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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
  

Background 
 

The prospect and potential for regional cooperation, and possibly even regional 
government is a subject of interest to state and local policymakers in California. With varying 
degrees of success, regional and metropolitan-wide government is used in a variety of settings 
across the United States. The Report provides an overview of regional governments in the United 
States, and extrapolates lessons from this activity to regions in California pursuing a similar 
course. The Report contains the following components: 
 
⇒ A brief description of the current challenges facing California regions; 
 
⇒ A list of the regions or metropolitan areas in the United States where regional  

or metropolitan-wide government exists; 
 

⇒ An analysis of the success that each of these forms of regional government  
has enjoyed, including a list of specific accomplishments;  
 

⇒ A description of the common attributes that appear to make regional  
governments successful; 
 

⇒ An analysis of how political support for regional governance was obtained,  
and an analysis of the lessons for sustaining viable regional governance units; 
 

⇒ An analysis of “First Wave” county-level regional governance institutions  
in California, including Councils of Government (COGs) Commissions,  
and Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs); 
 

⇒ An analysis of city-county consolidation in the United States; 
 
⇒ AAnn  aannaallyyssiiss  ooff    ““New Regionalism” and the emergence of California’s  

Regional Alliances or Initiatives (CRIs), including types of   
CRIs, significant areas of CRI accomplishments, and the early lessons  
from the California CRI success; 
 

⇒ Lessons on Building Viable CRI Organizations; and 
 
⇒ Lessons on using CRIs to build sustainable regions, including best practices. 
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FINDINGS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Specific policy recommendations on how the California Legislature could assist in 

developing greater regionalism and cooperation in the state are presented. 
 
These recommendations include considering: 
 

⇒ Creating a California Land Conservation and Development Commission 
(LCDC); 

 
⇒ Authorizing an Inter-Regional Partnership Housing and Job Incentive 

Zones Demonstration Project building upon recent legislation, AB 2864 
(Torlakson); 
 

⇒ Shifting the local sales tax to California counties, and  
holding cities harmless via property taxes; 
  

⇒ Using a percentage of property taxes to create regional  
per capita needs-based Fiscal Disparities Funds (FDFs); 
   

⇒ Incentivizing the use of voluntary tax sharing within  
California counties authorized by recent legislation,  
AB 262 (Runner); and 

 
⇒ Strengthening the regional role of LAFCO building upon  
 recent legislation, AB  2838 (Hertzberg). 
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INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT 
 

The Challenges Facing California’s Regions 
 

With 58 counties, 475 cities, 406 community redevelopment agencies, and over 3,800 

special districts, it is an understatement to say that California has a multitude of local 

governmental units. While this vast sub-system of local governmental units is a source of great 

strength to California, it is also the source of a great weakness. Historically, each of the local 

governmental units has tended to maximize local self-interest, often at the expense of regional 

interests and regional opportunities for coordinated governmental action. Thus, within 

metropolitan regions encompassing several cities, individual cities often compete with 

neighboring cities to attract sales tax generators such as large-scale shopping centers and auto 

malls; a process known as the “fiscalization of land use.”1   

The fiscalization of land use leads to a process of “bidding for business” as areas within 

cities engage in intramural competition with each other.2 In their turn central cities engage in 

intrametropolitan competition with neighboring suburban “Edge City”3 locales for office and 

high tech business and research campuses. Even neighboring counties often engage in 

intraregional competition for an economic advantage over competing county jurisdictions. While 

it is understandable and reasonable that local units pursue local objectives, doing so without 

coordinating with neighboring units of government within cities and engaging those neighboring 

units in fiscal bidding wars has put regional and state interests at risk. 

 Instead of rational regional economic development and coordinated land use California 

regions are characterized by a lack of intergovernmental coordination and a tendency towards 

inter-jurisdictional fiscal bidding wars. These bidding wars have exacerbated an increasing 

number of labor market “spatial mismatches”4 as households and firms relocate from center 
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city areas to the suburbs, creating a growing unemployment problem for California citizens 

living in the inner cities of California.5   

 Evidence of the mounting challenges facing regions in the Golden State includes the 

following: 

⇒ Rapid urbanization and the loss of open space and agricultural land – Statewide, the 

Department of Conservation has documented that 70,000 acres of land were urbanized in 

California between 1996 and 1998; including a staggering 141% increase in agricultural 

land annexation in the California Central Valley region in the 1996- 1997 period alone;6 

and  

⇒ The antiquated “spider web” governmental systems within California’s regions - For 

example, Los Angeles County alone has 487 subdivisions of government, including the 

City and County of Los Angeles, 88 cities, and hundreds of special districts ranging from 

the massive Metropolitan Water District to parks and maintenance districts, sanitation 

districts, sewer districts, business improvement districts, and cemetery districts;7 and the 

⇒ Interconnected “spill over” affects of modern California development and commute 

patterns in congested metropolitan areas such as San Francisco/San Jose and the Silicon 

Valley, or Los Angeles and the San Fernando Valley.  
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Purpose and Findings of Current Report  

Recognizing that, in many cases, regional challenges have outgrown the abilities of 

California’s local governments to deal with them - California Assembly Speaker Robert 

Hertzberg appointed a Commission on Regionalism8 in fall of 2000. This report is an effort to 

provide background research and information to the California Assembly and Speaker’s Office, 

and for the Speaker’s Commission on Regionalism. This Report provides a brief history of 

regional governments, mechanisms and strategies that have proved successful in California and 

elsewhere. The “lessons of regional successes” are applied to the California regional context, 

and policy recommendations drawn from these recommendations are offered in the final section 

of the Report.  

The conclusion of this Report is straightforward. While there is no single answer or 

“silver bullet” to cure the challenges facing California’s regions, there are several promising New 

Regionalism strategies with which California regions are experimenting. These include:  

⇒ regional revenue sharing  

⇒ pooling of redevelopment funds  

⇒ expanding the regional role for Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs)  

⇒ highly successful regional collaborations or regional alliances such as 

Joint Venture Silicon Valley, and 

the Economic Alliance of the San Fernando Valley, or  

⇒ the innovative countywide land use planning and habitat preservation represented by the 

recently-implemented Riverside County Integrated Plan, or  

⇒ the projected San Diego Regional Infrastructure and Transportation Agency.  
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Resolving the Challenges Facing California’s Regions:  
Potential Solutions 

 
Growth Within Bounds, the January 2000 report of the California Commission on Local 

Governance for the 21st Century – a commission authorized in 1997 by AB 1484 authored by 

Assemblyman Robert Hertzberg and enacted as Chapter 943 – identified  

five potential solutions to the problem of rapid growth and fragmented local governance in 

California, including: 

⇒  Regional Government 

⇒  City-County Consolidation 

⇒  Increased Coordination from Existing Government Agencies  

⇒  Regional Compacts or Regional Alliances, and  

⇒  Incremental Actions Promoting Regional Thinking & Regional Action9 

Section I. considers two prominent examples of successful regional governments – of 

which both take place outside the borders of California - and examines the common attributes of 

success of those regional efforts. The report speculates on the lessons of these examples for the 

California context, and the potential to apply this regional model in California.  

 
Section II. inventories several California attempts at regional governance and 

cooperation, including successful examples of regional and city/county tax base sharing, the 

creation of the Riverside County Integrated Plan in 1999-2000, and the creation of the study for 

the San Diego Regional Infrastructure and Transportation Agency (SB 329 - Statutes of 2000, 

Chapter 764) in 2000. 
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Section III. traces city-county consolidations in California and non-California contexts, 

describes the common attributes of successful consolidation, and notes the difficulty of applying 

the consolidation model to the issue of regional governance in California.  

Section IV. inventories existing California local agencies such as Councils of 

Government (COGs), the Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs), and Metropolitan 

Planning Organizations (MPOs) with regional or quasi-regional authority.  

Section V. is an inventory of California regional alliances – regional compacts and 

public-private regional working groups, and an examination of the common attributes of success 

among such regional alliances.  

Finally, Section VI. includes several specific policy suggestions that the California 

Legislature might consider in fashioning regional solutions to California’s pressing regional 

problems.  

