City and Zephyrhills provide sewage
treatment for'the incorporated areas. There is a county project underway

to provide services for the urbanized portions of the unincorporated areas.

Pinellas County Sewage Treatment.

Piné]]qs County's sewagé service includes a seven-plant regional
sewer system, wjth an additionél plant soon to be in service. The South
Cross Bayou System serves some 70,000 people in the unincorporated area.
The McKay Creek System serves another estimated 10,000. These two systems
also transport and dispose of sewége on a bulk Basis for four surrounding
municipalities: Pinellas Park, Madeira Beach, North Redington Beach and
Indian Rocks Beach. In the three municipalities of Seminole, Largo and
Belleair Bluffs the county retails service dlrectly to the pub11c Approxi-
mate]y_]S - 20,000 customers are served by individual septic tants. The

remaining cities opérate their own systems within their borders.

Regional Sewage Treatment.

The State Department of Poliution Control has overseen a revolving
state fund for construction of sewage treatment plants. The governments
in the region have been in stiff competition for these grants and eleven

proposals were sént to the state in the 1973-74 fiscal year.

TBRPC was given a planning grant by the EPA to develop a water quality
management plan for the Tampa Bay Sub-Basin. The development of such
a plan was required prior to the awarding'of the waste treatment construc-

tion grants under PL 660. An Interim Plan was prepared in March, 1972,
| - 64 -
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Federal Public Law 92-500 sets up grqnts for waste water treatment
plants through the EPA. The law provides for 75% financing.for con-
struction plus 100% maintenance costs for three years and 75% for the
next ten years. Monies for the program were impounded by the Nixon ad-

ministration as an anti-inflationary measure in 1973.

Solid Waste Disposal.

Solid waste dispoéa] in the three-county area is provided by cities,
counties, franchised companies, as well-as privately by individual citi-
zens, industries, 1nst1tutions'and multiple-dwelling units. In the past
such disposal has been viewed primarily as a necessity from the stand-
point of pollution and public health and it is only recently that em-
phasis has been giveh to both social dnd economic va]ﬁes and gbals of
resource conservation through recovery programs.

Various means of disposal are used in the region with 1andfi1]
dominating the picture. This is understandable since the region until
recently had large amounts of undeveloped land, much of which by reason
of topography lent.itself to filling. Figure No. 16 indicates that
sanitary landfill, on a systematic basis with cpmpacting and covering,
is carrigd on by both governmental units and private operators. Tem-
porary organized landfills are sometimes utilized by both governments
and individuals to upgrade low-lying properties. Officially, open dumps,
as opposed to the more structured sanitary landfills, are prohibited by
law. However, individuals and businesses take advantage of natural
sites to illegally dispose of waste. There have been examples of refuse
collectors and portable toilet vendors availing themselves 6f this means
of disposal. Another natural repository for dumping of solid waste is

the large number of bodie§ of water, both fresh and saline. While most
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Figure No. 16
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL in REGION

Collection

L_'Hhcn: blank disposal by franchise holder unknown;'

Landfill
Cdlsdicton [T o ot ] T gt
System J Franchise Cov. | Fran
Belleadr x x X
Belleatr Beach X x
Belleair Bluffs x.
Belleair Shores <
Clea_s}water X x -
Dunedin ;— T x -
Eulfport <* -
Indian Rocks !'l_ch-d -: X T
Indian Shores ;‘ B
_Kenncth ﬁi ty _5 X i
Largo x x | o
Madeira Beach . x X
N. Redington Bch. x
Oldsmar x
Pinellas Park x x
Redington Beach x X
Redington Shores x.
Safely Harbor x x
St. Petersburg X X b3 X
St. Pete Beach b3 x
So.. Pasadena x*
| seminote x x
Tarpon Springs X - X
Treasure lsland x x
Plant City x x
Tampa x X
.| Temple Terrace x X x
Dade City x X X
New Port Richey ' x x T T
PortRichey - LT X o
st teo SN 7
San Mt;nio x x 1777
paryren A IR P e
Pasco Cuunty x x X -
Pincllas Co. x x x - h
Hil1sborough Co. X x | T
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of this has been on an unplanned, illegal basis, there have been small
planned efforts utilizing specific solid waste to foster reef develop-
ment. Recent publicity about former or planned disposal of hazardous
industrial wéstes in the Gulf has focused public attention on this as an

area that needs more reéearch and regu]ation;

Central incineration is carried out by two municipa] plants for their
residents and on a‘contnact basis for others. On-site incineration is still
a method of choice in most rural areas, from time to time in incorporated
1oca1ities; and by industries and institutions large enough to make the
necessary equipment economically féasib]e.

The only solid waste recovery programs.in the Bay area are carried’out
by private industry, with governmental units providing collection depots
and/or colliection service. Pilfering from collection points in Tampa of }
aluminum and glass was such that Tampa abandoned its part in the program.

It is also interesting that the dgpositories themselves become waste problems
because of infrequent collections resulting in spillovers and because of
deposit there of unacceptable refuse. A plant to produce recycled paper is
scheduled for compiefion in iampa in the fall of 1974 and this should serve
to increase inferest in paperrreéoveny.

Otnér means of solid waste disposal play an insignificant'role in the
Bay area. Compnsting was begun by a plant in Sf. Petersburg under private

industry but was abandoned because of unso]ved'poliutiqn problems. Disposal
as animal food is minor.
Another type of solid waste disposal that is important is the methods of

disposal of agriculture and mining that developed over a period of time prior

to stringent regulations and came to be accepted as "natural”. Run-
offs from dairies and herd operations, for example, have served to close

the waters of the Hillsborough River State Park to boating and swimming
- 67 -



and they also pollute many smaller private bodies_9f water. Failure of
methods used by the phosphate mining industry to handle waste products
has caused severe problems also. High banks of waste matter pollute the
aif through blown hatter and have, on occasion, collapsed with serious
consequences. Diséharge of other industrial waste into streams has

also been a recurring prob]em.‘

Of the types mentioned, only sanitary landfill, and the illegal open
dumping, are capab]e of hand]ing all types of solid waste since incineration
is cbnfihed to combustible itéms'and disposal through use as fodder or com-
posting material has obvious limitations. |

In the three counties there is no uniform}pattern as-to the character

or amount of co]]ection services (see Figure 16, page 66). Collection is

accomplished by governmental units, by franchised operations, and by residents

bringing refuse to disposa] points. The patterns in the Bay area reflect the
reflect the usual differentiation between gérbage collection as a public
health necessity and refuse collection, particularly in urban areas, as a
.convenience service to residents. This differentiation is also expressed
in the fee schedules which finance garbage from both user fees and general
revenues, whereas most governmental units have additional schedules for
trash. |

The standérds for solid waste disposal praétice that are in effect
arose primarily from observation of public health factors and nuisance

factors. These are controlled by the state Department of Public Health

- and Rehabilitative Services and the Department of Pollution Control and
locally by certain zoning regulations. Other local .ordinances set up what

might be called "housekeeping rules" for management of solid waste. Federal
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regulations in the field primarily deal with solid waste as a polluter
of water quafity. |

In the 1974 legislative session an act was passed creating a state-
level reSOUrEe recovery and management apparatus under the Department of
Pollution Controi. It would function through a council with.a stipulated
membership. After a statewide plan is developed, local communities will
be given two years in which to formulate implementation pians. Through
a "permit" system the state is émpowered to accept partial responsibility
for funding: each county or municipality could receive a block grant of
$5,000 plus 25¢ per capita for new construction, upgrading or equipment.
And, for programs already in effect, state funding could be provided up
to fifty percent of the opérating cost. A]though no funds were included

in the budget the precedent was set for state funding.

This act also seeks to attack anofher type of regulation affecﬁing solid
waste management: discriminatory rate scales by carriers of solid waste, re-
covered resources from so]id waste, or recycled solid waste products. The
Council is empowered to work with the Public Service Commission to erase these
differentia[s and also to seek reduced rates for transport charges to and from
solid waste recovery points: H

Another important feature of the act is the provision for.pi]ot projects,
for technical assistance to localities, and for the ability to acquire property
and equipment to construct solid waste disposal programs.

Regional steps toward solving the area's solid waste problems have been

taken. In 1971 TBRPC authorized the preparation of a comprehensive solid

waste management plan for the four counties of Hillsborough, Pinellas, Mana-
tee and Sarasota. Data froﬁ this plan has been hé]pfu] to local jurisdic-
tions. Under a simf]ar HUD grant, TBRPC is now preparing an updated plan
for the four counties of Manatee, Pasco, Pinellas and Hillsborough.
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In early 1974, an ad hoc committee from the counties of Manatee, Pasco,
'Pine11as, Hillsborough and Sarasota was formed, the Solid Waste Management
and Resource Récoyery Association discussed in a previous chapter. In ad-
dition to exploring the féchno]ogy, it is seeking designation as a pilot
project under the 1974 state legislation. Representatives of private

industry, governments, and private citizens sit on the Association.

Transportation.

It has already been noted that the automobile-is the major mover of
people. Intercounty travel is encouraged by a number of major arteries
which 1ink the tri-county area (see Figure 1, page 9). Workers use these
arteries to commute between counties (see Figure 17). Tﬁe designation of
the study region as én SMSA resulted largely from the economic and social
interaction,.espédially between Hi]]sboroughvahd Pinellas Counties, and
more recently with Pasco County which finds twenty-five percent of its

workforce emb]oyed in its two neighboring counties.

-Figure No. 17 _
NUMBER OF WORK TRIPS BETWEEN THREE COUNTIES

DESTINATION COUNTY
1
e o
(L]
pu }
QO
o (%))
I I
o
“ o m
3 s z
-— < -—
x a a
HILLSBOROUGH — 432 6091
E "
ol pAsCoO 2067 —_— 1782
= -
(o]
| PINELLAS 8189 756 —_

Source: Adapted from Florida DOT figures, 1972.
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The social and economic interrelationships are heightened by the
location of major capital facilities which serve regional populations:

the international airport, the Tampa. port, educational centers, the

'sports stadium, the beaches, and the perfonning halls.

The dependence on highways has been reinforced by patterns of urban
sprawl. Mass transit is available within areas of higher dehéity in
Hillsborough and Pinellas Counties only. A rapid rail system is under
study by the regional transportation authority, TBART, but completion

will be some years in the future.

Highway Planning.

Standards and methods for highway planning and construction are for
the most part set by the state and federal Departments of Transportation.
This is largely because the funds for roads are raised through state and
federal gasoline taxes and are distributed to local jurisdictions through
set formulas.

Planning funds were made available to urban areas through the 1962
Federal Hfghway Act. Central cities with over 50,000 population, and their
immediéte fringe areas, are eligible for federal funds to formulate plans.
The amount is set at a small percentage (% of 1%) of the construction funds
being returned to a given area. Long-range planning iS called for on a
twenty-year time frame; thé planning process is a prerequisite in urban
areas for certification to receive construction funds. The state and
federal depértmenta1 certification process is the source of their "clout"
over local highway planning.

" Federal guidelines for Urban Area Tfansportation Studies (UMTA) pro-
vide that three groups be established: 1) a policy board of elected of-
ficials; 2) a technical committee of transportation professionals; and,
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3) a citizens' advisory group. The technical commfttee proposes highway
locations and construction priorities. These recommendations are made to
the two other components; the pd]icy board‘cén modify the plan as long as
changes can be technica]]y Justified.

The State Department of Transportation has principally three earmarked
road funds: 1) priméry roads; 2) secondary roads; and, 3) resurfacing
and maihtenance. Primary road funds are committed based on state road dis-

trict priorities, with coordination with local governments, principally the
county. Secondary and resurfacing funds go to the.tounty with priorities
and plans established by county Qovérnment.

Through the state DOT a "1985 Major Thoroughfare Plan" was developed
in 1970 and serves as the guide against which all road planning in the
region must be measured. It is a computerized model which incorporates
existing networks and projects relative needs for corridbrs or the strengths
and weaknesses of several alternatives. Its guidelines are broad and must
be refined by speéific studies locally. It has tho major flaws: it did
not incorporate mass transit and it is based on land-use data that is now
out of .date, such as the inclusion of 1966 Hillsborough land use infarma-
tion.‘.Therstate is now in the process of updating the model which will be
projected for the year 2000. The existing model détermines the local use
of a]l state road funds. Local changes are poséib]e but they must be jus-
tified by fuil data which is then tested for its pertinenée. The data now
being developed by each county in the region will produce the capability

of providing such justification automatically.

Pasco Highway P]anniﬁg.

Pasco does not qualify for federal planning funds although TBRPC has

made application to the federal Department of Transportation for its desig-
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nation. Gas taxes are returned to the Pasco County government and highway
e planning is done by the county engineering and planning departmerits. An

expressway authofity was estab1i$hed in 1974 under provisions of general

state act. Such authorities can issue revenue bonds for construction.

Hillsborough Counfy Highway Planning.

The Tampa Urban Area Transpdrtation Study group (TUATS) carries out
highway planning through the previously described.federal process. The
county Planning Commission and the county engineer provide technical ser-
vices. Hillsborough must follow federal and stﬁte guidelines or risk losing
certification to recéive construction funds. Recently, the county was

threatened with such loss because it had not completed a major review and
update study and because its TUATS policy committee was said to be not funct-

ioning properly. The data.collection required was uhderway within the City of
Tampa through the cooperation of the Metrdpo]itan Development Agency. The
county portion of the study had been held up because attempts were befng made
to enlarge the scope of the study, which would be done by consultants, to
include other data needs the county had for other programs. Data from both
portiohs of the.study will also meet the requireménts for the state Year 2000
major thoroughfare plan previously mentioned. Recertification for Hillsbo-
rough is st111 being négotiated. |

The Hi]]ébofough County Expressway Authority was created in 1963. Up
to the 1974 legislative session it was made up of the County Commission
and the Mayor of Tampa. A change in membership was pushed through the
last 1egis]atufe by the local delegation: there are now four gubernatorial
appointees who sit with the'Mayor of Tampa, one County Commissioner and the
District Engineer for the state DOT, for a total of seven members. The

Authority can issue revenue bonds but it also currently feels that it must
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have a committment for administrative operating funds from local governments

or through amended legislation to permit a millage levy if it is to continue -
in existence. A toll road is now under construction and another is in the - d
planning stages. Its work is complicated by pdb]ic clamor that-mass transit
alternatives be included in expressways and the fact that this is the res- -
ponsibility of TBART, a separate agency, and also seen as an inhibiting d
factor by expressway bonding agencies. =
Pinellas County Highway Planning. “ ®
The St. Petersburg Urban Aréa Transportation Study group (SPUATS)
carries out the federal highway process. The county planning and engi- "
neering staffs provide technical services. - -
The Pine1lés County Expressway Authority is made up of the County
Commission members. A north county parkway was planned and several cor- 'f‘
ridors proposed. .‘However, plans were abandoned after public opposition . 9
and the Authority is not active at the present time. | B
Regional Highway Planning. -
| As previously noted, TBRPC is doing the planning studies for TBART - ®
and is working to incorporate mass transit services and highways into a
unified regional transportation plan. It is currently invo]yed in a study - °
of major highways ih'the region, evaluating their adequacy and capability :
of meetiné future needs.‘ This will also sefve as one of the criteria used a
. by TBRPC in its DRI reviews; a study of the residential DRI applications - o
submitted to the council in the first year reveals that most of the large
planned developments are scheduled to be situated in areas having almost -
no major highway facilities serving them. ; °
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Maés Transportation in the Region.