I. 
SUCCESSFUL REGIONAL GOVERNMENTS: 

PORTLAND AND MINNEAPOLIS 
 

Background 

The problems of California regions call for an approach that is inherently multi-county in 

perspective and design. Many regional issues − for example, air pollution, transportation, land 

use, the loss of agricultural land, sprawl development, the need to attract high paying jobs and 

the economy in general − spill over into a policy/problem “catchment basin” which includes 

two or more neighboring county jurisdictions. Although California has no examples of 

successful multi-county regional governments, California does have – as Section 2,  illustrates, 

several examples of county-level regional governance and cooperation. The two leading 

examples of successful multi-county governance in the United States, Portland (Oregon) and 
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Minneapolis-St. Paul, are described in Table 1, below.  Both jurisdictions have received national 

attention for addressing planning, infrastructure and tax equity questions within their regions.10 

The Portland area established a council of local governments – the Columbia River 

Association of Governments (CRAG) – in 1969, a voluntary organization in which all local 

government members shared equal votes. Inspired in part by the success of the 1960s era San 

Francisco Bay Area Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and by the passage of 

Proposition 20 in 1972 creating the California Coastal Commission, the Oregon State Legislature 

enacted legislation (SB100) in 1973 creating the Land Conservation and Development 

Commission (LCDC). Under the new legislation, LCDC had statewide authority to require 

counties and cities to establish: 

urban growth boundaries – within which cities and counties could  

be expected to grow over the next twenty years, and in which development  

would be encouraged. Outside these boundaries, land was zoned exclusively  

for farm use, making development much more difficult. The aim of the  

growth boundaries was to limit sprawl by making urban growth contiguous  

and stopping leapfrog patterns of development. 11  

Rather than create a statewide agency responsible for writing plans for each Oregon 

county, counties were assigned the task of drawing up growth plans, subject to review and 

approval by LCDC. In 1973, the Legislature required three Portland-area counties to form into a 

combined metropolitan planning district, to become mandatory rather than voluntary members of 

CRAG, and assigned CRAG the legal authority to compel compliance with CRAG land use and 

growth boundary plans throughout the three county metropolitan Portland area.  
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Earlier in 1970, the Oregon state legislature had created the Portland area Metropolitan 

Services District (MSD), formed as a regional transportation agency, to cope with a growing 

solid waste disposal problem, and to secure funding for a regional zoo. In 1978, the state 

legislature enacted legislation allowing the MSD to assume the responsibilities of CRAG, 

disbanding CRAG and establishing a MSD governing board of directly elected commissioners. 

In 1992, Portland area voters adopted a home rule charter converting the MSD into Portland 

“Metro,” a body that has put in place a fifty-year planning vision. The new plan, Portland 2040, 

provides a planning process for incorporating a million new residents within identified 

development zones allowing for protection of green space, connection to a nationally-leading 

example of light rail regional transit, water quality protection, and independent authority by the 

24 suburban communities within the MSD.  Overall, “home rule” planning jurisdiction remains 

with Portland Metro which put in place a 1997 “Regional Framework Plan” for growth and 

development in the 3 county region. Given these achievements, Portland Metro is widely 

regarded as the leading example of successful regional growth management in the United States. 

((IInnsseerrtt  TTaabbllee  11  aabboouutt  hheerree)) 

The Twin Cities Metropolitan Council in Minnesota was created by an act of the state 

legislature in 1967, and covers a seven county and 189 municipality joint area. in 1967, the 

water/sewage problems in the suburban Minneapolis area were sufficiently serious for the federal 

government to threaten withholding authorization for home mortgage insurance. Formed 

originally to address this problem, the state legislature broadened the pprriimmaarryy  mmiissssiioonn  ooff  tthhee  MMeett  

CCoouunncciill  ttoo  iinncclluuddee  rreeggiioonnaall  ppaarrkkss  aanndd,,  llaatteerr  iinn  11997711,,  ttoo  aaddddrreessss  tthhee  ddeecclliinniinngg  eeccoonnoommiicc  ffoorrttuunneess  

ooff  iinnnneerr  cciittyy  aarreeaass  ooff  MMiinnnneeaappoolliiss  aanndd  SStt..  PPaauull  wwhhiicchh  aatt  tthhee  ttiimmee  wweerree  lloossiinngg  jjoobbss,,  iinnccoommeess  aanndd  

ttaaxx  bbaassee  ttoo  tthheeiirr  ssuurrrroouunnddiinngg  ssuubbuurrbbaann  jjuurriissddiiccttiioonnss..1122  IInn  tthhee  eeaarrllyy  11997700ss,,  aass  aa  ddiirreecctt  rreessuulltt  ooff  tthhee  
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FFiissccaall  DDiissppaarriittiieess  BBiillll  ppaasssseedd  bbyy  tthhee  ssttaattee  lleeggiissllaattuurree  iinn  11997711,,  tthhee  MMeett  CCoouunncciill  ppuutt  iinn  ppllaaccee  tthhee  

FFiissccaall  DDiissppaarriittiieess  PPllaann  ((FFDDPP)),,  iinn  wwhhiicchh  4400%%  ooff  aallll  aarreeaa--wwiiddee  iinnccrreeaasseess  iinn  ccoommmmeerrcciiaall  aanndd  

iinndduussttrriiaall  pprrooppeerrttyy  ttaaxxeess  wweerree  ppllaacceedd  iinn  tthhee  FFDDPP  ffuunndd..  FFDDPP  ffuunnddss  wweerree  tthheenn  ddiissppeerrsseedd  bbaasseedd  oonn  

ppooppuullaattiioonn  aanndd  tthhee  aasssseesssseedd  vvaalluuee  ooff  pprrooppeerrttiieess  wwiitthhiinn  iinnddiivviidduuaall  jjuurriissddiiccttiioonnss  ccoommppaarreedd  wwiitthh  

vvaalluueess  aaccrroossss  tthhee  eennttiirree  rreeggiioonn..  IInntteerreessttiinnggllyy,,  MMiinnnneeaappoolliiss,,  wwhhiicchh  uusseedd  ttoo  rreecceeiivvee  ffaarr  mmoorree  ffuunnddss  

tthhaann  tthhee  ssuubbuurrbbaann  jjuurriissddiiccttiioonnss  iinn  tthhee  eeaarrllyy  yyeeaarrss  ooff  tthhee  FFDDPP,,  nnooww  sshhaarreess  mmoorree  iinn  FFDDPP  ffuunnddiinngg  

wwiitthh  tthhee  ssuubbuurrbbss  tthhaann  iitt  rreecceeiivveess..  AAss  tthhee  TTwwiinn  CCiittiieess  eexxaammppllee  pprroovveess,,  cceenntteerr  cciittyy--ssuubbuurrbbaann  eeqquuiittyy  

ccaann  bbee  ––  oovveerr  aa  nnuummbbeerr  ooff  yyeeaarrss  ––  aa  ddeecciiddeeddllyy  ttwwoo  wwaayy  ssttrreeeett..    

Learning from Success: 
Eleven Lessons on Building Coalitions for Sustainable Regions 

 
Portland and the Twin Cities have proved that regional government can be politically 

viable, have “generational legs,” plan for the future, and address tax base inequities within the 

context of a large and diverse metropolitan region.  

The leading analysis of coalition building for regional governance in Portland is the 

University of California, Berkeley planning expert Margaret Weir. The leading national expert 

on regionalism in Minneapolis is University of Minnesota law professor Myron Orfield.  

Weir argues that the “three common elements” of success in building supportive 

coalitions for regionalism in Portland and Minneapolis were: (1) mobilizing an influential 

coalition viewing regionalism as a desired outcome; (2) additional and successful efforts at 

bipartisan coalition building in support of regionalism; and (3) and the existence of “relatively 

weak opposing groups.”13 As Weir notes: 

In Oregon, farmers, the environmental movement, and Portland city leaders, for different 

reasons, all supported the land-use legislation enacted in 1973. Oregon’s Republican 

governor, Tom McCall, was pivotal to success. In Minnesota, Minneapolis city leaders 
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pressed for legislation to create the metropolitan Council and found support in a 

sympathetic governor. As in Oregon, moderate Republicans were crucial to the victory. 14 

In both Portland and Minneapolis, as Weir documents, opponents to regionalism, 

primarily developers and suburban interests, were less effective than pro-regionalism 

environmental and urban groups, and – in the case of Oregon – were less effective than pro-

regionalism agricultural interests.  

 The leading analyst of the success of coalition building for regionalism in Minneapolis, 

Myron Orfield, has distilled eleven key “lessons” in building coalitions for regionalism resulting 

from the Twin Cities experience. These are illustrated in Figure 1, below: 

(Insert Figure 1 about here) 

Learning from Success:  
Five Lessons on Building Regional Governmental Units  

 
Weir and Orfield have established that success in building supportive coalitions for 

regionalism in Portland and Minneapolis relied upon several important ingredients. Support for 

the regional government itself, and the subsequent operational success of that governmental unit 

depends upon – as the case of both Portland and Minneapolis demonstrate - the presence of five 

crucial political, environmental and structural factors listed in Figure 2. 