Mass transit servicg.is providediin the region by three public en-
tities at the present time plus a series of infer]oca] contracts. A
private bus line serves the Pinellas Gulf beach communifies also. St.
Petefsburg and Tampa have had long-standing service, covering their muni-
cipalities and the immediate fringe areas. These services are now owned
by the governméﬁta] units.‘ Bus service in these cities grew out of earlier
streetcar operations and have been economically feasible because of charac-
teristics of the ceﬁtra1 urban areas, inéluding higher densities, lower
income groups, and the concentrations of the elderly.

In 1970 The Ceﬁtrai Pinellas Transit Authority was created to serve
the mid-Pinellas area with mass transit and it absorbed the Clearwater
system. A successful public referendum in the summer of 1974 expanded the
service area of the authority by providing a mi]lage base to serve six

additional municipalities in Pinellas.

Suburban growth in Hillsborough County has also prompted récent ex-
-pansioh of service to the large unincorporated areas of Town and County
and Brandon and the University of South Florida. This recent Hillsborough
expansion is joint]y funded with federal moﬁies'thrbugh TBART.

There is no mass transit available Within Pasco Couhty but TBART 1is
| working with them to devélop.a gréht for a dial-a~-bus system thére.

The recognition of the capital costs that mass transit will take,
coupled with the realities of federal and state guidé]ines for funding,
provided the impetus for TBART. Already mentioned is the four-part TBART
study to define a mass and/or rapid transit system. In addition TBART
is a]so‘working é]ose]y with Florida DOT and TBRPé to prepare a report

on airport systems, defining the role of each airport in the region, in-
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dicating where new'airports may be needed and relating the timing and
estimated cost of dévelopment to economical and environmental goals of

the communities involved.

Airport Planning.

The régional'international éiport is located in Tampa and is operated
by the Hi]]sboroUgh County Aviation Authority. The term regional here is
quite "accurate: surveys of destinations and origins of passengers have
shown repeatedly that the highest percentage of passengers debarting is
from Pinellas County, with approximately forty percent of the total as
against tWenty-six for Hi]]sborough and four bercent for Pasco. (The
remaindcr come from a wide range of west central Florida communities.)
This meéns,that the Aviation Authority needs to take into account the |
development of ground transportation to serve the airport: roads for
the over fifty peréent who arrive in personal autompbi]e_and mass transit
for those living near enough fo make it feasible.

TBRPC recently completed a étudy on the airports in the region so

that their respec;ive roles might be better allocated.

Water Resources.

If the average citizen were to be asked what he feels is the most
pressing prob]ém growth has brought to the region, he would most probably
ansver watér, even though transportation breakdoﬁns have had more daily
contact with people. The citizen recognizes, however, the prime impor-

tance of our need for water, not only for consumption by individuals and

industry, but also for its value to the regional ecology as the habitat
of fish and wildlife and for its aesthetic qualities as well which add
so significantly to the region's appeal. Unfortunately, during our

recent growth the region has usually engaged in expedient exploitation
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of this resource and the faéi]ities for development, treatment and delivery
have lagged behind the need. Citizen consciousness 6f the regional aspects
of water was raised to a fever pitch during 1973-74. St. Petersburg resi-
dents lived with water réstrictions imposed by the regional agency in
Brooksville, SWFWMD. Hillsborough owners of lakefront pfoperty found them-
selves pleading for withdrawal limitations from nearby welTfields owned by
neighboring cities and Pinellas County.AAAnd, Pasco County residents won-
dered if this was a preview of their own future problems.

The nature of thé water supply in the tri-county'area provides. a
natural linkage between the jurisdictions. The main source of supply has
been and will continue to be the Floridan Aquifer. The interconnected
aquifers bg]ow the permeable surface permit the group waters that seep in
to recharge the aquifer, Wellfields tap fhese underground waters for the
main consumptive supply. The layers and their roles in the aquifer are

the province of the hydro]ogist, but most area residents recognize some-
thing of the importance of the fact that Florida aé a peninsula sits on a
basé of salt water, held in delicate balance with the fresh water above it.
Individual well owners and coastal municipalities have experienced spoiled
water.sqpplies destroyed by.salt water intrusion.

The study fegion is designated by SWFWMD as the North Subregion. Be-
cause of geologic féctors the region is contained within a so-called hydro-
logic island, across thch no flow of water essentially takes place. This
means that the on]y water avai]gble as a resource is that furnished by
rainfall, which we then mine as either surface or ground water. The
average yearly precipitation.is 53.2 inches, of which 39.2 inches is lost
through evapotranspiration. This leaves a resource of 14.0 inches as a

yearly average that can be captured for use. Of this, the developable
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Figure No. 17
WATER SOURCES AND USES IN REGION
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WELLFIELD OWNERSHIPS

St. Petersburg:

South Pasco
Section 21 : f ‘

Cosme-Odessa _? {
Pinellas County: I} \
Eldridge-Wilde ) ) g
Hillsborough Co.: ( (
Northwest Hillsb. t )
Tampa: Pasco \ L
Thonotosassa County gt
Hillsborough Res. \ e
SWFWMD: g L A )
-‘ (S:;S:lés.‘g' Creek = : . lcie ??Lf?“ - e S ”
® ' : A P Stark
. Wil o
South Pasco
_ ¥ell Fleld —~—s
£1dr1dge-wilde ‘\ \
Well fictd Tampa |
Well Field /' !
Section 21
Cosme-Odessa Nefl ??uld 4 /
¥ell Field @ \ / _
J /
Duncdin . P4
{ d ”’ 4
§ i | e -
¢ : H?;l‘?t::::u.;h K1 1sborough c’ Agricul- & Thonotosassa
; : vell fieid Beservolr 15 T S | Well Hield
S ( Grazing \RY }
'—.) Areas \ P
Hillsborough 4 \ {
Clearwater = J
Dispersed A County o \ )
Vell ficld §750 N J
iide \ D\
\'
L — ] : \.——,_ \
— \ h
N \
. 4 N AN
Pinellas . I '
County I@ _— - .~
{ '
A\
/
Ph
]! S i
7 { N\ Arcas
[}
\ / \
~ — - \
"~
LEGEND: . . %
\ ~ ~ I'
s2/ts Mining Usc . -
.‘,:..-} Aoricultural use (Prepared from figures given by TBRPC.) .

Well field source

- 78 -



"water crop is usually seen as between 30-45% of the total.

be he]d'in reserve to sustain streamflow, help prevent intrusion of salt

water; sweep away poliutants from the land, and provide for wildlife and

recreation.

For the study region the developable water crop ranges be-

tween 429 and 643 million gallons a Hay.(mgd). Figure No. 17 shows the

public water requirements in the region in 1970 totalled 232.6 mgd.

Although the Florida Aquifer is one of the most highly productive in the

world, it cannot be considered a virtually inexhaustible resource.

Figure No. 18

The balance must

County

Hillsborough
Pasco

Pinellas

Water With-
drawal
Requirement

Total Con-

sumptive
Need

Source:

PUBLIC WATER REQUIREMENTS IN REGION, 1970

Pubifc Misc. Small
Water Supply &Sgi;sgie Industrial
Supply Wells Requirement
51.8 2.5 51.9
2.0 6.2 30.0
.60.0 17 2.0
83.9 mgd
113.8 mgd 25.8 mgd

Figures adapted from TBRPC, 1974.

Self-supplied Self-supplied’

Industrial
Consumption

5.2

23.0
1.6

29.8 mgd

Agricultural Agricultural
Irrigation Irrigation
Requirements Consumption

69.3 48.2
9.6 7.1
4.0 2.9
82.9 mgd
58.2 mgd

]The total amount used for livestock watering is considered to be consumptive.

Livestock
Requirement]

3.4
1.2
0.4

5.0 mgd

other areas of the nation, the rising affluence has increased water usage

As population increases, demand increases but at a faster rate. Like

per person.

As was previously noted in this report, the location of water

resources and their lack of congruence with areas of greatest need distort

normal decision making within the counties and cities. If St. Petersburg's'

growth cannot be sustained without use of water located in Hillsborough

County, should St. Petersburg alone be in charge of its development de-

cisions?

-.79 -
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the governing bodies within those jurisdictions? Many philosophical and
political questions of this nature have been raised in recent years and

still have not been answered.

Problems in the supply have also become acute because of the simul-
taneous occurrence of both drought and rapid growth. The drought reduces
* the ground water available to recharge the aquifer , thus making pumping
from wellfields more delicate if salt water intrusion is to be prevented.
Although the region is often feferred to as subtropical, its fifty-five
inches of rainfall annually fall faf short of the 100-200 inches usually
found in the-tropics . The fifty-five inch average rainfall figure is also
mis]eading because much of this is generated from summér rainfall, one-
fourth of which is lost in rapid run-off. Since seepage of Eainfa1] re-
charges the aquifer, environmentalists also often criticize the "concreti-
zation" aspects of growth for multiplying the problems of water supply.

Recent studies on the north basin, which includés the three study_
‘counties, havé been looking into the use of surface waters. Their proxim-
ity could reduce the cost of building pipelines to areas outside the tri-
county regioﬁ. The City of Tampa depends almost wholly on treated water
from the Hillsborough River. However, the dependency on surface water has
been a problem in drought.periods in our normal rainy season because this
has brought lowered river 1evels simultaneously with greatest demand. In

addition, all of the region's streams have their headwaters in the region,

or immediately adjacent, so they are closely related to the region's rain-
fall and peak demand cycles. The use of these surface water sources is
also complicated by the fact that the terrain of.the region places severe
reétrictions upon the development of artificial water storage areas for

this surface water. .For example, the Hillsborough River has an average
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flow in excess of forty-four million galiongs per Qay (44 mgd), yet when
the City of Tampa's demand does above 35mgd the river water source must
be supplemented. Another problem with the use of surface water is the
need for freatmeﬁf, yet future demands will mean that the region will
have to also mine this source. 1

The principaT water uses in the region have been identified in
Figure 18. A main consumptive need, of course, is the municipal systems
which supply water for drinking, lawn maintenance, wasteﬁater dilution
as part of the sewage system, and other miscellaneous urban uses. The
1970 need totalled 139;6 mgd; by 1985 this demand 1is predicted.at 330mgd.
Other large users are the phosphate industries and the agribusinesses,
both of which meet the need with their own systems, whose total consumptions

nevertheless must be considered in any water crop planning. Another use is in

thermo-electric power generation, for which in 1973 1.8 mgd was purchased

from municipal Water systems. The capacity for power generation is a
direct constraint on the region's growth and the avaiiabi]ity of water
is a direct component. The outlook for sufficient fresh watér to cool
the expected electric generating plants is dim. The best source of
cooling water fOr.inland power plants would probably be renovated muni-
cipal sewage effluent.

F]odding prob1éms‘in the region in the early 1960's ]eﬂ to the creation
of stafe water management districts to provide for flood retention areas.
The Southwest Florida Water Management District (already discussed) was
established in 1961 and has water managémént responsibility for fourteen
counties, intludihg the three of the study area. 4It has had its duties ex-

panded over this .time, precipitated by growth, drought and disputes be-
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tween counties over withdrawals from wellfields. In 1968 SWFWMD was given
powers to regulate wellfield withdrawal. This transition from flood control
to use control mirrofs the region's changing attitudes toward Qrowth;

The discussion of water supply on the reg1ona] Tevel po1nted up the
fact that needs cross jurisdictional lines; supply and d1str1but1on within
each of the three study counties show an 1nterlock1ng of intracounty juris-

dictions as well (see Figure 20).

Hillsborough County Water Systems.

In HI11sborough Cdunty the.situatidn can best be déscribed as com-
plex. The county government pfovides direct water service to only a rela-
tively small portion of the chstomefs in the unincorporated area through
five water systems it owns. The county currently is considering the pur-
Achase'of five addifioné1 systems, now privately held. The csunty now

}prov1des water to an estimated twenty ger cent of the population of the

un1ncorporated area, w1th another forty per cent served by the more than
one hundred twenty~county-franch1sed private water systems. The C1ty of
Tampa provides water to the majority of its residents, with:some city-
franchised private syStems.broviding the rest of the service within the
city limits. P]ant City and Temb]e Terrace both provide waser within
their respective municipalities without any franshise support. There are
no interlocal agreehents, with the exceptjbn of a water franchise pur-
chased by the City of Oldsmar to service Hillsborough Cbunty residents in

the area contiguous to-its boundaries.

Pinellas County Water Systems.

In Pinellas County water supply and distribution is chiefly a county

governmént function. The couhty supplies water to the unincorporated
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Figure No. 20
WATER DISTRIBUTION in the REGION
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areas and eighteen municipalities, accounting for about fifty per cent of
the totd] water distribution in the county. The county franchises no
supp]iér but there are some very small private water suppliers in the
county. The county wholesales water to the cities of Clearwater, Largo,
Pinellas Park, Safety Harbor and Tarpon Springs, who then handle their
own distribution. A separate water system is operated by St. Petersburg,
which in turn sells to three other cities. This water service system is

loosely tied together in a series of interlocal agreements.

Pasco County Water Systems.

In Pasco CbUnty each of the five municipalities serves its~owh resi-
dents. Port Richey buys a portion of its water from its neighbor, New Port
Richey. Although the codnty is thought'of as water-rich, its coastal area
has seen we11 fai]ure through sa]t-water’intrusion and the New Port Richey
area must look to the Cypress Creek Wellfield under development for its
future water needs ~In the un1ncorporated port1ons of the county citizens

: are‘serveq’by individua] residential we]]s and this fact is a ‘main basis
~of the Pasco oppdsition to Pinellas' water policy since overpumping will

cause failure of these shallow wells.

Services Summary.