((IInnsseerrtt  FFiigguurree  22  aabboouutt  hheerree))  

A Final Portland/Minneapolis Lesson: 
Regionalism is a Two Step Process 

 
Three decades of regional governance in Portland and the Twin Cities prove that regional 

government can be popularly supported, that regional government can address key land use and 

tax base equity problems in metropolitan areas, and that regional governments can be sustained 

over time. The Portland-Minneapolis experience suggests that regional governments may be 
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fostered over time in areas that adopt a two-step process of region building. The first step is 

building a sustainable coalition for regionalism. The second step is building a sustainable 

district-based regional governance structure supported through state enabling legislation, and 

limited to the pursuit of modest, achievable, incremental regional goals and policies. 

The Future of Regional Governments in California 

Is regional government a good fit for our own state metropolitan and regional areas?  

That is a question likely to emerge again and again as one of the leading questions of the day 

throughout the first decade of the New Century in the Golden State; a question that eventually 

we have to confront, and more importantly, to answer.  

Support for such proposals at the state level has increased markedly in the past decade. In 

1990, the California Assembly considered legislation introduced by then-Speaker Willie Brown 

to create seven regional bodies throughout the state charged with the responsibility for land use 

planning, infrastructure planning and development, and to resolve conflicts involving the siting 

of locally undesirable land uses (LULUs). 15 The Brown proposal (AB 3) was not enacted by the 

state Legislature. However, much has changed in the intervening decade. Note, for example: (1) 

the formation of the Commission on Local Governance for the 21st Century, the January 2000 

Growth Within Bounds report of that Commission recommending the pursuit of local and 

regional efforts to “facilitate cooperation and planning consistency” among governmental units 

in California; 16 similar recommendations contained in (2) the Generating Revenue for Municipal 

Services report of the State Municipal Advisory Team, presented by California State Controller 

Kathleen Connell in August 1999; and (3) the earlier recommendations contained in the 1996 

Final Report and Recommendations the Governor and the Legislature of the California 

Constitutional Revision Commission.    
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Also noteworthy is the formation in October 2000 of the Speaker’s Commission on 

Regionalism, and the emergence in recent times of a “Smart Growth” caucus in the Legislature 

formed to promote integrated land use, transportation planning, and to enable area-wide tax base 

sharing.   

II.  
 

CALIFORNIA COUNTY-LEVEL ATTEMPTS AT REGIONAL 
GOVERNANCE: RECENT SUCCESS 

 
Background 

 
 With the possible exception of the consolidated City and County of San Francisco, 

California has no current example of successful multi-county or countywide regional governance 

structures. Recent regional governance and cooperation efforts in California over the past decade 

demonstrate that successful sub county-regional governance and cooperation is possible. Section 

2 considers several examples of county-level and sub county-level regionalism, ranging from tax 

base sharing to land use and planning, and the financing shared infrastructure.  

Since consolidation by the state Legislature in 1856, the City and County of San 

Francisco have served as the leading example of county-level governmental unity and 

coordination in the state of California. Table 2, below, lists two additional – and far more recent - 

examples of planned or actual county-level integrated planning and service delivery in Riverside 

and San Diego counties.  
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Recent Successes 
 

In September 2000, Riverside County and 10 governmental units reached agreement on 

development and conservation efforts within Riverside County. The agreement specifies the 

development of a cross-jurisdictional consensus on where development and preservation will 

unfold in a rapidly developing county projected to double in population to 3 million by the year 

2020. At completion, the Riverside County Integrated Plan will include a blueprint for new 

roads, shopping centers, home construction, and the preservation of sensitive environmental 

areas. 

In the last legislative session, Senator Steve Peace sponsored legislation (SB 329) 

subsequently enacted, calling for a study of the feasibility of creating a San Diego Regional 

Infrastructure and Transportation Agency, a regional agency that would assume major regional 

planning and infrastructure functions in San Diego County. Two more modest experiments in 

“functional regionalism” – multi-county coordination of functions and staff − include: (1) 

Sutter and Yuba counties which share joint health and police agencies; and, (2) in Northern 

California, the counties of Lassen, Modoc, Siskiyou, and Trinity share a welfare reform 

commission.  

(Insert Table 2 about here) 

As Table 3 illustrates, in addition to the examples of regional cooperation and 

coordination from the counties of Riverside, San Diego and San Francisco cited above, three 

California local jurisdictions share city funding with city, county or redevelopment agency 

partners within their region. These include: (1) the Antelope Valley cities of Lancaster and 

Palmdale; and (2) the City of Modesto and Stanislaus County, which share their sales revenue 

base; (3) local jurisdictions on the Palos Verdes Peninsula which engage share portions of their 
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sales revenue base in what might be labeled “informal revenue sharing;” and (4) local 

jurisdictions in the Coachella Valley that acted to pool their redevelopment funding base. 17 

Finally, as Table 4, below, illustrates, seventeen California counties have tax sharing 

agreements with cities. These agreements, dating back more than a decade in many cases, call for 

the cities to share between 2.5 percent and 10 percent of local in situs sales taxes collected within 

city limits with their regional county fiscal partners.      

(Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here) 

III: 
CITY-COUNTY CONSOLIDATION IN THE UNITED STATES 

 

Background 
 

Nationally, few consolidation attempts have been successful. In states that allow such 

consolidations, voters approved only nine consolidations from 1805 to World War II.  

Voters approved only 24 consolidations from World War II to the present day, while rejecting 

over 100 other proposals to combine city and county units of government. In the past decade, 

only four out of 17 consolidation efforts have passed electoral muster. A recent effort in North 

Carolina - the Charlotte-Mecklenburg county region - failed to reach the ballot.  

 Since 1980, Charlotte-Mecklenburg has been considered the most promising large 

metropolitan area candidate for city-county consolidation, and that effort, as noted earlier, has 

continued to encounter political difficulties. As Table 5, below, illustrates, from 1990 to the 

present, three small city-county consolidations have taken place in addition to the consolidation 

of Kansas City-Wyandotte County (Kansas) in 1997. However, the applicability of these 

consolidations to California metropolitan jurisdictions in terms of size, challenges or political 

context is highly questionable.  
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Voters in the United States are rejecting city-county consolidations by a ratio of three 

rejections for every favorable decision. The leading scholarly analysis of consolidations, referred 

to as “metropolitan government” by national urban scholars, concluded in 1997 that:  

The few cases of metropolitan government in the United States do not provide reason to 

be overly optimistic about the performance of metropolitan government. Even if the 

record were better, the odds are against instituting any type of formal metropolitan 

government. This point cannot be emphasized enough: There have been no new 

metropolitan governments created in medium or large areas in the United States for 

nearly two decades.18  

In short, as leading experts note: “City-county consolidation is not an easy path.” 19   

(Insert Table 5 about here) 

Learning from Failure: 
Lessons on City-County Consolidation for California’s Regions 

 
 

Not only is consolidation a “hard sell” to voters, its performance in cases where voters 

have opted for consolidation − most notably Jackson-Duval County, Florida in 1967 and 

Indianapolis-Marion County, Indiana in 1969 − has proved to be an equally difficult “sell” to 

urban and local government scholars.  

Criticisms of consolidated city-county governments take four forms. First, few city-

county consolidated governments display clear efficiency or economies of scale associated with 

the newly consolidated government forms. 20 Secondly, non-white ethnic minorities historically 

see a loss in political power and a weakening in their political base from consolidation as the 

center of power in such governments shifts from traditional older center city areas to newer 

metropolitan suburbs.21 Third, and following from the political shift to the suburbs noted above, 
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consolidated metro governments such as Indianapolis and Jacksonville have tended to disinvest 

in center city needs such as urban school systems, urban renewal and social programs generally, 

favoring instead investing in rapidly expanding the infrastructure needed by the fast growing 

suburban periphery.22  

Finally, consolidated city-county governments have historically proved unable effectively 

to broker necessary compromises between state mandates for the provision of scattered site 

social services or fair-share housing and largely suburban, and often center city,  resistance to the 

siting of such LULUS or locally undesirable land uses.23   

Although the City and County of San Francisco legally merged in 1856 – with a 

governing body comprised of a mayor and a Board of Supervisors – no other city-county 

consolidation effort in California has succeeded. Sacramento county voters have rejected 

consolidation twice in the past thirty years. Consolidation efforts in San Diego and Stanislaus 

counties failed to reach the ballot.  