In all fotr major services discussed in this chapter, there is an
emerging or present fegional role. In some cases the regional role is
seen as .antithetical to local plans, e.g. highway planning. It is extremely
important that components that are regional, county or municipal are well
defined if coordination is not to be considered "red tapé". Further, a
process for resolving conflict in service plans must be estab]isﬁed and

understood if smooth'deIiVery is to be achieved for citizéns. Few deny
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that there are parté of each service herein detailed which must be addressed
as regional. It is importanf that the responsibilities of coordinating
bodies be cichmﬁcribed'to these only. However, when the responsibility of
a body is mu]tiQCOUnty, such as TBART or the Water Authbr%ty,'then the
coordinating body must have total review of plans, programs and budgets if

there is to be a congruent regional policy.
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PROPOSAL: RECOMMENDATION for TAMPA BAY COUNCIL

The need for.coordination between multi-county authorities as
well as decisions of 1onai governments'and intra-county authorities
which have régional impact led the Panei to research structural
patterns for reg1ona1 governance. The Panel found two basic models:
“multi- purpose authorities and “umbrella" author1t1es The multi-
purpose authority consolidates multi-county authorities into one
unit. Seattle has used this approach for sewage treatment, water quality
and mass transit. The other model puts an umbrella coordinating body
over specié] districts. Special district plans, programs and budgets
are reviewed by the umbnella’agency, The umbrella board sets policy

and standards for the area but leaves delivery of services to local
governments or authorities. The Twin Cities Metropolitan Council operating

in Mjnneapdlis-St. Péu]bin its séven-county area is an éxamp]e of this
' apprbach. A | . ' |

The_Pané] recommends that an “umbrella" coordinating body called the
Tampa Bay Council be created for the tri-county region of Hi]]sborough,
Pinellas and Pasco Count1es .An Obnious'question to those famiiiar with
membership in TBRPC is what about Manatee County. ‘The Panel had no rep-
resentatives from Manatee so tnat little research was done on its inter-
relationships with the other counties.

Some, however, are obvious. Manatee shares the Bay waters with Hills-
borough nnd Pinel]és. It is contiguous to Hillsborough. Interrelationships
with Hillsborough were clearly involved when an oil refinery was planned
just sonth of the'Hf]lstrough line in Manatee County. Manatee is also
connected to Pine11as by the Skyway Bridge which will become'part of the

completed I-275, increasing intercounty traffic certainly.
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A]though there are these obvious relationships, the Panel feels that
Manatee should not be included in the reorganized Tampa Bay Council in the
same manner as the other three study counties. For the purposes of state
and federal requiremEnts'for commeht and review on probosa]s,,now furnished
to it by TBRPC, Tampa Bay Council could provide this with Manatee partici-
pating with tempbrarj membership on the same basis it now is a part of
TBRPC, two représentativés from Bradenton and two from the county.

Provision is made in the recommended legisiative act (see Appendix 4)

for new juriSdictions to be added by vote of the county governments involved.

The umbfe]]a Témpa Bay Council should have direct control over all
mu]ti-county au;hdrities and decisions of intra-county authorities and
local governments which have regional impact. There were two main reasons
that the Panel preferred the umbrella concept: one, the reality that
special distriéts Wéré already in existence and it would be difficult to
build support for ;heir consolidétion; and, two, the multipurpose authority .
approach is too narrow as it only provides coordination for services that
are specificé11y aésigned. An example of the problems this engehders is seen
in the case of Seattle, a bub]ic referendum must be held to add a new

function. The umbrella approach allows more flexibility and it provides

a vehicle for general purpose planning grants from the state aﬁd fed-

eral governments. Coordinating roles are also being assigned on a

 regfonal basis by -these state and federal agencies: highways, mass

transit, airports, location of major capital facilities, sewage treat- .
ment, to name a few. The umbrella structure provides a natural reposi-
tory for these "areawide" roles.

The Panel recommends that a limited number of functions be assigned

to the umbrelia agency. 'Thé'four most immediate needs found by the Panel
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are water résdhrces. sewage treatment, solid waste disposa1Aand transpor-
tation. New functions may be added by a two-thirds vote of the governing
body as 1ong as the 1é§is1ative delegation doe§ not overturn such a vote.
Areawide coordination powers would be assigned to the agency. Figure No.

21 illustrates the functioning of the umbrella unit.

A basic question the Panel addressed in developing the underlying
philosophy of its récomnendation was whether the agency would be state
or locally oriented. Arguments agéinst non-voluntary authoritative
councils usually center around 1055 of local control and state usurpation
of power. |

In 1973 Sess{on of thé Florida 1egis]aturé, the Commission on Local
Government2? recommended a statewide system of "umbrella" units called
multi-county planning and.areawide service de]iveny uhits. The Florida
Leagle of Cities led the ffght against the bill accusing the legislature
of retreating frdm its commitment to "home rule" for local govérnments.
The leadership of the Cohmiésion on Local Govefnmeht argued that although
local governments were givén powers to cOoperativeiy.de]iver sgrvices through
the Interlocal Act of ]969?3, they were not.using the powers. Therefore,
another mechanism was necessary to meet the need for areawide planning and
service delivery.. The Commission found through their study of local government
that c1t1zens were often frustrated by not know1ng who to hold respons1b]e
for breakdowns in services, such as, overloaded roads, lack of mass transit,
poor water pressure. Lota]-officia1s often are quick to blame lack of
state support, the-decisions of neighboring jurisdictions or the cost limit-
ations for the poor quality or lack of services. The recommended substate
districts failed to cﬂme out of committee because it lacked support. The

Panel has been able to benefit from the work of the Commission.
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Figure No. 21
UMBRELLA COUNCIL FUNCTIONS AND RELATIONSHIPS

42u3)
Aat104 12297
(23208
ulfesy
sJuRULpLQ
satsien
182438
“ucliecddaey
Buluutid
mn_coN
sat|od
a4t4

$379% 201

m,uwg,u.n Letsals
w—ua"u.cu.

0
un8)

23410
,d :g-aoz eauay

"Ld 2avade
Eulueeld yiteds

MELIF = JLTaLD]
Jc; €a

39S SpJrOog ‘paj

=3121¢ DITRIUAL

“ld M —\\

£3u5L153A0) (P30T
-234Y |0 e munr\h
ueld 5§ Seedl
i FAY 32%C.] COLTLaCNINY
S6-Y P irealy AILaC) =13 1rA
yItm £aLovasy Lty
T :

A3

AE3A1TEC Z3IAUSS

CNINNYTd 7 SH3InGE
€ 70 EOIIYNITYOST

3338-"932 CE.¥

‘'uot3eIJOCsUTLY
:d0j A3tdcyane Supiedace ;0 uoyi2usis3p puR Sutuueid 314435 (€
$32L13uU00 % mbo—ncgn —ncopmm» 9A{0S54 03 SUCLSLI3ED apLreade um.wm~>mw (2
(s3usucduod [230f UO PIs2Q) ueid g \uﬁ_ou (euo1534 aaysusydLdao)

SIILIISLT YEEAIR-ZITNIS wodl ¢

tescdsiq 31Se4 PLLOS 43124 Jusuiesa) SHMIS

10EGC) 3N
ophiqumou uc, g3sya

T1ONOOD quo. =32l

N

Nols

*sACa 12907
*SCY paspusuds
“A0L3 ..< uc u.u.n.

7 3d

- 89 -



The Panel's recommended orientation for the Council is one directed
towards local governments in the region and thé constituency of the area.
It should serve to strengthen the ability of local governments to deliver
services by stepping in when services need a region-wide component.

The Panel maintains that its recommendation advocates "regional home
rule”. The Tampa Bay region should have the power and authority to service
its population. When govérnmenta] units were first established in this
state and nation, home rule was easy to define because it was granted to
a unit of local government identified by its legal boundary lines. The
ease of identificatioh no longer exists. The scale of 1ife has become,
in many governmental concerns, a regional scale. Therefore, it is likely
that we must identify some process of "regional home rule" if we are to
dea] effectiVe]y with ouk regional problems.
| Such a concept is not in opposition to the concept of local government,
rather,it-is supportive of that concept. Problems of government that are
régional in scope can be more logically and econqmicai]y provided for at
the'regional level;

The development of a proposal for.regional governance by the Panel is

consistent with the dictates of regional home rule. The Panel is composed

of citizens who were appointed by local governing bodies to make recommendations

for assignmeat of functions. Therefore, theArecomnendation comes from local
iniative. The origin of regional recommendations is important to the
reaction of local officials and regiona]lcitizens;.we have traced the
rather negative outcomes when regionalism was forced by the federal or
sfate “stick".

A second basic question addressed by the Panel was who should govern

the umbrella unit. The position of the Panel is that regional policy
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must be responsive to a regional const1tuency Local government officials
| must be judged by their own constituency for dec1s1ons pertinent to their
own jurisdictions. The components of problems that are truly regional -
qua11ty of the Bay, breakdown of connector roads between count1es, alloca-
tion of water resources - cannot be solved by po]1c1es which are only a
sum of the "parts“ advocated by local jurisdictions. The governing
board of the Council must have as its sole purpose solution of regional
problems. Therefore, the governing board must be directly elected.

One argument against regional levels is that they are too far from
the people. The Panel members were very sensitive to this criticism and
quite conﬁerned with the relationship betﬁeen representatfves and their
cohstituencies. Further, if representatives were e}etted on a region-wide
ballot, the costs of campaigns would be too-high. These two concerns
led to the recommendation for sing]e mémber districts of 50,000 population.
An expanding Counc11 is also advocated because of predicted pppu]ation
increases. Figure 22 illustrates the comparison of résu]ts between an
expanding Council or a constant number on the Council. The nearly 100,000
population district by the year 2000 would negate the contact the Panel was

trying to maximize between representatives and their constituencies.

Representatives should be elected for two-year terms, and get $3600

annual compensation plus $50 per meéting. Compensation was debated at length
by the Panel. The final position was arrived at to encourage individuals to
run for the office and assign importance to the office. The level of compen-
sation is admittedly 1ow.but probably commensurate with the Work]oad at the
outset of the-agency's operation. If the workload increased and the Council

has popular support, it can ask the legislature to increase compensation.

4
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Figure 22
PROJECTED REGIONAL COUNCIL SIZES

BASIS: ONE REPRESENTATIVE FOR EACH 50,000 pop.

Projection County Area

Date Hillsborough Pasco Pinellas Total
1975 610,000/ 129,300 731,010

Rep. 12 3 15 30
1980 724,000 176,500 878,930

Rep. 14 4 18 36
1990 950,000 294,400 1,087,230

Rep. 19 6 22 47
2000 1,178,200 421,400 1,208,060

Rep. 24 8 24 56

BASIS: "CONSTANT COUNCIL SIZE,
POPULATION REPRESENTED BY EACH MEMBER

Projection 3-County
. Date (Hills-Pin-Pas)
: 29 Member
1975 50,000!
1980 ' 61,000
1990 80,000
2000 96,000

JA]] population figures are updated TBRPC projections.

The Council would hire an executive director to run the business of

the agenéy. The director would hire staff with the approval of the Council.

Since comprehensive planning is an integral part of the intended role and
there is already a professional régional planning staff under Tampa Bay
Regianal Planning Counci], we recommend that the staff be transfered to
the umbrella. unit. An adeqqate]y funded planning function could reduce

dhp]ication of genera1 purpose planning personnel in speciaT'authorities.
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The functions and activities of the Tampa Bay Council should include
the adoption of regional policies and minimum standards in the four service
areas; preparat1on of a comprehensive regional development and service
guide based on the p]ans of local units, special districts, and regional
unit. The guide would be used to determine what constitutes regional

“impact for future plans and programs. In the four service areas, the
Council would prepare service plans to be reviewed by local govefn-
ments, special authorities and citizens throﬁgh a public hearing process.
The Council would not deliver services except under extraordinary local
governmeht request.; If the Council did deliver a service, it is intended
that it would wholesale it to local governments_and not directly serve
individuals. | o

The power to set standérds is a touchy issue to local governments.
Their antipathy stems from state and federal standard setting without
financial assistance to meet the standard. A case in point is the require-
ment for advanced waste water tfeatment for effuent discharged into the Bay.
It is generally felt that the state was not generous in aiding local
government's compliance with the standard; this is especially true of the
smaller units of government. It is the intention that the Tampa Bay Council
aggressively search out funds to implement policies in the four service areas.
The Panel has found that areas which have an areawide service component ‘
have generally received more federal program dollars. Therefore, the
assistance probabilities should be enhanced by the\Counci].

The question of who pays for the operation of the Council is central.
The Panel recommends that it be funded by a combination of state and 1oca1
funds assessed on a per capita basis. State funding is proper because

of the state's superior fiscal condition. Local governments and special
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districts are limited in their sources by Constitutional provisions.
‘ Constitutfona]]y, the Council wbuﬁd be a special district. Stafe funds
should be based on a per capita formula and should comprise a majority
qf'oberatingvexpenditures of the agency.

Local governments have made a per capité'contribution to the Tampa
Bay Regional Planning Council in the spirtt that a regional entity servés
local governments through its collection of dqta, preparation of technical
reports, and the enhancement of federal and state grant possibilities
because of the presence of an areawide unit. Our recommendation is that
Tampa.Bay'RegionaI Planning Council be restructured with a differént
governing board and strengthened role. The staff énd current functions
of.the Council would be transferred to the Tampa. Bay Council. The two
benefits of data and grantsmanship would remain for local governments.
A lesser per capité amount would be necessary with state funding, probabTy
some 8¢ per capita compared to the current 11¢ per capita.

The agency could receive state and federal grants for both planning
and programs. If past funding trends continue then a majority of operating

revenue will come from atate and federal grants.
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- FOOTNOTES - -

]The National Academy of Public Administration Foundation, a non-
profit corporation, is a membership organization founded in 1966 and
comprised of some one hundred fifty members who are elected to the
Academy based on expertise in public administration. Its offices are
Tocated at 1225 Connecticut Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20036. The
goals of the Academy are to: serve as a trusted source of advice and
counsel to governments and public officials on problems of public adminis-
tration; help improve the policies, processes, and institutions of pub-
lic administration; evaluate program performance and administrative pro-
gress; and increase public understanding of public administration and its
critical role in the advancement of a democratic society. It is funded
by private contributions and public grants for its research projects. A
list of the national panel for this Study may be found in Appendix No. 2.

2The Committee for Economic Development, with offices in Washington,
is composed of two hundred leading businessmen and educators with two
primary objectives: to develop through research and discussion recom-
mendations for business and public policy that will strengthen our free
society and to bring about increasing public understanding of the impor-
tance of these objectives. CED's work is supported largely by voluntary
contributions from business and industry, foundations and individuals.
It is non-profit, nonpartisan and nonpolitical. The Trustees, who gener-
ally are presidents of corporations and universities, are choser for their

individual capacities rather than as representatives of any particular
interests.

_3Committee_for Economic Development, Reshaping Government in Metro-
politan Areas (Washington, 1970), p. 2.

4A consolidation referendum was defeated in Hillsborough County in

each of the years 1967, 1970, 1972; a consolidation election failed in
Pinellas County in 1973.

5The Advisory Conmission on Intergovernmental Relations was established
by Public Law 380 in 1959 for the purpose of bringing together representa-
tives of all levels of government to consider common problems, to evaluate
the administration of federal grant programs, make available technical
assistance to assess the effect of proposed federal legislation, to encour-
age study and discussion at an early stage of emerging problems that are
likely to require intergovernmental cooperation, to recommend allocations
of function and revenue among the several levels of government, and to
recommend ways to bring about a more orderly and less competitive fiscal
relationship between levels of government. The Commission is made up of

outstanding public officials, appointed by the President. Its.offices are
in Washington. D. C. -

6Bureau of Economic and Business Statistics, SMSA Worksheet, 1974
(Gainesville: The University of Florida, 1974). '

7Tampa Bay Region, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council, Population:
A _Comprehensive Analysis for the Tampa Bay Region, 1973, p. 21.
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®Ibid., p. 22.
9
Ibid., p. 10.

]0Hi1lsborough County, Hillsborough County Planning Commission, Popula-
tion and Housing Estimates, April, 1970 - January, 1974, 1974, p. 1.

: ]]Pasco County, Pasco County Planning Commission, Economic Analysis of
Pasco County, 1974, 1974, p. 7.

5Pine]]as Cohnty. Pinellas Planning Council, People in Pinellas: 1974

Housing and Population Inventory, 1974, p. 1.

]G“One Level Government in Pinellas County", an unsigned mimeographed
campaign leaflet, April, 1972, p. 4.

17_ .
Ibid. s PP. 2-3.

]8Tampa Bay Region, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council, Regbrt on
Water Quality Systems, 1974.

' Jane Stein, "Recycling Plans Are Piling Up to Handle the Mountaineous
Nationwide Problem of Bottles and Cans," Smithsonian, May, 1974, p. 51.

20Tampa Bay Region, Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council, Mass Transpor-
tation, Phase I, 1970; Mass Transportation, Phase II, 1971; Mass Transporta-
tion, Phase III, 1972. -

2]'l',ampa Bay Region, Tampa Bay REgional Planning Council, Interim Waste

Water Treatment Plans through 1980, 1972, Table VII.

22The Cormission on Local Government was created by the Florida legis-
lature in 1972. It was appointed by the Governor and both houses of the

Legislature. It was charged to conduct a two-year study of local government.

, 23Th1‘s act provided for local governments to enter into contracts to
deliver services, form separate entities for delivery of services, or form
councils of government.
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Appendix No. 1
SUNCOAST STUDY PANEL MEMBERS

Hillsborough County

Colleen Bevis - President, Tampa Arca Mental Health Board; menber Hillsborough County Char-
ter Conmission; past state officer, P.T.A.

Joseph Chao - Director, Grants-in-Aid, Hillsborough County.

Albert Copeland - Owner, Copeland Market, Tampa.

H. D. Cusick - Staff, Governmental Affairs, Greater Tampa.Chamber of Commerce,
Al DeShong - Safety Director, Hillsborough County.

Manuel Duran, Jr. - Housing Services Coordinator, Hi11sborough County.

Arthur H. Fre} - Realtor, Tampa.

Dorathy Harmon - Reading specialist, Hillsborough County Schools; youth programs founder:
Harmon Halfway House, WHITTS.

Nancy Sever - Temple Terrace City Council; past president, League of Women Voters of
Hillsborough County.

James Shimberg - Builder{ attorney; ELMS Committee; member, Hillsborough County Charter
Cormission. ' '

John M. Sidor - Assistant Professor, Political Sclence, University of South Florida;
Coordinator, Regional Housing Center.

Claudia Silas - Headstart Supervisor, Hillsborough County Schools.
Pasco_County _

John Betz, Professor, Microbiology, University of South Florida; Chairmaﬁ.-Central Pasco
Planning Comnission; past chairman, Tampa Advisory Commission on the Environment.

Peter Dunbar -'Pasco County Attorney.

Louls E. Holt - Pasco County Conmissioner (term énding 1974).
Pinellas County

Fred Anderson - former mayor, Treasure Island.

Marilyn Bryson - Staff, Pinellas Suncoast Chamber &f Conmerce.

Roger Carlton - Assistant to the County Administrator, Pinellas County; chairman, Pinel-
1as Manpower Planning Council.

Marlin Eldred - Madefra Beach City Council.
Judith Gould - Dunndin City Council.

Thomas fircqory - Accountant, St. Petersburg; Board member, St. Petersburg Chanber of Com-
merce.,

Lacey Harwell - Pastor, Maximo Preshyterian Church, St. Petersburg.

Dan L. Johnson - President, Radfo Statfon WFSO; President, Florida West Coast Health Plan-
ning Council, :

Jeanne Ha}chon - National Board, League of Women Voters; Chalmman, State Health Planning
Council,

Thomas F. Thompson - Instructor, St. Petersburg Junior College; Membar, Exccutive Committee,
Democratic Party of Pinellas County.

Picot Floyd - City Manager, Clearwater.
Staff

Laurey Stryker - Executive Divector; Formerly, Assistant Professor, Urban Politics, Hills-
borough Community College. .
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Appendix No. 2
National Academy of PUblic Administration
NEIGHBORHOOD ORIENTED METROPOLITAN GOVERNMENT

Panel:

George L. Brown - Executive Director, Metro Denver Urban Coalition;
State Senator, Colorado General Assembly.

AlanAK. Campbell - Dean, Maxwé]] Graduate School of Citizenship and
Pub]ic-Affairs, Syracuse University.

Ni]1iém G. Colman - Consultant, Governmental Affairs and Federal-State-
Local Relations, Washington, D. C.

Grace Hamilton - Member, Georgia State Assembly.

Charles T. Henry - City Manager, University City, Missouri.

Arthur Naftalin - Mayor, Minneapolis, Minnesota.

James A. Norton - Chancellor, Ohio Board of Regents.

Frances Fox Piven - Associate Professor, Boston University.

Robert E. Turner -

York Willbern - Professor, Department of Government, Indiana University.

Staff:

Charles R. warrén; Project Director.

- 98 -

‘e

‘e



Developments of Régional Impact

In 1972, the Florida Legislature pas-
sad tthe Florida Environmental Land end
Woater Management Act which con-
tained a section devoted to a new con-
cept—Developments of Regional Impact.
Tho Act designated ths TBRPC as the
regional review agency for Stete Plan-
ning Dittricts 5 and 8, effsctive July I,
1973, ’ .

In issuing guidlines to carry out the
DRI process, the state described de-
velopments of regional impact to in-
clude:

Airports
Aftractions and Recrestional Facilities
Electrical Generating Facilities and

Transmission Lines
Hospitals
Industris! Plants and Parks
Mining Operations
Offico Parks
Petroloum Storage Facilities
Port Facilities
Rasidential Developments
Schools
Shopping Centers

A further breakdown equates the size
of the davelopment with othar pertinent
relative factors—parking spaces, seating
capacily, megawatts and kilovolts, hos-
pitel beds, acreage and square feet of
gross floor ares, to mention a few—to
determine whether or not the project is

Appendix No. 3
THE DRI PROCESS

for

reqarded as having a regional impact.
For example, plans for a residential da-
velopment must be submitted to TBRPC
for evaluation under the following quali-
fying formula:

® County population under 25,000—
250 dwelling units

® County population between 25.000
and 50,000—50 dwelling units

® County population betwesn 50,000
ond 100.000—750 dwelling units

® Couaty population between 100,
000 and 250,000—1,000 dwelling
units

® County population between 250,-
000 and 500,000—~2,000 dwelling
units

® Covnty population in excess of
§00,000—3,000 dwelling units

. TBRPC's professional planners evalu-
ate each developer's application in terms
of its impact on:

® Regional Environment and Natural
Resources—specifically, air quality,
water resources, and lond resuorces

® Regional Economy—fiscal and em-
ployment characteristics, peripheral
and subsidiery developmonis and
user characleristics.

® Regional -Public Facilities—sewage
trestment, storm water disposal,
water supply, solid waste collection

DRI REVIEW PROCESS
Yampa Bay Regunal Planning Council

appicaton received prefmmary review
prlicotion Incanglete Sratfl Cevel ]
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and disposal, power supply, and
other facilities serving the public.

® Regione! Public Transportation Fa-
cilities—an all-inclusive evaluation
of existing and future-planned
roads and highways, the study of
treffic using the existing road sys-
tems, and the evailability of public
transportation.

® Regional Housing—consideration of
size and price of planned residen-
ces versus the needs of existing and
projected population, location to
employment centers, shopping, rec-
reation, efc., and its likely effect
on the community.

When each specific area of evaluation
has been completed, evaluation of the
total impact on the region by the pro-
ject is undertaken by the staff in terms
of its character, magnitude, and loca-
tion. Three types of recommendation
are possibla: approvel, denial, or ap-
proval with modifications.

Each study, with its recommendation,
is submitted to TBRPC's Executive Com-
mittee a week before its monthly meet-
ing. The Committee's members discuss
oach project at length before voting on
whether or not to accept the staff's
recommendations and any of the modi-
fications suggested.

After the Commitiee's action, the
official report with its recommendation
is forwarded to the developer and the
local unit of government, The next step
is a public hearing initisted by local
government followed by their own vote
of acceptance or denial of the TBRPC's
recommendations. If the vote qoes -
against the Council's recommendation,
TBRPC may votle to apoeal the decision
fo on adjudicatory commission com-

- posed of the Governor and his Cabinet,



Appendix No. 4
WTVT EDITORIALS

VOLUME XVII, NUMBER 56 MARCH 19, 1974

REGIONAL GOVERNMENT COORDINATION

The idea of regional government may create a negative reaction in the minds of
some Bay-area citizens. But we suggest that we already have a lot of regional
government, and will have more. The only question is whether we let it develop

into an uncontrollable mess, or try to guide it within a workable framework we can
control. :

A study group presently is looking into the possibilities of some kind of coordinating
body for Pinellas and Hillsborough counties. It heard recently from the father of
regional government at Minneapolis=St. Paul, Dr. Arthur Naftalin, a professor and
former mayor of Minneapolis. He also was on Channel 13's Insight program. Pro-
fessor Naftalin explains that the Twin Cities Metropolitan Council, which actually
covers seven counties, is an umbrella agency, and does not replace a single county,
city or town. It was not dreamed up out of thin air, but evolved quite naturally from
the proliferation of semi-independent regional agencies and authorities which were
beginning to plague the area.

We are struck with the parallel to our own situation in the Bay area, where we al-
ready have multi-county agencies for such things as planning, water and flood con-
trol, rapid transit, health planning and so forth. And there are many other functions
which are really regional in nature, although authority is now fragmented among two
or more local governments. Hillsborough runs the regional airport, although other
counties produce most of the passengers. The Hillsborough and Manatee Port Authori-
ties share the same harbor and the same channels. Tampa General Hospital is the
major medical center for much of central Florida. And so on.

The Metropolitan Council at Minneapolis-St. Paul operates on a fraction of a mill in
taxes, and actually runs very few things itself. It operates as a coordinating agency,
with veto power over regional development. lis members now are appointed by the
govemor but a move is on to make the positions elective. Another approach would be

to have representatives from existing city councils and county commissions make up the

regional body, as is done in the very successful system in Toronto.

However it's done, Channel 13 suggests our only real choice is whether to let regional

govemment grow without control, or whether to put a harness on all the authoritiées and

agencies, with the reins firmly in the hands of the people. The time to.start thinking -
about it is today. :
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WTVT EDITORIAL

VOLUME XVIlI, NUMBER 108 MAY 30, 1974

"UMBRELLA" FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Channel I3 hopes the Suncoast Study Panel does not get discouraged because of the
reaction of some clected officials to its proposal for an umbrella organization to
coordinate Bay-area governments. The officials had generally negative reactions,
1anging from outright opposition to predictions it would be a hard idea to sell, no
matter how desirable.

We agree the selling job will be difficult. Elected officials tend to resist changes
in government, for obvious reasons. They have a stake in the way things are, and
a tendency to feel they can handle any problems that arise. We think the study
panel would get a more favorable reaction from other community leaders and

_concerned citizens.

It seems to us the only question is not whether there will eventually be an umbrella
agency in the Bay area, but how soon it will come and the form it will take. The
fact is, we already have some umbrella organizations with some of the same
powers and limitations which the sfudy panel proposes. The Tampa Bay Regional
Planning Council has a big say-so in lots of decisions through its authority to review
applications for federal funds. The regional transit authority has similar powers-

in its specialized field. An illustration of this was the recent fuss with the
Hillsborough Aviation Authority, which was reluctant to give up any of its
autonomy to the regional group. But it's obvious to most citizens that we cannot
always depend solely on good will and promises to make sure we put airports

where people can get to them, or express routes that will tie in with the airports.

Then, we have the Southwest Florida Water Management District, which is playing
an increasing role in regulation and supply of water, and in flood control, over=-
lapping many city and county boundariés. One of the main functions of an -
umbrella organization would be to coordinate the planmng of these special-purpose
authorities.

We cannot have anarchy among local governments anymore than we can among
individuals. Somebody must be in a position to see that what may be good for

one does not hurt somebody else. The need for cooperation and coordination
should be clear from such hassles as the one over water supplies, which was fought
out in the legislature recently. An umbrella agency would simply give us something
to work through in handling problems like this. The idea is working fine in the
Minneapolis-St. Paul area, at very little cost, and with no burdensome bureaucracy.

To sum it up, we will have to do this job one way or another. What we must decide
is how to handle it in the fairest and most efficient way.
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WTVT EDITORIAL

VOLUME XVII, NUMBER 141 JULY 16, 1974

COORDINATING REGIONAL SERVICES

Many citizens, and even some local officials, may not even be aware of the existence of the
Suncoast Study Panel. But it's been working for moie than a year, now, trying to find some
way to give the people more control over authorities and programs which overlap city and
county boundaries. This past weekend the panel drew up a tentative statement of purpose,
and reached an informal consensus on some specifics. ' '

The need for a coordinating and policy-making organization over and above what we have
should be apparent by now to most Bay-area residents. The three counties which would
initially come under the proposed umbrella authority . . . Hillsborough, Pinellas and Pasco
already are cooperating in the Tampa Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority.  And they cre
struggling to form a three-county water producing authority. In addition, work is well along
toward a possible regional solid waste disposal program, to recover some of the material we're
throwing away, as well as recovering some of the cost. The study group voted to add sewage
disposal and land use as other functions needing immediate coordination.

LI Y

The thinking among most panel members is that the regional authority would have 15 to 25
members, elected from districts in the three counties. ‘Channel 13 believes it would be better
accepted if the districts crossed county lines as much as possible, so members would represent
people rather than cities or counties. Although this is a fairly new concept in local government,
something like it has worked well in the Minneapolis-St. Paul area for years, on a very low
pudger, and witn surprisingly liitie coniroveisy. :

The new regional authority would not necessarily replace the governing boards of other
authorities. It would act as an umbrella over all of them. As it is now, with more and more
regional authorities and prog-.:ms, with little direct responsibility to each other or the people,
we are losing coordination and democratic control. City and county governments cannot all
go their own way. Almost every major problem we're having overlaps =xisting polifical .
boundaries.