The California experience with city-county consolidation efforts is consistent with the 

negative national trend opposing consolidations. Californians have rejected consolidation efforts 

in Sacramento, Stanislaus and San Diego counties. In fact, the trend in California is, if anything, 

even more hostile to large-scale consolidated metropolitan government. Far from favoring 

consolidated city-county governments, California residents from post World War II to the 

present have  “voted with their feet” in favor of the creation of new cities, often suburban 

“bedroom” or high tech “edge cities” built on the outer rim of California’s metropolitan areas. 

Since the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, California voters have moved out from the core 

center of older California cities and, by so doing, have formed over 50 new cities - five new 

cities in the 1997-2000 period alone.  
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For these reasons, several commentators have observed that it is unlikely that 

consolidation is a viable political option for building sustainable regions in California – or 

elsewhere in the nation - in the foreseeable future.24 Consolidation, while not a successful 

strategy for meeting regional needs is still, nonetheless, instructive. It is, in fact, a short laundry 

list of pitfalls and outcomes that California regional leaders would be wise to regard as negative 

indicators in the quality of life of California regions. These “negative lessons” of consolidation 

are illustrated below in Figure 3.   

(Insert Figure 3 about here) 

IV. 
 

 EXISTING CALIFORNIA LOCAL AGENCIES WITH 
REGIONAL AUTHORITY – COGs AND COMMISSIONS 

 

California’s “First Wave” of Regionalism: Creating COGs 
 

Regionalism can be defined as the belief that larger-than-local problems require larger-

than-local solutions. California’s “first wave” of regionalism, dates back to the environmental 

concerns raised in California in the 1960s and 1970s, and the emotional attachment that 

Californians feel – both then and now – to the visual beauty of scenic and fragile environmental 

areas such as Lake Tahoe, the San Francisco Bay, and − in larger terms − the whole of the 

California coastline. California’s first wave of regionalism produced three notable results. These 

are: (1) the creation of COGs; (2) the creation of three commissions to regulate growth 

management, water management, and environmental concerns; and (3) the creation of the Local 

Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO).    

Influenced in part by the example of other states, and in part by the work of the 1960 

Governor’s Commission on Metropolitan Areas, most large metropolitan California regions 
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formed local Councils of Government or COGs in the late 1950s and early 1960s. The COG 

movement was, in retrospect, what might be regarded as the “first wave” of regionalism and 

regional thinking in California government and public policy circles. Cogs formed in the 50s/60s 

era include: ABAG – the Association of Bay Area Governments (9 counties and 98 cities), 

SCAG - Southern California Association of Governments (6 counties and 150 cities), SANDAG 

(San Diego Area Association of Governments), and SACOG (Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments). Created with some optimism in the early 1960s to help in addressing regional 

issues, Cogs generally failed to exercise significant influence and policy direction within their 

home regions until rejuvenated, in part, by Congressional enactment of the Intermodal Surface 

Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) of 1991 – popularly referred to as “Ice Tea.” ISTEA 

mandated regional planning of transportation and required that one agency in each local area, 

typically an existing COG, be designated as lead agencies (Metropolitan Planning Organizations 

or MPOs) within a given region for transportation planning for state and local governments. 

Local governments in urban or metropolitan regions were required to develop integrated 

transportation plans, provide for environmental protections, and designate an MPO for the 

region.  

The MPO then serves as a clearinghouse for federal transportation funding in the given 

region, and to supervise compliance with the mass transit and highway goals specified in the 

1991 Act, and the 1997 ISTEA Reauthorization Act. Both ISTEA and its contemporary federal 

legislation, the Clean Air Act, have served to strengthen Cogs, to encourage regional planning, 

and promote metropolitan area-wide coordination and cooperation.25 Since 1991, ISTEA has 

provided over $155 billion in federal funding to COG/Mops in support of highway, bridge and 

transit construction and planning.  
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“First Wave” Statewide and Regional Commissions 
 

Californians created three commissions to regulate regional issues such as land use and 

the environment during the 1960s/1970s “first wave” era of California regionalism. These 

include the: California Coastal Commission created by the passage of Proposition 20 in 1972; the 

Tahoe Regional Planning Commission and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) a bi-state 

California and Nevada land use entity created to protect the fragile Lake Tahoe environment and 

watershed; and the BCDC (Bay Area Conservation and Development Commission) created in 

the late 1960s to protect the interconnected tidal environment of the numerous jurisdictions in the 

San Francisco Bay Area.  Viewed by many as an early regional governance success, BCDC 

served as the model for Oregon’s 1973 SB 100, which created the Oregon Land Conservation 

and Development Commission (LCDC). 

LAFCO – The Local Agency Formation Commission 
 

In additional to these regional governments, in the 1963 Knox Act, the California 

Legislature created the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) in each county of the 

state (except San Francisco). County LAFCOs are seven member commissions comprised of two 

representatives drawn from elected city council members in the respective county, two members 

of the county Board of Supervisors, two representatives drawn from the elected boards of 

independent special districts, and one additional public delegate. LAFCOs regulate annexation, 

incorporation and the official “spheres of influence” that are legally assigned to each city and 

special purpose district (except school districts) within a given county. While land use planning 

was not formally included as a primary responsibility of county LAFCOs, the January 2000 

Growth Within Bounds report by the California Commission on Local Governance for the 21st 

Century recommended that: 
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Perhaps the most acceptable and feasible regional option now is to facilitate cooperation 

and planning consistency among local agencies. This would require establishing state 

goals and priorities that could be enforced through LAFCO policies…The Commission 

recommends that the State develop incentives to encourage compatibility and 

coordination of plans and actions of all local agencies, including school districts, within 

each region as a way to encourage an integrated approach to public service delivery and 

improve governance. State infrastructure financing should create incentives that further 

State growth planning goals, and priorities, and all State policies, regulations, and 

programs should be implemented in a manner consistent with these goals. LAFCO 

policies should be revised, as necessary, to support growth-planning goals.26 

Lessons from California’s First Wave of Regionalism 
 

California’s “first wave of regionalism” of the 1960s and 1970s created a significant 

land use and growth management legacy including the formation of Cogs, the California Coastal 

Commission, TRPA, BCDC and county-level Local Agency Formation Commissions 

(LAFCOs). As Figure 4 illustrates, there are several lessons that emerge from analyzing first 

wave regionalism in California.  

Each of the “first wave regionalism” agencies was created in a process described by long-

time California Senate Local Government Committee lead consultant, Peter Detwiler, as the 

“California Two Step agency formation process.” In each case, legislative authorization was 

granted for a plan for conserving and developing resources for the problem area in question. 

Such plans, in turn, produced legislative or ballot initiative action creating the formation of 

commissions or agencies to regulate the problem in question. Why did such efforts succeed? In 

each case, in lessons listed in Figure 3, below, the efforts were supported by key interest groups, 
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buttressed by state studies calling for legislative action, and appearing at the same time as 

opinion polls showing public concern for the environment. They were also championed by 

effective coalitions in the state Legislature, and each was implemented effectively by the 

Governor.  Support by the Governor was particularly crucial in the case of the California-Nevada 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, which found active support from both California Governor 

Ronald Reagan and Nevada Governor Paul Laxalt. 

(Insert Figure 4 about here) 

Learning from Failures:  
California’s First Wave of Regionalism  

 
 Judged as a regional mechanism to accomplish effective land use planning and 

environmental regulation, “First Wave Regionalism” in California was, at best, only a partial 

success - i.e., LAFCO, TRPA and, more recently, MPOs. COGs succeeded at conducting surveys 

and studies, were somewhat less successful at persuading regional governmental units to “buy 

into” regional solutions, and were without the necessary authority to compel regional 

governmental cooperation. At worst – First Wave Regionalism, most notably LAFCOs and 

Cogs, failed to accomplish important regional governance tasks and responsibilities such as 

preserving sensitive environmental and agricultural land, planning for future growth and housing 

needs, or protecting the environment in California’s regions.27   

Nevertheless, first wave regional governance institutions, however tentative and 

incremental in their growth and development succeeded in two important respects. First, they 

partially ameliorated some of the more egregious aspects of fast growth and inter-jurisdictional 

rivalries – i.e., LAFCO succeeded in the establishment of “spheres of influence” for local 

jurisdictions. Secondly, in large measure because in most cases they were designed to work 

within existing county boundaries, their political and regulatory authority has, over time, become 
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accepted as both routine and appropriate by both elected local official, and by the general public 

in California’s counties.  