As the Suncoast Study Panel gets down to the nitty-gritty of specific recommendations, Channel 13
hopes local government officials and citizens react in a positive way. There are lots of legitimate

questions on how to do it, but it should be obvious we need to do something.
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WTVT EDITORIAL

VOLUME XVII, NUMBER 147 AUGUST 21, 1974

TBRPC CHAIRMAN REPLIES

Recently the Channel 13 editorial ‘supported the concept of an elected regional umbrella
authority to oversee and coordinate regional programs, taking over some of the function:
of the existing Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council. This evening we will permit the

. chairman of the council, Pasco County Commissioner Walter Voorhees, to explain his
opposition to the plan:

"There is, indeed, considerable misunderstanding about regional authorities
in the Bay Area and their accountability to the people who live within the
region.

"One misconception is that the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council is an
autonomous authority which is not responsive or responsible to the people.
The truth is that the policy board of TBRPC is composed of twenty-six,
commissioners, councilmen, and mayors from thirteen units of local yovern-
ment all popularly elected by the people. Each of these representatives

is responsible not only to the electorate of his district but to the elected
body of public officials who appointed him to sit on the Council.

"Having been created by and of local government in 1962 to provide a

public forum for discussion of regional problems, the Tampa Bay Regional
Planning Council has, for the past twelve years, advised local govemment
on many of the problems associated with the area's phenomenal growth. The
Council has cooperated and coordinated its efforts not only with local
government but, also, with most of the existing authorities and advisory
agencies operating in the Bay Area. The Tampa Bay Regional Planning
Council's track record for regional effectiveness can be found in the areas
of pollution abatement, and waste-water treatment, urban development,
mass and rapid transit, and the coordination of services to the aging.

"We agree with WTVT that we need to think about putting a better harness
on regional problems. However, the creation of a separately elected
umbrella authority with its own taxing powers and not directly accoun‘able
to local government would create another level of govemment and wosld
result in usurpation of the authority and power vested in local governn ent.
The umbrella agency concept as presented by the Suncoast Study Pane to
the Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council is much more than a problen: of
semantics. Thank you."
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WTVT EDITORIAL

VOLUME XVII, NUMBER 161 AUGUST 13, 1974

REGIONAL AUTHORITY MISUNDERSTANDINGS

There is considerable misunderstanding about the proposed umbrella authority to deal with
regional problems in part of the Bay area. Some are calling it an attempt at a super-
government, and some call it just another layer of bureaucracy for the people to support.
The truth is that what the Suncoast Study Panel is trying to do in Hillsborough, Pinellas
and Pasco counties is give the people better services and, just as important, give them
better control over them.

As it is now the area invents a new, separate and largely autonomous authority for each new
problem. We have authorities for rapid transit and for planning, and are in the midst of
forming one for water supply. Another for garbage reclamation and disposal is under serious
discussion. And we have planning and advisory agencies in other fields, such as health

and law enforcement. As the growth of the area brings new problems, and as old problems
grow beyond the control of individual cities and counties, we need to take a fresh look

at the direction we are drifting.

The study panel's current proposal would establish an umbrella authority to coordinate and
oversee all the others, which could continue to exist as operating agencies where necessary.
Most important, ‘the proposed regional council would be democratically elected directly

by the people. Current thinking is 29 members, each chosen from a single-member district
of equal population.

We think another misconception about the study panel is that it is a bunch of amateurs
with no practical knowledge of local government and its problems. The fact is almost
every member of the group has some actual experience with local government, and many
are either elected officials or top level employees. There are council members, county
commissioners, county attorneys, city managers and professional planners on the panel, not
to mention people active in party politics. Their discussions are at the grass roots level.

Whether the umbrella authority replaces or absorbs the existing regional planning council,
or whether the council is reformed to assume a broader role is mostly @ matter of semantics.
But Channel 13 believes we do need to think seriously about putting a better harness on
regional problems and regional authoritles, with the reins more firmly in the hands of the
people. B :
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Appendix No. 5

PROPOSED LEGISLATION FORMING TAMPA BAY COUNCIL

Be 1t enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida an act to

create the Tampa Bay Council:

Section 1. Findings and Purpose.
(1) The legislature finds and declares that in the Tampa Bay
region:

‘(a) the problems of growth and development transcend the
boundaries of indfvidua] units of generai.local government, and no
single local unit can formulate plans or implement policies for
their solution without affecting other units in their geographic
area;

(b) there is a need for é regional organization to provide
a means for citizens to resolve common problems, engage in areawide
comprehensive and functional p]anning. administer certain fedéra]
and state grants-in-aid, coordinate development, and cohduct other
areawide activities;

(c) the trend to single-purpose areawide agencies has
resulted in duplication of effort and diffusion of responsibility,
and has impeded the efforts of local governments to meet citizen
needs; and,

(d) the establishment of this regional organization does
not affect the right of counties or municipalities to conduct local
planning or deliver local services.

- (2) Itis thé purpose of this act to enhance the ability
and opportunity of local jurisdictions in the Tampa Bay region to
resolve issues and problems franscending their individual boundaries
by estébl{shing a general purpose regional agency with authority to:
(a) perform cémprehensive regional planning; (b) establish regional
policy; (c) enforce regional standards; and, (d) provide for trans-

portation, water resources, sewage treatment, solid waste disposal,
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and such other regional functions as may be added through provisions
of this act.

Section 2. Definitions. -- As used in this act, except where
the context clearly indicates otherwise:

A.(]) "Agency"meansATampa Bay Council.

(2) "Comprehensivé regional development guide" means a long-
range}plan identifying regional goals, objectives and opportunities
for physical, economic and social development. '

(3) “Governing body" means the legislative or policy making
body o% a unit of general local government, special district, or the
agency. ’

(4) “Local elected official" means the chie€ elected execu-

tive or a member of the governing body of a unit of general local

. government.

(5) "Major capital facility" means any structure or physical
facility whfch has an impact or effect on development of the region,
including tho;e which:- are located on or near the boundaries between
counties; are part of an areawide system of public services or facili-
ties, SUCB as major highways, rapid transit, or water and sewer ser-
vice; are of a magnitude to establish new directions in the population
or economic growth of the region.

(6) "Popu]at{on" means the number of inhabitants according
to the latest special dr decennial United States Census.

(7) "“Region" means the territory within the cbunties of
Pinellas, Hillsborough, and Pasco. . .

(8) “Special district" means a local unit of special govern-
ment created pursuant to general or specific law for the purpose of
peéforming specialized functions within limited boundaries.

(9) “State agency" means any department, commission, board

© or other unit of the executive branch of State government.
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(10) "unit of general local government" means a county or

municipality.

Section 3. Regional agency; creation; membership.

(1) There is heréby created in the Tampa Bay region a general
purpose agency as a separate legal entity, to be known and designated
as the Tampa Bay Council.

(2) The governing body of the agency shall consist of a
number of members equal to one member per 50,000 population based
on the population figures from the latest decennial census, selected
by voters from individual districts for two-year terms. Members
shéll be qualified electors of the state and of a county in which
all or part of the distrfct is located.

(3) The regibn‘shall be apportioned into districts as
follows:

(Statement of district boundaries)

(4) The region shall be reapportioned into districts as
follows: _

(a) The governing body shall provide for reapportioned
districts every four years based on the latest official census or
accepted state population figures within sixty days after such
official census figures are available.

(b) The proposed mab of districts shall be published in
major newspapers in the region thirty days before adoption. Public
hearings shall be held in each county of the region prior to adoption.

(c) If tﬁe governing body fails to prgvide such reappor-
tioned districts within such time 1imit, the Attorney General within
five days will bring action in the appropriate court to either compe]l
the performance of shch duty or to provide such reapportioned dis-

tricts for the region.
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(d)
(Statement that a given percentage of citizens
from a given number of districts may petitioh
the Attorney General to submit such plans to
an appropriate court when petitioners believe
they are inequitable.)
(5) Election to the governing body shall be in the following

manner:

(a) The election of members shall be by majority of votes
cast and held on the first Tuesday after the . Monday
in of each numbered year. If one candidate

fai]s to receive a majority of the votes cast, the two candidates
receiving the highest number of votes shall participate in a run-off
election to be held on the second Tuesday following the first election
day;

(b) Members shall assume office on the third Tuesday fol-

" lowing the first election day. At the first meeting, members shall

elect a presiding officer, a secretary (who need not be a member) ‘and
such other officers as they deem necessary. -

(6) Members shall continue in office until their successors
qualify. Vacancies in the membership shall be filled by appointment
of the Governor if there is less than twelve months of the term
remaining; otherwise, by a sbécial election called for such purpose
by the governfng body. | A

(7) Members shall receive compensation of $3,600 annuélly
and $50 pe} meeting;_trave] and related expenses may be provided
by the governing body.

(8) If the agency is designated as a regional agency for

the,purposes of Chapter 380, Florida Statutes, or any other state
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or federai law and the area covered by such designation exceeds the
geographic boundaries of the agency, the governing body may add such
additional members to it or any of its comittees as may be agreed
upon by the designating agency and the governing body to provide
equitable representation. The additional members shall be selected '
by the governing body of local general purpose government covering
all or part of the additional area and shall be heard only with res-
pect to issues for which such designation is made.

Section 4. Regional agency: duties and powers.

- (1) The agency shall have énd exercise all powers necessény
or convenient to enable 1t to carry out the duties and responsibilities
which are hereby, or may hereafter be, imposed upon 1t by law. With-
out in any manner limiting or restricting the general powers conferred
by this chapter, the agency shall have power to:

(a) Adopt and have a common seal and alter it at pleasure;

(b) Sue and be sued: '

(c) Adopt by-laws and make rules and regulations for the
conduct of its business;

(d) Establish committees, including citizen advisor& com-
mittees, and divisions and authorize the staffing same, as necessary
to carry out its duties and exercise {ts powers;

(e) Hold public hearings;

(f) Borrow money and accept gifts, apply for and use grants
or loans of money or other property fﬁom the federal government, the
state, a local uﬁit of government or any person, for any agency pur-
pose and may enter into agreements required in connection therewith,
and may hold, use aﬁd dispose of such moneys or property in accordance
with the terms of the §ift. grant, loan or agreement relating

thereto;
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(g) Enter into all contracts and agreements necessary or
incidental to the performance of its duties and responsibilities,
including but not limited to: (i) intergovernmental contracts or
joint exercise of powers agreements; (ii) contracts for the services
of consultants to perform planning, engineering, legal, or other
appropriate:services of a professional nature; and (iii) contracts,
including bondsAfor financing appropriate services;

(h) Prescribe all terms and conditions for the employment’

of officers, employees, and other agents including but not limited -

to their classification, the fixing of compensation and benefits,

aﬁd the filing of performance and fidelity bonds and policies of
insurance as it m.y deem advisable; provide for adoption of qqalifi-
cations and job-descriptions; preécribe procedures for removal and
appeal by employees;

(1) Apply for coverage of its employees under the state
retirement System in the same manner as if such employees were state
employees, subject to necessary action by the agency to pay employer
contributions into the state retirement fund;

(J) Conduct studies of the region's resources with res-
pect to exis;ing and emerging problems of industry, commerce, trans-
portation, population, housing, agriculture, public services, local
government finances, and any other matters which are re]evaﬁt to
regional planning;

(k) Coilect. process, and analyze at regﬁlar intervals
the social, economic and fiscal statistics for the region with the
necessary blanning studies, consistent with Chapter 23, Florida
Statutues, and make the results available to the general public;

- (1) Provide information to officials and state departments,

agencies, and instrumentalities, to federal and local governments
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and to the public at large in order to foster a public awareness and
understanding of the objectives of the comprehensive regional develop-
ment guide and its proposals and theé nature of regional and local
p]anning.in order to stimulate public interest and participaiion in
the orderly, integrated development of the region;

(m) Assume other duties of any sFate or federal designation,
subject to providing additional equitable representation pursUant to
Subsection (8) of Section 3 of this Act, énd

(n) Execute any and all instruments, and perform any and
all acts for things hecessary. convenient, or desirable for its pur-
poses or to carry out the powers expressly given in this section.

(2) The governing body shall employ and set the combensation
of an executive director, who shall serve at the pleasure of the
governing body. The executive director shall employ prdfessiona],
technical, clerical or legal staff, as may be necessary and authorized,
and remove same. The executive director may make agreements with
local planning or other public agencies, within the geographic boun-
daries of the region, for temporary transfer, loan, or other coopera-
tive use of staff employees and, with the consent of the governing

body or pursuant to procedures established by the governing body,

-may acquire the services of consultants and enter into contracts on

behalf of the agehcy.

(3). The agency shall promulgate rules géverning its operation,
provided that such rules shall be in accordance with the administra-
tive procedures provisions of Chapter 120, Florida Statutues.

Section 5. Comprehensive regional development guide, plan-

_ning and review.

(1) The agency shall establish a comprehensive regional

development guide:
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(a) The agency shall establish a comprehensive planning
process and prepare, publish, and annually review and if necessary
revise, a guide for the coordinated development of the region. It
shall embody the policies of the agency, and include, but not be
limited to: (i) goals, objectives, standards, and principles to
guide econémic. social, environmentai..and human resources develop-
ment; (11) alternative strategies for economi; growth and popuiation
settlement; (1i1) land, water and air transportation networks and
communication facilities; (iv) the need for and proposed general
location 6f public and private works and facilities, which by reason
of their function, size, extent or any other cause are of an areawide,
as distinguished from a purely local, concern; and, (v) the long
range development, operation, and financing of capital projects and
facilities;

(b) Each unit of general purpose local government shall

submit their comprehensive plan to the agency by (specify time)

The submission of a comprehensive plan or other programs by a county
government which includes the plans of other local units within the
county may be considered a consolidated submission and waiveé the
submission requirement for the units included. The agency shall
determine whether plans of individual units are in conflict with
each other or with the regional service standards, policies or plans
of the agency. The agency shall advise the local units of conflicts
within sixty days after submission. The agency shall negotiate and
resolve conflicts within thirty daysAafter notification, during which
time the local unit shall take no action to implement the plan.

(c) The comprehensive regional development guide, in part

or in whole, and any amendments thereto, shall be officially adopted

. by a majority vote of the governing body within one hundred twenty
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- days of submission of plans by local governments. A public hearing

on the proposed development guide shall be held in each of the three
counties at leasf thirty days prioy to the adpption of the guide and
after adequate public notice.

(2) Upon adoption of ihe comprehensive regional development
guide, each unit of local government located within the region and
each state agency operating within the region shall submit to the
agéncy for review, comment, and recommendation, its comprehensive
plans or any other plans or programs which in the Judgment of the
agency affect or are affected by the provisions of the comprehensive
regional development guide. The agency shall have thirty days from
the date of submission of these programs to conduct its review and
make comments and recommendations, during which period the unit of
general local government or state agency shall take no action to

implement the plans or progréms.

(3) The agency shall develop gujdelines to determine develop-
ments of areawide concern, which shall include, but not be limited to,
developments of regional impact pursuant to Chapter 380, F]okida
Statutes,

(4) The agency shall enforce regional standards:

(a) Any development of areawide concern shall not be con-
sidered by any unit of local government within the region until the
agency and all affected local governmental units have been granted
thirty days advance notification. Any comment received from the
agenc} or another unit of local government shail be placed on the
local record and a response to any adverse comment must be made prior
to any final decision. .

(b) The governing body of each unit of general local govern-
ment.and each state agency operating within the region shall submit

to the agency for review all proposed major capital facility projects, -
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regardless of funding source. The agency shall advise the unit or
state égency within thirty days from the date of submission as to
whether the proposed project has.areawide significance. If it lacks
areawide signiffcance. the agency shall certify this finding. If it
has areawide significance, the agency shall determine whether the
proposed project is in conflict with the comprehensive regional de-
ve]dpment guide and implementing policies, or is not properly coordi-
nated with other existing or proposed projects within the region.

If the agency finds the proposed projeét conflicts with the guide or
implementing po]iciés or lacks proper coérdination. it shall resolve all
1nconsisten§ies before project initiation.

(c) The agency shall review all proposed applications
submitted by units of general local government, special districts,
and private non-profit organizatfons within its boundaries for a loan
or grant from a state or federal department or agency for any pro-
gram. If the agency finds the proposed application to be in con-

flict with the comprehensive development guide or implementing

policies or is not properly coordinated with existing or proposed

prdjects within the region, such a statement shall be appended to
the application by the unit involved, or, upon resolution of these
conflicts before submission of the application to the pertinent
federal department or agency for funding consideration, the agency
shall withdraw such'statement.

Section 6. Regional agency: establishment of service
plans; authorization to assumé certain powers.

(1) Service plans shall be established for all or any of
the following purposes: ‘

(a) Sewage treatment works, including any facilities

covered by Chapter 403, Florida Statutes;
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(b)” Facilities for the collection, treatment, and disposal
of solid waste material;

(c) Facilities for water resources, including development
of regional water supplies and integration of regional water distri-
bution systems;

(d) Public transportation; and,

(e) Any program or function added by a two-thirds vote of
thelgoverning body, unless the state legislature shall provide to the
contrary at its hext regular session by enactment of a special act
prohibiting such assumption.

(2) The geographic jurisdiction within the region for the
exercise of any such service planning purposes assumed by the agency
or its designee shall be established and may be amended by the agency
pursuant.to the procedures established herein.

(3) The agency is authorized to prepare and promulgate a plan
for the creation of a service district for purposes provided for in
this section at any time and, upon request of the governing Godies of
at least one-half of the municipalities and counties located wholly
within the district, or of the governing bodies representing'at least
one-half of the population of the district, it shall promulgate a
plan for the service so requested within one year from the date of
such request.

(4) For the purposes of this section, the population of
county governments shall be computed on the basis of the population
in the unincorporated areas of the county.

(5) The agency may create service districts by:

(a) The agency shall submit.a plan for creation of a
service district pursuant to this section to the units of local

general purpose government within the area of the proposed service
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district for adoption. Upon adoption of the plan by a majority of
the units of local general purpose government affected, representing
a majority of the.population. the service district shall be created
and the agency or its'designee shall be authorized to assume all
powers granted by this section for such purpose.

(b) As an alternative method for creation of a service
district, the agency may propose in its plan the creation of such
a ﬁervice district pursuant to interlocal agreement under Part I
of this Chapter and, upon adoption of the agreement by the partici-
pating units, such service districts shall be considered a special
district subject to the provisions of the section of this act deal-
ing with special d’stricts.

(c) A service district plan may be amended or repea]ed
in the same manner as provided for its original adoption.

(6) Upon creation of a service district, which shall be
governed by the agency or its designee, the agency or itg designee
shall bé authorized to assume and exercise all contractual and opera-
tional powers otherwise conferred by state law on units of local
government within the proposed service district to plan, finance,
undertake, and develop facilities and programs for the authorized
purpose With respect to any such power for which federal or state
government assistance is sought or received, the agency or its
designee shall be the governing body of the serv1ce district area
for purposes of such assistance. The placement of any facility by
such a service district shall be considered a development of regional

impact with the service district as developer and subject to the pro-

. cedures established in Chapter 380, Florida Statutes.

Section 7. Powers in relation to special districts.
(1) The agency shall exercise the powers and duties set forth

in this section in relation to any spectal district created and
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organized within the'region”uniess otherwise specified.

(2) “"Special district" for the purpose of this section, shall
mean any local wnit of special government, whether created pursuant
-to general or special law or pursuant to an interlocal agreement, for
the pdkposes of peffofming prescribed specialized functions within the
region. ,

(3) The agency shall review proposals for the formation of
special districts whiEh would operate within its boundaries and within

thirty days submit a report on the areawide significance of the pro-

- posed formation to the referring units of general local government.

(4) Each special district within the region not governed by
the governing body of a unit of local general government, ex officio
or otherwise, sha]l submit to the agency all plans and annual work
programs.which the agency determines to affect or be affected by the
provisions of the compreﬁensive regional development guide. The
agency shall have thirty days from the date of sdbmission of plans to
conduct its review and to make comments and recommendations during
which time the special district shall take no action to implement the
plans or programs. If the agéncy finds the proposed program conflicts
with the comprehensive regional development guide or implementing
policies or lacks proper coordination, it sha]l resolve all inconsis-
tencies before project initiation.

(5) The governing body of any special district operating
within more than one county in the reéion shall submit. at least sixty
days prior to adobtion, the broposed annual budget for the ensuing
fiscal year and any long-term financial plan or program and shall
submit any other plans or programs of the ;pecia] district for future
operations. The agendy shall reviéw the proposed annual budget and

any long-term financial plan or program and make comments and recom-
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mendations thereon. Any other p]aﬁs or programs of the special dis-
trict for future operations shall be revieued pursuant to the same
procedure and to the same extent as the p]ans'or programs of other
units of local govefnment pursuant to Section 5 of this act.
Section 8. Federal and state programs. - 4
(1), The agency is authorized to receive state and federal
grants for regional planning and coordination purposes for programs
which may include, but not be limited to, the following:
.{a) Section 403 of the PUblic Works and Economic Develop-
menf Act of 1965; ' ‘
(b) Section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954 as amended;
(c) Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1968; f
(d) Seétion 134 of the Federal Aid Highway Act as amended;

(e) And, to the extent feasible as determined by the govern-

. or, the following:

(i) Economic Opportunity Act of 1964;

(ii) Comprehensive Health Planning Act of 1965;

(i11) Section 208 of the Water Pollution Control Act
amendments of 1972; . ‘

(iv) Federal regional manpower planning programs; and,

(v) Resource conservation and development programs.

(2) To avoid duplication of staffs for various multi-county
or regional bodies assisted by state and federal governments, the
agency shall provide basic administrative, research and planning for
all multi-county or regional planning and development agencies hereto-

fore or hereafter established in the region. The agency may contract

to obtain or perform services with state agencies, nonprofit multi-

county or regional groups, subdistricts organized as the result of

federal programs, councils.of governments formed under Section 163.02

or any other law, and with local units of government.
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(3) The agency shall determine whether applications for state
and federal finaqcia] assistance conflict with the comprehensive re-
gional development guide or {mplementing pol{cies or lack proper coor-
dination by: '

(a) The governjhg body of each unit of local government
located wholly or partly within the region shall submit to the agency
for review and comment any application fo agencies of the state or
federal government for financial assistance.

| (b) The agency shall advise the unit of 10ca] government,
within thirty (30) days, regardiess of longer perlods permitted by
federal law, from the date of the submission of the application, as
to whether or not the proposed project, for which funds are requested,
has significance beyond the boundéries of the applying unit of local
government. If it does not have such significance, the agency sha]]
certify this finding. If it does have such significance, the agency
shall determine, within thirty (30) days from thé date of the sub-
mission of the appliéation. whether or not the application is in
confiidt with regional development plan or implementing policies.
thereof. In making su;h determina;ion. it may also consider whether
the proposed projgct is properly coordinated with other existing or
proposed projects within the district.

(c) The comments and recommendations made by the agency
shall become part of any such application of the unit of Jocal govern-
ment, and if the application is submitted to the stéte or federal
government or any agency thereof such comments and recommendations
shall also be submitted therewith.

Sectfon 9. Regional agency: reports; fiscal year; budget;.
and, audits.

(1) The agency shall provide financial reports, in such
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form and in such manner as prescribed by Part III of Chapier 218,
Florida Statutes.

(2) The agency shall further prepare an annual report on its
activities and shall furnish such to the governor‘and the legislature,
the division of state planning, and the presiding officer of the
governing bodies of the units of local general purpose government
in the region, and the watef management djstrict created under Chapter
373 within 1ts boundaries, and, upon payment of a fee if such be
established by the agency, to aﬁy interested person. Such report
shall include:

(a) A financial statement in the form provided for financial
reborting to the state;

(b) The budget for the year in which the report is f11ed,
1nc]uding an outline of its programs, activities and staff1ng ar-
rangements for such period;

() A déscription of the comprehensive regional development
plan adopted by the region and indicators of development progress;

(d) Summaries of any studies and the recommendations
resulting thérefrom made by the agency, and a listing of all'applica-
tions for federal and state loans or grants made by local units of
government within the region, and a summary of the agency's review
and comments; ‘ |

(e) A list of plans or proposed capitai facilities of
units of local and state government submitted to the agency;

(f) Recommendations regarding federal and state programs,
intergoveénmenta] cooperation, funding and legislative needs; and,

| (g) Any other information deemed necessary by the agency
or which the state department of administration may require pursuant

to a rule promulgated pursiiant to Chapter 120, Florida Statutes.
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(3) The fiséal year for the agency shall begin on October 1
of each.year‘and end on September 30 of the following year.

(4) Prior to August 1 of each year, the executive director
shall prepare and submit to the agency, to all units of locai general
purpose government, and to the water management district created under
Chapter 373, in the region a proposed annual budget for the next
fiscal year. A public hearing on the budget shall be held in each
county of the region thirty days'prior to adoptibn. Not lﬁter than.
October 1, the governing body shall adobt its annual budget.fdr the
ensuing fiscal yéar.

(5) The agency shall make provisions for an annual indeﬁen-
dent post-audit of fts financial records. The auditor-general of
the state is hereby instructed and authorized to make such audit
pursuant to Chapter 77, Florida Statutes. The agency may, with the
approval of thé audi tor-general, make provision for an annual bost-
audit of all or any of its accounts with an independent auditor
authorized to do business in Florida. |

Section 10. Regional agency: funding.

(1) The agency is authorized to apply for, contract‘for.

receive and expend for its purposes any funds or grants from any

-participating lTocal governmental unit or from the state of Florida,

the federal government, or any other source.

(2)} The égency shall be eligible for state financial assis-
tance from funds appropriated by the'legislature to the division of
state planning of the department of administration for this purpose.
Financial assistance provided hereunder shall.be requested as an
annual grant of fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) plus an additional
allocation of a set amount per capita. Annually, the proposed budget
shall be converted into per capita amounts necessary to fundvthe
djfference between other sources of monies and the total needed. A

state and county portion shall be set by (specify date)
- 1271 -
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(3) The agency shall prior to adoption of the budget set

the per capita amount to be collected by county governments. This

. per capita amount from each county shall be translated into a millage

amount and listed separately on county tax bills.

(4) " Population figures for per capita amounts will be taken

from the most recent annual Division of Population report of- the

Bureau of Economic and Business Research, University of Florida.

(5) The agency may raise, by user charges or fees authorized
by a duly enacted resolytion after adequate notice, amounts of money
which are necessary for the conduct of its operations and may enforce

this receipt and collection in the manner prescribed by resolution,

not inconsistent with law.
Section 11. Implementation.

(1) The first election for members shall be held on the

’ first Tuesday after the. Monday in of

1975. _

(2) The first meeting of the governing body shall be held
on the second Tuesday following the date set for the run-off election
pursuant to this act. At the first meeting, the governing body shall
organize, elect a presiding officer, secretary (who need not be a
member) and such other officers as it degms necessary. It shall
further adopt its ruies of procedure, employ an executive director,
and, after a public hearing with at least seven dayg notice,. a budget
for the initial fiscal period, which shall be from January 1, 1976 to
September 30, 1976. Any state or local agency having funds appropria-
ted to it for the purpose of assisting the formation of the agency
may expend such funds upon the request of the governing body at any

time before January 1, 1976, and thereafter as provided by the
budget.
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(3) The'Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council, established
pursuant to Chapter 160 of Florida Statutes, is hereby transferred on
January 1, 1976, by a type-three transfer as provided in subsection
20.06(3), Florida Stétutes. to the Tampa Bay Council established
pursuant to this act. A1l employees of such agency shall continue as
cmployees of the agency and shall retain all vested fights and benefits
granted prior to July 1, 1975.

Section 12. Severability.

If any section, subsection, sehtence. clause, phrase or word
of this act is for any reason held or declared to be unconstitutional,
invalid, inoperative, ineffective, inapplicable or void, such invalid-
ity or unconstitutionality shall not be construed to affect the por-
tions of this act not so held to be unconstitutional, void, invalid,
or ineffective, or affect the application of this act to other circum-
stances not so held to be invalid, it being hereby declared to be
the expressed legislative intent thai any such unconstitutional, jl-
legal, invalid, ineffective, inapplicable or void portion or portions
of this act did not induce its passage, and that witﬂout the inclusion

of any such unconstitutional, illegal, invalid, ineffective or void

portions of this act, the legislature would have enacted the valid

and constitutional portions thereof.

Section 13. This act shall take effect July 1, 1975.
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WHAT CAN A CITIZEN DO TO IMPROVE THE REGION?

e Consider yourself a citizen of the region.

e Let your elected officials--local, county and legis-
lat;ve--know that you want them to- consider regional .
needs. :

" » Become more informed about regional égencies. Attend
their meetings. Be put on their mailing lists.

@ Ask to be appointed to a reéional advisory council.
o Use regional speakers for your organization.
o. Support areawide solutions to problems by:

Opposing creation of new single-purpose agencies;

Supporting changes to require policy coordination
among present agencies.