 First Wave regionalism institutions such as LAFCO and COGs were only partially 

successful in managing the fast pace of California’s growth. Key among the problems with 

LAFCO, Cogs and commissions were the inability of such institutions to regulate issues such as 

regional open space and prime agricultural land preservation, pollution, regional transit, and the 

job-housing mismatch in areas such as the Silicon Valley. Ultimately the failure of Cogs and 

LAFCO as originally designed to adequately meet California’s regional needs led in the mid to 

late 1990s to the emergence of a new approach, the “New Regionalism,” and a new set of 

regional governance institutions, Collaborative Regional Initiatives or Cries. 

V.  
“NEW REGIONALISM 

& 
CALIFORNIA’S EMERGING REGIONAL ALLIANCES 

 

  “New Regionalism” is the argument that it is time to try again with regionalism – the 

belief that larger-than-local problems require larger-than-local solutions. The current round 

of New Regionalism builds upon “first wave” regionalism institutions such as COGs and 

LAFCOs. New Regionalism also recognizes the need to up-date those institutions and agencies 

for increased efficiency, and recognizes the utility of newer approaches such as the “regional 

alliances” and “regional initiatives” that are increasingly emerging and proving effective in 

California regions and metropolitan areas. 

 One leading scholar described the New Regionalist perspective in this fashion: 

The core thesis of this somewhat eclectic group is economic interdependence, or mutual 

dependence of all parts of the region. Distinctions within this camp relate primarily to 
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methodology and framework. Others and we frame the issue in terms of a single regional 

economy or labor market. 28 

“New Regionalism” in California  including the recent efforts of the Speaker’s 

Commission on Regionalism, and the earlier Commission on Local Governance for the 21st 

Century – is an effort to learn from the record of accomplishment and successes of early 

California regionalism efforts, and to study a promising new development in regionalism - 

“regional alliances.”   

Types of Regional Alliances 

Regional alliances - often referred to as Collaborative Regional Initiatives (CRIs) - are 

area-wide collaborative partnerships, compacts or councils. California has more than twenty 

collaborative regional partnerships or regional alliances, each seeking to address significant 

public concerns within their regions. Tables 6-8 illustrate the wide range of regional initiatives in 

California – including regional workforce alliances (Table 6), regional development alliances 

(Table 7), and regional civic engagement alliances (Table 8). 

((IInnsseerrtt  TTaabblleess  66,,  77  aanndd  88  aabboouutt  hheerree))  

California CRIs: Three Significant Areas of Accomplishments 
 

As Tables 6-8 illustrate, there is great diversity among the three major types of CRIs 

currently operating in California. A January 1999 report, Getting Results and Facing New 

Challenges: California’s Civic Entrepreneur Movement, prepared for the James Irvine 

Foundation by Doug Henton, James Melville, and Kim Walesh, documents three major 

accomplishments of California CRIs. These include: regional engagement, regional education, 

and regional action.29 
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⇒Regional Engagement: CRIs have provided neutral venues where regional stakeholders can − 

using conferences, meetings, public forums, summits, and consensus-building workshops – reach 

consensus on key issue facing the region. The Sierra Business Council, and the Sacramento 

Water Forum are noteworthy examples of such activity, as is the cross-border regional 

partnership in the Tijuana, Mexico and San Diego region represented by the activity of the San 

Diego Dialogue.   

⇒ Regional Education: CRIs have been instrumental in facilitating the creation of regional 

vision statements, regional performance indicators and regional quality of life indexes. The San 

Francisco Bay Area Partnership, for example, has established regional performance benchmarks 

in healthcare, education, childcare, transportation and workforce development.   

⇒ Regional Action: CRIs have been instrumental in initiating new programs within regions, and 

for monitoring their performance. Joint Venture Silicon Valley, for example, has raised over $29 

million in funding for local schools, encouraged cities within the region to adopt a uniform 

building code, and encouraged local employers to implement telecommuting, including the use 

of regional telecommuting centers. In Southern California, the San Diego Regional Economic 

Development Corporation inspired Partnership of the New Century Economy has successfully 

implemented a Study of Clusters of Innovation in the San Diego region. 

Early Lessons from the California CRI Success:  
Building Viable CRI Organizations 

 
As Table 9 illustrates, there are 21 Collaborative Regional Initiative’s functioning in 

14 different California regions. 

The new California CRI network that has emerged in the past decade is less a set of 

identifiable organizations and institutions than it is a grass roots social movement of concerned 

civic entrepreneurs seeking to build sustainable regions. Although generalizations about the 
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emerging California CRI movement are necessarily tentative at the current juncture, two recent 

studies by the Irvine Foundation have succeeded in identifying common patterns exhibited by 

California CRIs. Civic entrepreneurs gathered at the 1997 and 1998 annual Civic Entrepreneur 

Summits distilled seven key behaviors common to all CRIs that have succeeded in building a 

sustainable CRI organization in their respective region. Figure 5, lists those seven CRI 

organizational “rules of the road.”  

(Insert Table 9 about here) 

(Insert Figure 5 about here) 

Early Lessons:  
Using CRIs to Build Sustainable Regions – Best Practices 

 
As noted earlier, the California CRI movement has achieved much but is still emerging as 

both a grass roots civic entrepreneur social movement, and a set of specific organizations 

functioning within fourteen California regions. Even at this early stage of the development of the 

California CRI network, some early or tentative lessons on “best practices” for CRIs seeking to 

build sustainable regions have emerged. In the January 1999 Irvine Foundation report, Getting 

Results and Facing New Challenges: California’s Civic Entrepreneur Movement, Doug Henton, 

the leading national authority on the civic entrepreneur movement, reports that ten lessons have 

been learned about CRIs seeking to build sustainable regions. These lessons are illustrated in 

Figure 6. 

(Insert Figure 6 about here) 
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VI.  
 

SPECIFIC POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 
  
TThhee  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  LLeeggiissllaattuurree,,  iinn  aatttteemmppttiinngg  ttoo  ccrraafftt  lleeggiissllaattiioonn  ttoo  bbuuiilldd  ssttrroonngg  rreeggiioonnaall  

ggoovveerrnnaannccee  nneettwwoorrkkss,,  aanndd  ttoo  pprroommoottee  ssoouunndd  eennvviirroonnmmeennttaall  llaanndd  uussee  ddeecciissiioonn--mmaakkiinngg  wwiitthhiinn  

eeaacchh  ooff  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa’’ss  rreeggiioonnss,,  sshhoouulldd  eexxaammiinnee  aa  rraannggee ooff  ooppttiioonnss  aaiimmeedd  aatt  ssttrreennggtthheenniinngg  tthhee  

ccaappaacciittyy  ooff  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  rreeggiioonnss  ttoo  pprreesseerrvvee  rreeggiioonnaall  aasssseettss  aanndd  ppllaann  ffoorr  tthhee  ffuuttuurree..  TThheessee  ooppttiioonnss  

iinncclluuddee::  

Ø Creating a Statewide Land Conservation and Development Commission. 

Ø Creating California Regional Governance Options–  

One option that draws from the successful lessons of Portland and Minneapolis and 

adapts them to the California political landscape is described in the concluding 

section of this report.  

Ø Exploring County-Level Regional Governance Capacity-Building Options –  

      The final section of this report outlines three county level revenue  

       realignment proposals that would strengthen the regional  

       governance capacity of California counties. 

Ø Exploring Options to Strengthen the Regional Capacity of  LAFCO- 

One proposal to augment the regional governance capacity of  

Local Agency Formation Commissions (LAFCOs) is detailed in  

the final section of this report. 

Ø Continuing to Track and Encourage Regional CRI Activity and Capacity- 

No direct governmental options and policies to assist Collaborative Regional  
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Initiatives (CRIs) are presented in the final section of this report. CRIs, one of the 

most promising new developments in building the regional governance capacity now 

extant in the Golden State, are a grass roots movement of civic entrepreneurs. As 

such, CRIs function largely outside the parameters of state-encouraged incentives and 

policy assistance. Even a suggestion that the state engage in efforts by the appropriate 

agency, the Governor’s Office of Policy and Research (OPR), to track CRI “best 

practices,” would seem unnecessary at the present time. The James Irvine Foundation 

currently funds an annual Civic Entrepreneur Summit that admirably serves this 

function for CRIs.  

POLICY RECOMMENDATION # 1 - Create a California Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 

 
Background 

 
As noted earlier in this report - inspired in part by the success of the 1960s era San 

Francisco By Area Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) and by the passage of 

Proposition 20 in 1972 creating the California Coastal Commission - the Oregon State 

Legislature enacted legislation in 1973 creating the Land Conservation Development 

Commission (LCDC). Under the Oregon legislation, LCDC had statewide authority to require 

counties and cities to establish: 

urban growth boundaries – within which cities and counties could  

be expected to grow over the next twenty years, and in which development  

would be encouraged. Outside these boundaries, land was zoned exclusively  

for farm use, making development much more difficult. The aim of the  

growth boundaries was to limit sprawl by making urban growth contiguous  
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and stopping leapfrog patterns of development. 30  

In doing so in the early 1970s, rather than create a statewide agency responsible for 

writing plans for each Oregon County, counties were assigned the task of drawing up growth 

plans, subject to review and approval by LCDC.   

Specific Policy Recommendation: 
 

1. The State Legislature Should Consider Creating a California Land 
Conservation and Development Commission (LCDC) 

 

With the possible exception of the recent September 2000 Riverside County Integrated 

Plan, no county in California has in place a comprehensive, twenty year growth plan which 

effectively designates future growth areas, while aggressively protecting open space and prime 

agricultural land. As metropolitan sprawl, leapfrog development and the urbanization of prime 

agricultural land increases in California, political pressure to create a statewide Land 

Conservation and Development Commission requiring counties to put in place 20 year growth 

and open space preservation plans is also likely to increase.  

There are five reasons why the California Legislature might wish to consider hearings on 

legislation creating such a commission:  

First, pressures to create a statewide regulatory entity with jurisdiction over issues such 

as land use, environmental regulation and habitat preservation will almost certainly increase 

as California continues to grow. As recently as January 2001, the state of California, including 

the state Resource Director and the state Department of Fish and Game, began considering 

expanding the jurisdiction of the California Coastal Commission (CCC). Under one proposal, the 

CCC would exercise jurisdiction over habit plans designed to mitigate endangered species losses 

resulting from development in coastal counties or coastal watershed. Created by the passage of a 
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state ballot initiative in 1972, the CCC was originally designed to exercise regulatory oversight 

in a narrowly drawn coastal zone. While expanding the jurisdiction of the CCC to land use 

regulatory issues beyond the original narrowly drawn coastal jurisdiction of the CCC is 

administratively feasible, such an expansion may prove less feasible than creating a statewide 

Land Conservation and Development Commission specifically targeted with non-coastal land 

conservation and development issues.  

Secondly, the Oregon example proves that the Land Conservation and Development 

Commission (LCDC) approach can work effectively, and do so with minimal intrusion into 

legitimate county planning priorities and mechanisms.  

Third, the Oregon Model of 1973 grew out of the earlier San Francisco Bay 

Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) experience of the 1960s and the creation 

of the California Coastal Commission by the passage of Proposition 20 in 1972. As such, the 

LCDC model is firmly rooted in the California political and environmental context, and is a good 

candidate as a policy mechanism “transplant” back to the Golden State. 

Fourth, some observers might well argue that the state of California has already tried 

less intrusive methods of encouraging effective growth management and planning in counties 

but that such efforts have failed. For example, in October 1999, the statewide planning agency –

the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) – sent letters to all California cities and 

counties requesting that each jurisdiction file an annual report “on the status of the General Plan 

and progress toward its implementation.”  California Government Code 65400(b) mandates 

reports be prepared for city councils and county boards of supervisors, and sent annually to OPR 

by July 1. Citing reasons ranging from unawareness of the mandate to a lack of the appropriate 



 34

standardized form to an outright refusal to comply with the mandate, “only about 200 of 445 

jurisdictions (charter cities are exempt) filed progress reports.”31  

The low 45% compliance rate by local jurisdictions and the fact that the reporting 

requirements do not apply to charter cities – including most of the larger cities in the state – 

suggests that the current statewide regulatory mechanisms tracking metropolitan growth 

management efforts are exacerbating rather than ameliorating the tragedy of the regional 

commons in the Golden State. It is worth observing, as a recent study has documented, that of 

the top 100 counties in the United States in terms of population, 65% of the counties reported to 

have increased regional cooperation within the past ten years have up-dated their General Plan 

within the past five years.32 Correspondingly, only 38% of the counties reporting a decrease or 

the same level of regional cooperation as characterized the county in the prior decade had revised 

their General Plan within the preceding five years. 

 As William Fulton, editor of the California Planning and Development Report, has 

documented:  

OPR sent letters to 77 cities and eight counties noting that they had  

not comprehensively updated their general plans in at least 10 years  

and had indicted that they had no intention of updating plans in the  

near future.” 33 

Finally, should the Legislature fail to enact a land use planning and environmental 

protection mechanism such as the LCDC, it is probable that efforts to do so via a state 

initiative will result, and that such efforts would ultimately prove successful.  In November 

2000, California had 50 land use measures on local ballots – the highest number since 1990. This 

prompted one observer to compare “the backlash against rapid growth to the California tax revolt 
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of the 1970s, which produced the landmark tax cutting measure, Proposition 13.”34 Bruce Katz, 

Director of the Center on Urban and Metropolitan Studies at the Brookings Institution, has 

identified 35 November 2000 statewide ballot measures tied to managed growth, natural resource 

protection, transportation and quality of life growth-related issues. Katz sums up the motivations 

of voters in stark terms: 

What you’re seeing is growing citizen frustration with sprawl and  

the consequences of sprawl, whether it’s crowded schools or the loss  

of open space.35 

Thoughtful growth management legislation enacted by the State Legislature through the 

time-honored system of citizen feedback, public hearings and deliberation in two legislative 

chambers is preferable to blunter-edged statewide “ballot box planning” through the initiative 

process. It is probable, however, that if the State Legislature does not act on the issue of 

developing a coherent and enforceable statewide growth management policy and regulatory 

mechanism, that California will join the 35 other states now experiencing efforts to adopt 

statewide growth management policies via the statewide ballot process.  

POLICY RECOMMENDATION # 2 - Create a California Housing 
and Job Incentive Zone (HJI Zone) Program  

 
California has an excellent opportunity to apply the lessons of regional governments in 

Portland and the Twin Cities (See Figures 1 and 2, above) by building upon a current and 

successful regional governance partnership in the San Francisco Bay Area and the Central Valley 

– the five county Inter-Regional Partnership.  

Background 
 

In June 2000, the California Legislature enacted AB 2864 (Torlakson), creating the Inter-

Regional Partnership (IRP) state pilot project, funding integrated computer mapping throughout 
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a five county area, including the Counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, San Joaquin, 

and Stanislaus. AB 2865 recognized and funded the IRP which was formed as the result of a 

partnership between three regional councils of government with responsibility for overseeing 

land use and transportation planning issues within their respective regions. These Cogs - the 

Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), the San Joaquin Council of Governments, and 

the Stanislaus Council of Governments − were the prime movers in 1997 of the formation of the 

IRP − an organization of elected officials from each of the five counties, and from fifteen cities 

within the region. 

The currently-funded Geographic Information System (GIS) mapping of job centers and 

housing centers is a first step in completing necessary research, outreach and negotiation leading 

to the creation of proposed “jobs housing opportunity zones” throughout the five county IRP 

area.36 The five partner counties face a unique cross-commuting pattern centering on the 

Altamont Pass area. The Altamont pass area has 100,000 daily commuters, a figure projected to 

grow to 250,000 daily commuters; a commuting pattern driven primarily by the jobs-housing 

mismatch in the three county Bay Area which is positioned to create more than 800,000 jobs but 

only 300,000 housing units in the next 20 years.37 

Thirty of the sixty-nine local jurisdictions in the five county Bay area/Central Valley IRP 

partnership area are currently taking steps to address the jobs-housing mismatch in their region. 

These steps include: completing an inventory of vacant lands (23 jurisdictions); studying higher 

density and in-fill development options (17 jurisdictions); and seeking employers that match the 

skills of the resident workforce (16). 38   

The five county Bay Area/Central Valley IRP proposes to expand upon this individual 

activity by local jurisdictions by asking for legislative approval to create five to ten “housing and 



 37

job incentive zones” throughout the five county region. IRP staff envision 50 to 250 acre zones 

on vacant or underutilized land designated for either housing or job creation, assisted by the 

creation of several incentives including: 

Ø All property tax revenues generated within zone would  

       be allocated to the city or county containing the zone rather than 

       splitting revenues among all taxing entities. 