® Work to make governing boards directly accountable
to citizens by:
" Pputting decisions in hands of elected officials;
Monitoring attendance of elected officials who
sit on regional agencies;
Requiring communication between these representa-
tives and other elected officials and the public.

@ Urge the media to cover news regionwide.
o Keep informed on reform proposals.
o Join SUNCOAST CITIZENS and work to make our region

a better place for all of us to live. Telephone
576-1274 or 867-4919 in St. Petersburg for information.
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- SUNCOAST STUDY PANEL MEMBERS -

WHAT IS THE SUNCOAST STUDY{PANEL? , Hillsborough County:
. . . COLLEEN BEVIS - President, Témpa Area Mental Health Board; member,
The Suncoast Study Panel was formed after five Hillsborough Charter Commission; past state officer, PTA.
Tocal governments in the region adopted resolutions JOSEPH CHAO - Director, Grants-in-Aid, Hillsborough County.

ALBERT COPELAND - Owner, Copeland Market, Tampa.
H. D. CUSICK - Staff member, Governmental Affairs division, Greater
Tampa Chamber of Commerce.

accepting a contract with the National Academy of
Public Administration Foundation, based in Washing-

;l‘igs];;sst“;’f]’e"gggg?%g;gggﬂg:i;":;p;‘]?n:gg’g;a] AL DeSHONG - Safety Director, Hillsborough County.
1 1 f% 1 Th tud df April 15 MANUEL DURAN, JR. - Business Consultant; formerly, Housing Serv1ces
ocal officials. e study period from Apri ) Counsellor, Hillshorough Hospital and Welfare Board.
1973 through May, 1975 was funded in part by a ) , ARTHUR H. FREY - Realtor, Tampa.
HUD grant to the National Academy. ) DOROTHY HARMON - Reading specialist, Hillsborough County Schools;
. . . founder of WHITTS, Harmon Halfway House, youth programs.
Panel members, who received no compensation, NANCY SEVER - Temple Terrace City Council; past president, League
took an active part in the research, for which a ' of Women Voters of Hillsborough County.
staff director and research-clerical assistant pre- JAMES SHIMBERG - Attorney, builder; state ELMS Committee member;

member, Hillsborough Charter Commission.
JOHN M. SIDOR - Assistant Professor, Political Sc1ence, USF;
Director, Regional Housing Center Project.

pared working reports. Task forces collected in-
formation on how services were being delivered in

o , >
gzseﬁz;:]?ggt}g;e;rg;;;dig ;lzﬁgycig;gg};;;;:‘(t)noind CLAUDIA SILAS - Headstart Supervisor, Hillsborough County Schools.
services as a means of improving efficiency, Pasco County:
coverage and equi.table costs and charges. That T45¢0 LOUnLy:
work, combined w]th community contacts, made it JOHH BETZ - Professor, Microbiology, USF; Chairman, Central Pasco
clear that solutions to certain major problems Planning Conmission; member, Tampa Adv150ry Com. on Envzronment
were not perceived to be in the direction of PETER DUNBAR - Pasco County Attorney.
decentralization. This realization turned the LOUIS €. HOLT - Pasco County Commissioner (term ending 1974).

Panel's attention to means of expanding citizen
access to, and control over, centralized multi-
county structures, both as they exist now and

Pinellas County:

: . FRED ANDERSON - Former mayor, Treasure Island.
as_they might operate in the future. The Panel WARILYA GRYSON - Staff menber, Covernnental Affairs division, St.
also brought in a number of resource people of
national stature for cormunity conferences Petersburg Chamber of Commerce.
4 . ROGER ’(;‘I\RLTON -PAssHtan‘o‘a to the g?unty Admmlstrator, Pinellas Co.;
. chairman, Pinellas Manpower Planning Council.
By March, 1974 the Panel had agreed to propose MARLIN ELDRED - Madeira Beach City Council.
an unbrella multijurisdictional organization with JUDITH GOULD - Dunedin City Council.
responsibility for a limited number of services LACEY UARMELL - Pastor, Maxino Presbyterian Church St. Petersburg.
for planning and policy, rather than service . DAN L. JOHNSON - President, Radio Station WFSO; Pres1dent Florida
delivery. To refine the skeletal proposal, a West Coast Health Planmng Council.
comnunity consultation and education program was - - * JEANNE MALCHON - Chairman, Florida State Health Planning Council;
taken to officials and leaders and some Six National Board, League of Women Voters, 1972-74.
h oY . . ’ THOHAS F. THOMPSON - Instructor, St. Petersburg Junior College; mem-
undred individuals and groups in the region.
" ; . ber, Executive Com., Democratic Party of Pinellas County.
A public hearing in December, 1974 was held to PICOT FLOYD - City Manager, Clearwater
stimulate discussion on draft legisiation to ’ :
bring a Tampa Bay Council into reality. Staff:
The names of Panel members are listed on the LAUREY STRYKER - Executive Director; former Assistant Professor, Urban
inside back cover. Panel offices were located Politics, Hillsborough Community College; interim Associate
in Room 310, 9700 Gandy Blvd., St. Petersburg. Professor of Urban Government, University of South Florida.

* panel Chairperson
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Hillsborough Pasco Pinellas
Population (total): 562,462 110,052 620,103
Incorporated 314,909 28,479 - 466,807
Unincorporated 247,552 91,573 153,396
Households 158,750 30,361 211,301
Economic factors:
P Less than $3,000 32,833 ~ 9,610 48,550
R -+, $3,000 - 7,499 51,233 13,088 76,756
0 §7,500 - 14,999 55,917 6,203 62,178
15,000 and over 18,767 1,460 23,817
F Welfare recipients 31,488 3,021 20,697 TAMPA BAY COUNCIL
I Education:
L Pupils, K-12 117,432 20,597 99,936
E (A1) figures for 1373 from Statistical Abstract, U. of Fla.) '
{ a
(=)
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Plant City 1883 | 11| 16,601 ] Coun.-myr. 5 AREAWIDE PROBLEMS
Tampa 1849 | 85| 300.000 | Strong may. 3
- Temnle Terrace 1925 4 10,751 | Coun.-mgr. 1
Dade City 1889 2 5,000 ] Coun.-mgr. | 34 | 75] 83 ] 92] 6
New Port Richey 1916 3 8,000 § Coun.-mgr, | 42 } 61} 86+ 77|21
Port Richey 1925 4 1,500 | Coun.-clk. } 63 ) 63} 55*| 59§ 3
St. Leo 1891 4 967 { Coun.-clk. 5 3| 35+* 721 0
San Antonio - 1831 1 452 | Coun.-clk. | 17 | 28} 27 1 75) 2
Zephyrhills 1916 4 4,000 ) Coun.-mgr. | 20 | 53| 162*| 83| 36
Belleair 1897 | 2 3,600 { Coun.-mgr. 178 {24) 79 { 31 ] 1
Belleair Bch. 1950 1 1,400 | Stron.May. | 43 | 28] 50 | 41} 3
ge“ea:r Bluffs }’167 1 2,700 t Coun.-clk. f 33 | 31 3133} 3
elleair Shores 955 2 130 | Stron.May. | 73 | 22) 16 29} O
Clearwater 1897 { 28| 81,200 | Coun.-mgr. { 44 |78} 138 | 67} 10 Proposed by
gt.vu??din }g‘i?g 15 %7.62! Coun.-mgr. | 36 gg ;? g_} 3
port 3 2,668 | Coun.-mgr. | 18
Indian Rocks Bch. |1925 | 2| 3,060 | Couni-mgr. | 37 |57} 30 | 33| 9 SUNCOAST STUDY PANEL
Indian Shores 1949 1 2,500 | Coun.-clk. | 46 | 62}117 y 25} 3
Kenneth City 1957 1 5,300 | Coun.=clk. } 17 | 2] 0{50140
Largo 1905 | 26 52,000 | Coun.-mgr, 8 |S3] 53 |js0j O R
Madeira Beach 1949 2 4,919 { Coun.-mgr. [ 40 | 70| 43 | 59} 9
N. Redington Bch. | 1953 S 950 | Coun.-clk. | 64 |51} 8% |213] O
Qldsmar 1929 7 2,700 | Coun.-Adm. | 22 | 38}101 |33} 9
Pinellas Park 1914 | 12 33,000 | Coun.-mgr. | 21 |45} 53 ] 58 |12 .
Redington 8ch, 1945 1 1,672 | Coun.-clk. |32 {21 | 58 |33} O
Redington Shores 1955 4 2,100 | Coun.-clk. 9 |37 57 [38]15
Safety Harbor 1915 3 4,200 | Coun.-mgr. {23 | 33| 79 |S4 {11
St. Petersburg 1892 | 58 | 270,000 | Coun.-mgr. | 39 }|63] a0 {61 ] 6
St. Peters. Bch. 1943 3 11,000 | Coun.-mgr. 18 (86| 51 |64} 3
So. Pasadena 1955 1 4,500 | Coun.-clk. | 14 21 21 133114 January, 1975
Seminole 1965 3 3,115 | Coun.-clk. |33 |32 oj1}o
Tarpon Springs 1887 l; 10,000 | Coun.-mgr. (44 153 71 |56 g

Treasure Island. 1937

* Revenues exceeded expenses
A1l revenue amounts shown per capita.
2 Includes utilities, services, hospitals, etc.

8,500 | Coun.-mgr. |47 |55 1124 |40

~

Per capita amcunts furnished by Dept. of Cormerce; other from citfes. .
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This booklet printed May, 1975 by:

National Academy of Public Administration
1225 Connecticut Ave., N. W.
Washington, D. C. 20036

FLORIDA WEST COAST HEALTH PLANNING COUNCIL,
12945 Seminole Blvd., Largo 33540, 585-7469
Meets at call of officers as needed.

Established Jan., 1974 when state and federal
departments recognized it as the official man-
dated planning agency for Pinellas and Pasco.
Each county has officers of a sub-council, the
membership of which is self-appointing for
3-year terms and totals something over 200
members, divided into Provider and Consumer
groupings. A 9-member Board of Trustees is
elected by the sub-councils.

In its initial year it provided the review
required for $25,204,440 state, federal funds.

Operating budget estimated for first fiscal year
at $126,840; 6 staff. Funds come from Pasco and
Pinellas County budgets, from state grants through
the Florida Regional Medical Program, and from a
voluntary assessment of $5 per licensed hospital
bed in the two counties.

SOUTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT
Box 457, Brooksville, 33512, 904-796-3511.
Meets 2nd Wed. at dist. hdqtrs., 9:30 a.m.
Basin boards meet at call of dist.

Established by special statute in 1961 (Chapt. 373)

to develop and manage water resources for 14 counties
served by Florida Aquifer. 9-member board is appoin-
ted by governor for 4-yr. terms. There are also basin
boards (4 in study area) with 4 gubernatorial appoin-
tees on each for 3-yr. terms.

Supported by ad valorem taxes and misc. revenues from
leases, bonds, sale of maps. District expendi tures

in last fiscal year were $1,536,414; expenses for 4
basin boards in area totalled $1,827,710. Overall
expenses categories: administration, 8%; finance, 2%;
technical services, 3%; water resources, 37%; field
operations, 10%; real estate, 40%. Staff totals 215.



The SUNCOAST STUDY PANEL

TAMPA BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT AUTHORITY,
-Suite 35, Host Airport, Tampa 33622,

~— has proposed the

Tampa tel. 870-0000, Pinellas 585-7402. creation of an umbrella regional planning
Meets monthly. and coordinating council whose mission
. _ would be to foster ~
Established by special act (Chapt. 163.565) in VA ‘ .,
1972 to coordinate, plan and operate a compre- sthe proper development of the region's
hensive regional transit system. Cities and \ \ resources,
counties with pop. of a}: t1Jeast 20.300 may goin; /
current members are Hillsborough, Pasco an . .
Pinellas Counties and Tampa, Clearwater, and ‘ . o the adequa_tgepr9v1512n of goverqrgenta]
St. Petersburg. / \ rvices to area residents,
| | . 7\
Board composed,of 1 rep. for each 100,000 pop. . ean 1ncrease/1n accass to
plus 2 gubernatorial appointées; reps. may be ~—“and accountability for
either elected or lay; on current board 9 are / the decision making that

elected officials, 3 public administrators. now shapes our area's

Operating funds come from member appropriations present and future life.
which for first 5 yrs. may not exceed $300,000

annually. Expenditures in last fiscal year

were $216,959. Planning grants have been com-

mitted by both state and fed. DOTs but the The Panel has prepared thi
Authority has not yet requisitioned funds. booklet to exp'])ais and his
Staff totals 13. interpret the concept of a
TBART published a monthly newsletter. Tampa Bay Council and how

it might carry out its
mission in our regional

. community.

FLORIDA WEST COAST INLAND NAVIGATION DISTRICT.

Box 3827, Sarasota 33578, tel. 959-5313.

Meets monthly in Sarasota. The Panel hopes that the booklet

will prompt citizgns to Took anew

District was established in 1947 by state statute. ! at '.10".’ we are making regional
(61-1590) to maintain the inland navigation chan- decisions today and to urge that
nel to a depth of 9 ft. (One of 3 in state.) May modifications be made to make the
levy up to .2 mils; at present .03 levy. Covers ' processes better serve us all.
counties of Pinellas, Hillsborough, Manatee,
Sarasota, Charlotte, Lee. One commissioner from
each sits on governing board.
Operating budget in last fiscal year was $250,000; : :
of this about $17,000 came from sale of spoil. A copy of the full report is available
Federal level constructs channels only. Staff of 2. through Panel members.



THE MILLION AND ONE-HALF CITIZENS OF FLORIDA'S
SUNCOAST ARE CITIZENS OF THE REGION AS WELL AS
OF THE CITY OR COUNTY THEIR HOMES LIE IN:

..As many as 25% of residents of some sections
cross county lines daily to work;

. .We make our recreational choices on the basis
of their attractiveness and not by whgse
boundaries they are in;

..He Tisten to the same television sta?ions_and
use the same public university;

..We may buy our water and sewage or garbage
disposal from another government;

..And, we depart from one regional airport and
shop wherever it is convenient.

=

(=

\ WE CALL THIS LIVING PATTERN
URBAN SPRAWL AND IT CONTRIBUTES
TO WHAT WE CALL THE URBAN CRISIS:

...0ur water supply and delivery
systems break down;

..Portions of highways clog daily;

..There is no new land for garbage
fills;

..High density developments stress
neighboring facilities;

..We debate who should pay for our
growth.

'WEST COAST WATER AUTHORITY,
Box 1780, Clearwater 33518 (temp.),
Tel. (temp.) 446-7161, ext. 441.

The Authority came into being in Hov., 1974 as

a voluntary interlocal agreement between Pasco,
Hillsborough, Pinellas Counties and cities of.
St. Petersburg and Tampa to develop and deliver
water to the members on a wholesale basis. The
Authority has eminent domain powers that are not
limited tc member jurisdictions.