Ø Streamlined environmental review within the zone under the  

      California Environmental Quality Act. 

Ø Priority for low-income housing tax credits, funds from the state  

       infrastructure bank, and similar state funding sources, much like the  

“Smart Investments” proposals made by State Treasurer Phil Angelides. 

Ø                      Brownfield-style environmental mitigation loans for up-front planning 

and environmental evaluation of the sites.39 

Specific Policy Recommendation: 
 

2. The State Legislature Should Consider Enabling Legislation that Creates 
Statewide IRP Housing and Jobs Incentive Zone Program. 

  
TThhee  BBaayy  AArreeaa//CCeennttrraall  VVaalllleeyy  IIRRPP  HHoouussiinngg  aanndd  JJoobbss  IInncceennttiivvee  ZZoonnee  ((HHJJII  ZZoonneess))  

aapppprrooaacchh  iiss  tthhee  bbeesstt  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa--bbaasseedd  ooppppoorrttuunniittyy  ttoo  ccrraafftt  lleeggiissllaattiioonn  ttoo  hheellpp  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  rreeggiioonnss  

bbuuiilldd  rreeggiioonnaall  ggoovveerrnnaannccee  ccaappaacciittyy..  TThhee  ssttaattee  sshhoouulldd  ccoonnssiiddeerr  eennaabblliinngg  lleeggiissllaattiioonn  tthhaatt  ccrreeaatteess  aa  

ssttaatteewwiiddee  IIRRPP  HHoouussiinngg  aanndd  JJoobbss  IInncceennttiivvee  ZZoonnee  pprrooggrraamm  ddeessiiggnnaattiinngg  ppeerrhhaappss  aass  mmaannyy  aass  ffiivvee  

IIRRPP  ZZoonneess  iinn  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  rreeggiioonnss..  TThhee  lleeggiissllaattiioonn  wwoouulldd::  

1) establish an appropriate level of state funding 

2) require the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)  

      to solicit and consider comments from interested parties to be used in  
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      establishing program priorities and eligibility criteria; 

3) require that regions seeking IRP and HJI Zone designation enter  

into either a joint-powers authority (JPA) or a memorandum of understanding (MOU) 

with a minimum of two COGs, two counties, and at least one-third of the municipal 

jurisdictions within their respective multi-county regional boundary. 

4) facilitate a competitive selection process managed by HCD, award as many as five 

regions official state designations as Inter-Regional Partnership HJI Zones, with an 

appropriate level of funding to accomplish specified housing and job creation, open 

space preservation, and regional planning objectives.  

The IRP Housing and Jobs Incentive Zone (HJI Zones) legislative proposal builds on the 

passage of AB 2864 in June 2000, and allows California to strengthen the capacity of California 

regions to engage in shared regional governance and collaborative planning to meet pressing 

regional economic development and land use planning needs.40   

The proposed IRP Housing and Jobs Incentive Zone demonstration project legislation 

builds on regional successes in San Diego, Los Angeles, the Bay area, the Central Valley and 

Northern California 41 to propose the outlines of a uniquely California approach to the possibility 

of encouraging and empowering collaborative regional governance. It is a proposal that draws 

upon and includes the lessons of successful regional governance systems in Portland and 

Minneapolis but which, importantly, seeks to build upon the specific growth socioeconomic and 

political conditions of the Golden State. IRP region building is an effort, in effect, to build a 

California-specific regional governance system rather than trying to transplant effective 

regional governance systems developed in different state political environments such as Oregon 

and Minnesota to California.  
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS # 3-5 – Stimulate Regional 
Governments by Realigning County Revenue Streams 

 

Background 
                 

The inability of local governmental jurisdictions to address regional issues effectively 

and collaboratively is structurally exacerbated by the current revenue mismatch in California 

counties. Current revenue streams fuel the fiscalization of land use, and intraregional competition 

for relatively scarce large-scale sales tax generating land uses - i.e., shopping malls, factory 

outlet centers, big box stores, and auto malls.  

A December 1999 study by the Public Policy Institute of California, The State-Local 

Fiscal Relationship in California: A Changing Balance of Power, noted that fundamental 

rethinking is needed to modernize California counties to meet their regional challenges. The 

authors noted: “If counties are to maintain their traditional general-purpose government 

functions, let alone provide any new services, some type of fiscal and governance reform will be 

necessary.” 42 The Report recommends that: 

the current 1 percent local sales tax could be converted from a tax  

levied by each city to one levied by counties and used to fund  

countywide services. In exchange, cities might receive a larger  

share of the property tax to replace the lost sales tax. 43 

The 1996 Final Report and Recommendations to the Governor and the Legislature by the 

California Constitution Revision Commission contained similar language and similar 

recommendations. As that report noted: 

  The general purpose locally levied 1% sales tax, …[should be  

allocated in manner that will] reduce the fiscal influence of  

land use decisions. Currently there is extensive competition among  
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the location of retail outlets. Since the sales tax is levied on transactions that are 

not sensitive to the political boundaries of a city, it would make more sense to 

allow the distribution of the sales tax to be based on a larger area covering more 

economic activity.44 

Specific Policy Recommendation: 
 

3. Within Each California County – with the Exception of the Unified City 
and County of San Francisco – the 1 Percent Local Sales Tax Could be 
Converted from a Tax Levied by Each City to One Levied by Counties and 
Used to Fund Countywide Services. Cities Might Receive a Larger Share of 
the Property Tax to Replace or be Held Harmless from the Lost Sales Tax.  
 

Background 
 

One example, drawn directly from the experience of the Minnesota Twin Cities region 

would benefit California counties. As noted earlier, The Twin Cities Metropolitan Council in 

Minnesota was created by an act of the state legislature in 1967, and covers a seven county and 

189 municipality joint area. After 1970, the primary mission in Twin Cities was to address the 

declining economic fortunes of inner city areas of Minneapolis and St. Paul which at the time 

were losing jobs, incomes and tax base to their surrounding suburban jurisdictions.45 

In the early 1970s, the Met Council put in place the Fiscal Disparities Plan (FDP), in 

which 40% of all area-wide increases in commercial and industrial property taxes were placed in 

the FDP fund. FDP funds were then dispersed based on population and the assessed value of 

properties within individual jurisdictions compared with values across the entire region. 

Interestingly, Minneapolis, which used to receive far more funds than the suburban jurisdictions 

in the early years of the FDP, now shares more in FDP funding with the suburbs than it receives. 

As the Twin Cities example proves, center city-suburban equity can be – over a number of years 

– a decidedly two way street.  
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As the fortunes of California center city, inner ring suburbs, “edge city” suburbs, and 

more distant “bedroom suburbs” ebb and flow, a regional or – at a minimum – countywide Fiscal 

Disparities Fund reintroduces tax equity considerations on a regional basis. A FDP approach – 

based on a per capita needs-based distribution formula − to the disbursement of new revenues 

from commercial/business property taxes insures that, in good economic times, a rising 

commercial and industrial tide “lifts all boats” within the region including those areas and 

neighborhoods with the greatest social and economic needs. 

Specific Policy Recommendation: 
 

4. Within Each California County – with the Exception of the Unified City 
and County of San Francisco – 40% of All New Commercial and Industrial 
Property Tax Could be converted into a Regional Fiscal Disparities Plan 
Fund, to be Disbursed According to a Needs-Based Per-Capita Formula. 

  
IItt  sshhoouulldd  bbee  nnootteedd  tthhaatt  tthhee  ccrreeaattiioonn  ooff  ccoouunnttyywwiiddee  FFDDPP  ccoommmmeerrcciiaall  aanndd  bbuussiinneessss  ttaaxx  

rreevveennuuee  ssttrreeaamm  ––  aass  wwiitthh  tthhee  ssaalleess  ttaaxx  pprrooppoossaall  ddiissccuusssseedd  aabboovvee  iinn  RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonn  ##  22  --  wwoouulldd,,  

pprreessuummaabbllyy,,  bbee  ssuubbjjeecctt  ttoo  tthhee  rreeqquuiirreemmeennttss  ooff  PPrrooppoossiittiioonn  221188  wwhhiicchh  rreeqquuiirree  tthhaatt  nneeww  ttaaxxeess  oorr  

nneeww  ttaaxx  rraatteess  bbee  ssuubbjjeecctt  ttoo  vvootteerr  aapppprroovvaall..   