Representation on the governing board is based
on total water consumption within jurisdiction;
representatives need not be elected.

Funding from local governments will reflect the
proportionate share each produces of the total
ad valorem tax revenues. Proposed budget for
first year is $228,960 with staff of 3.

HILLSBOROUGH-MANATEE HEALTH PLANNING COUNCIL,
400 Courthouse Annex, Tampa 33602, 223-1311 (218,
Meets monthly; meeting place varies.

Established in 1971 to plan for health needs,
review proposed facilities and services, and
serve as public forum and advocate. Mandated
by state and federal funding provisions.

Some 20 members serve 3-yr. terms; board is

- essentially self-appointing with stipulation
that a majority must be consumers and the
total must reflect characteristics of the pop.

In tbe last fiscal year it provided the review
required for $15,382,661 in state, fed. funds.

Operating budget for last fiscal year was
$63,467; supportive staff of 3 furnished
through agreement with Hills. Co. Plan. Com.



WHAT REGIONAL AGENCIES OPERATE IN THE AREA TODAY?

There are seven multicounty agencies serving
the region. (See descriptions following.)

They form a part of the 84 special districts
now in effect in the 3 counties. Most were formed
to provide such services as lighting to a special

portion of a county and function directly under the

county commission. Others, such as the Hillsborough
County Aviation Authority, make decisions affecting
all of the region.

There are also regional divisions of the many
statewide departments.

TAMPA BAY REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL,

Suite 540, 3151 Third Ave., No., St.
Petersburg 33713, 821-2811.

Meets quarterly around the region;

Exec. Com. meets monthly at offices.

TBRPC was formed in 1961 by compact under
Chapt. 160 of Florida Statutes. Today the

4 counties of Pinellas, Hillsborough, Manatee
and Pasco and the cities of Bradenton, Clear-
water, Dunedin, Largo, Pinellas Park, Tampa,
St. Petersburg, Sarasota, St. Petersburg Beach
are members. Sarasota Co. has been a member
but withdrew in 1973 to join another region.
Each member has 2 reps. on Council regardless
of population.

Funding comes from annual flat dues and a per
capita assessment which last year was 11¢;
state and fed. planning grants are also used.
Last fiscal year budget was $246,000 of which
$151,750 was for operations. Staff of 38.

Council initiates regional studies and is also
the agency responsible for a number of mandated
state and fed. grant and program reviews. In
last fiscal year it provided staff work that
brought $133 million into the region.

TBRPC publishes a monthly newsletter.

WHO IS TO BLAME WHEN PROBLEMS ARE NOT SOLVED?

Our local governments were created for 1qwer
populations who lived in more compact neigh-
borhoods. '

Towns were incorporated at an earlier time
when citizen demands for service were fewer
and could be met with available taxes.

Twenty-two towns in our region today have
populations below the 10,000 level which we
are told is the minimum necessary for
efficient municipal services.

Densities in formerly rural unincorporated
areas now require urban services which have
not traditionally been a responsibility of
county governments.

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE TRYING TO MEET(NEEDS.

Cooperative arrangements permit a small
city to buy services from another.

Counties are consolidating utilities
operations and acting as wholesalers.

Groups of governments enter cooperative
arrangements to solve problems.

From time to time special authorities are
created to handle single services and
facilities, such as airports and ports.

BUT THE PROBLEMS CONTINUE . . .

Can't we find a better way to solve them?



WHAT WOULD TAMPA BAY COUNCIL BE? 4 HOW ARE WATER, SOLID WASTE AND SEWAGE PROVIDED IN
: THE REGION TODAY?

The Tampa Bay Council would be a unique
public agency with limited powers to
deal with problems that transcend the
boundaries or capabilities of other

Cities have interlocal agreements with each
other and counties to provide services. This is
done both wholesale, or in bulk, and retail direct
to the resident. Private franchisees handle gar-

- Not applicable.

2 Individual home wells.

1 Disposal method unknown.

local governmental units. .
N\ bage. "Package plants" built by developers
It would be chartered as a special dis- provide water aqd sewage treatment; thesg are
trict by the state legislature. Vﬁs frequently being consolidated by counties to
. e | improve the service coverage.
It would be complimentary to and g
supportive of our cities and counties.
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HOW WILL TAMPA BAY COUNCIL MEMBERS BE SELECTED?

Iza/,Representatives will be elected from
single-member districts for two years.

Ezr’Districts will be reapportioned regularly.

Ea/,Districts of 50,000 population would
require a Council of twenty-nine
members today.

[Er/hembers will be elected specifically
to make regionwide decisions.

Eg//fo help insure that election is not
denied because of economic status,
members will be paid $3,600 a year
and will be reimbursed for expenses
when performing official duties.

63/'Because members will be selected
from relatively small areas, cam-
paign costs will be lowered, yet
citizens can easily know issues
and candidates.

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR TRANSPORTATION PLANNING?

Standards and methods for highway plans and construc-
tion are primarily set by state and federal Depts. of
Transportation (DOT) as part of the formulas by which
they return gasoline taxes to localities.

Federal guidelines set up local councils toj fix
priorities under the Urban Area Transportation
Studies (UATS).

In 1970 Florida DOT developed the "1985 Major
Thoroughfare Plan" which is a computerized mode]
to set corridors as broad outlines with routes
to be refined locally. Unfortunately it is out
of date and did not include mass transit.

TBRPC has prepared regional plans. Local units
prepare thoroughfare plans with residential street
layouts coming as part of subdivision planning.

There are expressway authorities in Hillsborough and
Pinellas that are experiencing difficulties from
citizen protests about proposed routes, as well as
the costs of construction today.

There are four transit companies: Tampa, St. Peters-
burg and Central Pinellas Transit Authority are
public and Gulf Beaches Transit is private.

TBART was created to plan and operate various types
of public transit; its emphasis has been on rapid
transit. It has been involved in innovative demon-
stration projects to study alternative methods.

Air and port transportation decisions are primarily
made by appointed authorities in Hillsborough County.
Both operate under federal guidelines. Railroads
serving the area come under the purview of the
Public Utilities Commission, as do'bus lines.




WHAT ARE THE PROBLEMS IN THE PROVISIONS OF WATER,
SEWAGE AND SOLID WASTE FOUND BY THE PANEL?

While the region is relatively rich in water:
resources, there are serious problems in distri-
bution. The region relies on the Floridan Aquifer,
for which the Southwest Florida Water Management
District (SWFWMD) provides management to fourteen
- counties. In 1974 the three study counties and
- Tampa and St. Petersburg came together in the
voluntary West Coast Water Authority to produce
water wholesale. The problems are complicated
by the fact that Pinellas is dependent on water
leases in Pasco and Hillsborough, who want more
voice in Pinellas development decisions.

Landfill is the predominant method for
disposal of waste. Today fills are being
rapidly exhausted and there is no cheap,
appropriate land left. Newer techniques,
which also conserve resources through reuse,
require large volumes to be feasible.

Proper sewage treatment is a necessity
to protect our waters. Neighboring juris-
dictions decry discrepancies in treatment
and dispute what is the proper effort a
neighbor should require through taxes.
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State funding is available to help finance con-
struction and operations required for solid
waste and sewage treatments.

Standards for solid waste are set by the Dept.
of Public Health and Rehabilitative Services and
the Dept. of Pollution Control. The latter also
oversees sewage treatment under standards in the
Wilson-Grizzle law, requiring advanced treatment
by 1980. Interim temporary permits allow non-
complying plants to operate, pending upgrading.

WHAT WILL THE REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT GUIDE CONTAIN?

It will be a broad, general conceptual
framework designed to meet all the needs
nf the region, using

. policy statements

. regionwide goals

. regional standards

. maps and program descriptions

. procedural guidelines

WHY DO _WE NEED TO ADD A NEW GOVERNMENTAL UNIT?

Tampa Bay Council would not
be adding a new layer of
government in the region.

It is proposed that the
existing Tampa Bay Regional
_Planning Council (TBRPC) be
made accountable to voters
at the ballot box by changing its
governing -body to members specifically
elected to that responsibility.

The costs of staff and operations of TBRPC
are already part of area budgets.

Because state and federal levels favor
regional units, it is anticipated that
there will be an increased flow of
revenues from these sources jnto the area.



WHY WERE FOUR FUNCTIONS PLACED UNDER THE UMBRELLA?

The Panel felt that problems in water, solid
waste, sewage and transportation services are
approaching crisis levels. Decisions on them must
be handled on a more comprehensive areawide basis.
These decisions must be based on a regionwide
development guide, a part of which would be goals
and standards to guide our growth.

Other areawide concerns, such as pollution

and parks, could be added later if the initial
umbrella agency functioning satisfied citizens.

HOW IS COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING HANDLED TODAY?

Each county has a countywide planning agency.
Pasco and Hillsborough work under lay commissions;
in Pinellas the Planning Council has stipulated
memberships filled by elected officials.

Comprehensive or master plans have been pre-
pared in Hillsborough and are being completed in
Pasco. In Pinellas the statute creating the Plan-
ning Council provided a reconciliation and ratifi-
cation process for such plans and through this a
comprehensive plan came into force in 1974 for all
Jurisdictions in Pinellas County. These local
plans would become one component used to form the
regional development guide.

TBRPC has done a series of
areawide plans for land use
and services. While these
have been used administra-
tively in government, and
privately in business, they
have rarely been fully

as important determinants of
growth decisions.

utilized by elected officials

WHAT WILL THE REAL POWERS OF TAMPA BAY COUNCIL BE?

If Tampa Bay Council is going to be able to improve
on the problem-solving processes now being used in
the region it must have proper legal authority and
responsibility, which a charter would provide.

The primary power will come from the people through
election of members and this will provide a visible
public forum for debate and decision on areawide
issues. The community will know where to partici-
pate and demand action.

A second power will come from the fact that
Tampa Bay Council will be the initiator and
monitor of a regional coordination process.
It can be the "mover and shaker".

A third power is the not inconsequential

"comment and review" function delegated by

~ state and federal levels, such as the A-95
clearinghouse role. While local proposals
can be submitted with negative comments and
reviews, those seeking funds know that
unfavorable reviews lessen success and they
are motivated to try and bring plans into
conformance with regional standards.

N
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HOW WILL LOCAL PLANS OF CITIES AND COUNTIES BE
AFFECTED BY TAMPA BAY COUNCIL?

Local governments will continue their present
planning processes. The Council will base i?s
regional development guide on the comprehensive
plans of area jurisdictions, to which it will
add regional components.

When the regional guide is in adoption,
local jurisdictions will submit to the
Council for comment and recommendation
proposed new comprehensive plans or
other matters which have a substantial
effect on area development, including

" but not limited to land use.

The Council will determine if there are any
conflicts with its guide or make suggestions
for modifications or inclusions that would
appear to better serve the total regional
community.

In case of disagreements the Council will
take the leadership in trying to resolve
the problems. During this specified time
the local unit will hold its plan in
abeyance.

When the Council finds an unresolvable
conflict, it shall seek to alert the public to
what it deems is inimicable to the health of
the region. ‘

The regional development guide will be
reviewed on a regular basis.
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WHY ARE CHANGES NEEDED IN HOW TBRPC FUNCTIONS?

TBRPC now operates under a voluntary cooperative
agreement with a governing body composed of two
elected officials from each member jurisdiction,
meeting quarterly.

This system has some serious flaws, including:

o Membership is voluntary and is not based
on population. Representatives come from
only the four member counties and nine
member cities so all area citizens are not
represented equally.

o Representatives to TBRPC are elected
officials of local governments and are
already overburdened with those duties.

This has led to the wide use of proxy
voting.

It has also led to the dependence on a
small Executive Committee which meets
monthly and makes a great many important
decisions that affect us all.

These two makeshift solutions to the
time problems of office holders have
made it difficult for citizens to know
how to hold TBRPC accountable.

o Because TBRPC is a voluntary organization
dependent on member dues and per capita
fees, it is held together by fragile ties
and has often seemed to confine itself to
issues on which general agreement was
expected.

But, many of the problems facing us do
not fall into such "safe" categories.



WHAT ARE THE MANDATED PLANNING AND REVIEW FUNCTIONS

TBRPC PERFORMS FOR STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENT?

WHAT ABOUT LOCAL DECISIONS?

gnated to perform areawide planning

programs it must make reviews and recom-

proposals and which are

pment Act

reports and plans on a variety of topics.
placed by Comnunity Develo

plans and administers funds through Older Americans Act.

unds; assists in criminal justice

nt'plant applications to determine their

politan highway plans; does
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Council powers will be
limited to those prob-
lems that transcend
local boundaries or
capabilities. _ z

By helping local govern-
ments find solutions to
these troublesome spill- | R
overs, Tampa Bay Council will|support and strengthen |
effective local government in 1ts provision of all
the other traditional functions and services.

In fact, if we do not find solutions to the
problems of basic services, we are
endangering local government's very
existence today.

Local government will continue to exercise the
traditional land controls such as zoning and
subdivision regulations.

They will continue to contract for services
with other units. :

Counties can continue to expand the range of
their services.

The only requirement would be that areawide
impacts be identified and studied.

Special districts, authorities and other special
units would be required to submit plans with

areawide effects to the Council as well. These
would be reviewed the same as other local plans.

In addition, the Council will review the budgets
of all multicounty agencies for comment.



WHY IS SOMETHING NEW LIKE REGIONALISM PROPOSED NOW?

Regional cooperation is not new locally.

It has accelerated as local initiatives
have tried to meet the problems brought
by our rapid growth which disregards
boundary lines.

The more citizens .and officials have
talked together, the more apparent
it has become that issues like the
location of a major highway or safe -
disposal of sewage or solid wastes
are regional issues and require a
regional perspective.

In addition, people increasingly
are realizing that we have some
elements of regional government
already in the form of our sepa-
rate, special-purpose districts
that we have had to use to handle
these spillover problems.

And, state and federal levels for
some years have been favoring
metropolitan groupings for fund-
ing and-have either fostered or
mandated. areawide bodies to
administer these revenues.

At least three metropolitan .authorities
have regionwide service areas:

. Hillsborough Co. Aviation Authority
. Hillsborough Co. Port Authority
. Hillsborough Co. Sports Authority

There are also ten metropolitan boards
providing mandated federal and state
comment and review on grant proposals:

. Two Criminal Justice Advisory Boards

. Three Manpower Planning Councils

. Two Mental Health Planning Councils

. Three Urban Area Transportation Study Groups

There are seven multicounty bodies:

. Southwest Florida Water Management District

. Florida West Coast Inland Navigation Dis.

. Tampa Bay Area Rapid Transit Authority

. Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council

. Florida W. Coast Health Plan. Council
. Hills.-Manatee Health Plan. Coun.

. West Coast Water Authority
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