Specific Policy Recommendation: 
 
5. The Legislature Should Consider Legislation and Policies that Within Each 
California County – with the Exception of the Unified City and County of San 
Francisco – Would Incentivize the Use of Voluntary and Formal AB 262 
Regional Tax-Sharing Agreements. 
 

As noted earlier, in AB 262 (Runner), the California Legislature enabled local 

jurisdictions to enter into voluntary revenue sharing agreements to promote sound land use 

policies, and to decrease the fiscalization of land use. The City of Modesto, for example, shares 
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the city share of local sales taxes with Stanislaus County, as do the cities of Lancaster and 

Palmdale in Southern California’s Antelope Valley region.  

POLICY RECOMMENDATION # 6  
Strengthen the Regional Role of LAFCO  

 

Background 
 

Growth Within Bounds, the January 2000 Report of the Commission on Local 

Governance for the 21st Century recommended46 that California’s LAFCOs should be 

legislatively required to consider: 

Ø water supply consideration when reviewing annexations and spheres  

       of influence; 

Ø declining to approve boundary changes that would lead to the loss  

       of open space or prime agricultural acreage if feasible alternative  

       to such can be shown to exist;  

ØØ density and in fill development possibilities when  

      considering annexation proposals; and 

Ø that LAFCOs should respect urban limit lines and existing regional growth policies. 

In Fall 2000, the State Legislature enacted AB 2838 (Hertzberg), the Cortese-Knox-

Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000. AB 2838 makes numerous changes to 

the Local Agency Formation Commission law, including incorporating the first two suggestions 

noted above – the requirement that water supply, open space and the preservation of prime 

agricultural land be considered when LAFCOs review annexation, sphere and municipal 

incorporations.47  

SSppeecciiffiicc  PPoolliiccyy  RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonn:: 
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6. The Legislature Should Consider Legislation to Require Five Year Periodic 
“Sunset Reviews” of Both the Numbers and Functions of Special Districts 
within Each County Jurisdiction. 
 

The original LAFCO legislation called for LAFCOs to establish spheres of influence for 

each local governmental agency within the respective county jurisdiction no later than January 

1985. AB 2838 strengthens the regional mission of LAFCO by requiring that LAFCO review 

and update the sphere of influence of each local agency not less than once every five years.  

The regional mission of LAFCO would also be strengthened by extending the same review 

period to a periodic “sunset review” of both the numbers and functions of special districts 

within each county jurisdiction, to be conducted by LAFCOs once every five years. This 

Report recommends that this change −−and the other five policy options discussed in this 

Recommendations Section −−be adopted by the California State Legislature. 
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Table 1 

U.S. Areas with Successful Multi-County Regional Governments 
 

Name, Region & Scope                                                                                 Type Date 
Twin Cities Metropolitan Council – Minneapolis/St. Paul, MN 
 
Minnesota area: 7 counties, 189 municipalities. Leading national example of 
successful regional tax sharing. Created by the state legislature in 1967. 
Currently administers the regional Fiscal Disparities Plan, which was 
authorized by state legislature passage of the Fiscal Disparities Bill in 1971. 
Met Council functions like a state agency. Divided into 16 districts. Governor 
appoints 16 district representatives and Met Chair. May evolve into an elected 
body in near future. 
Responsibilities:            ⇒  Land use planning  

⇒ Regional tax sharing 
⇒ Regional waste water treatment 
⇒ Regional transit 
⇒ Regional parks 

Appointed 1967 

Portland Metro – Portland, Oregon  
 
Area-wide metropolitan services district: 3 counties, 24 municipalities. Leading 
national example of successful regional growth management.  The 
Metropolitan Services District (MSD) was created by state legislature in 1970 
as a 7 member federated body of local city & county elected officials. Changed 
by legislature in 1977 to 12 member directly elected body, and by voters in 
1992 to 7 member directly elected “Portland Metro” via adoption of home rule 
charter.  Administers “Portland 2040,” the leading successful regional planning 
and land use policy in the U.S. 
 Responsibilities:           ⇒  Land use planning – “Portland 2040”  

⇒ “Future Vision, ” a 50 year planning document,  
        and the  
⇒ 1997 “Regional Framework Plan” 
⇒ Regional solid waste management 
⇒ Regional zoo  

Elected 1977 

SOURCES: Robert Waste, Independent Cities: Rethinking U.S. Urban Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 
1998), pp. 103-105; and Margaret Weir, “Coalition Building for Regionalism,” in Bruce Katz (ed.), Reflections on 
Regionalism, (Washington DC: Brookings Institution Press, 2000), pp. 127-153. 
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Table 2 
Examples of Successful County-Level Regional Governments in California 

 

Name, Region & Scope                                                                                 Type Date 
San Francisco-San Francisco County, California 
City-county consolidated government in place since 1856. Sole 
example of consolidated city-county government in California. 
 

Legislative 1856 

Riverside County Integrated Plan   
 September 2000 agreement between 10 government entities on development 
and conservation in Riverside County. Creates consensus on where 
development will be allowed and what land sites will be preserved in an area 
expected to double in population to 3 million by the year 2020. The plan 
includes a blueprint for new roads, shopping centers, home construction and 
the preservation of wildlife habitat. 
 

    Land Use 2000 

San Diego Regional Infrastructure & Transportation Agency    
A feasibility study for this agency was authorized by the California Legislature 
in SB 329 in the Fall of 2000. 
 

     Legislative     2000 
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Table 3 
Examples of Successful Regional Revenue Sharing Partnerships in California 

 

Name, Region & Scope                                                                                 Type Date 
Antelope Valley, Southern California 
A partnership between the cities of Lancaster and Palmdale. One of the leading 
California examples of successful regional tax sharing. 
  
 
 

  
Voluntary Use 
of AB 262 - 
Share Local 
1% Tax 

 
1999 

Central Valley  
The City of Modesto and Stanislaus County.  One of two leading examples of 
city-county tax sharing agreements in the state.  
 
 
 

Voluntary Use 
of AB 262 - 
Share Local 
1% Tax 

2000 

Coachella Valley 
Use of pooled redevelopment funds. 
 
  

Voluntary 2000 
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Table 4 
Examples of Successful City/County in Situs Revenue Sharing in California – 
Percentage of Local Sales Tax Collected within Cities Allocated to Counties 

as of July 1, 1998 
(First Rate Applies to All Cities Where Indicated) 

 

County/ City                Percent 
Alameda 
    Dublin, Livermore, and San Leandro 

5 

Butte 
    Chico 

5 

Calveras 10 
Fresno 
    Fresno City                                       5.42 
    Clovis                                                5 
    Selma                                                4.5 
    Kingsburg & Sanger                         4 
    Firebaugh, Fowler & Kerman           3.5 
    Reedley                                              2.5 
    Coalinga & San Joaquin                    3 
    Mendota                                             1.5  

None 

Contra Costa 2.5 
Lassen 5 
Madera 
    Chowchilla                                         8 
     Madera                                              6 

None 

Napa 
    American Canyon                              None 

5 

Plumas 5 
San Mateo 5 
Shasta  5 
Sonoma 
    Windsor                                            None 

2.5 

Stanislaus 
    Ceres, Modesto, Turlock &  
    Oakdale                                             5 

None 

Tehama 
    Tehama City                                     None 

10 

Tulare 5 
Tuolumne 10 
Ventura 
    Ojai                                                   None 

3.3 

SOURCE, Counties Annual Report: Fiscal Year 1997-98 (Sacramento: Office of the California State Controller, 
June 8, 2000), Appendix B: Sale Tax Allocation Rate, p. 147. Table modified to include only  
counties with cities having formal local sales tax sharing city/county agreements.  Counties without incorporated 
cities, or without incorporated cities sharing city of sale situs taxes with counties are excluded from this Table.  
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Table 5 
Successful City-County Consolidations in U.S., 1805-2000 

 

City/County Government                                                                                 Type Date 
New Orleans-Orleans County, Louisiana Legislative 1805 
Boston-Suffolk County, Massachusetts Legislative 1821 
Nantucket Town-Nantucket County, Massachusetts Legislative 1821 
Philadelphia-Philadelphia County, Pennsylvania Legislative 1854 
New York-New York County, New York Legislative 1854 
San Francisco-San Francisco County, California Legislative 1856 
New York & Brooklyn-Queens & Richmond Counties, New York Legislative 1898 
Denver-Denver County, Colorado Legislative 1902 
Honolulu-Honolulu County, Hawaii Legislative 1907 
Baton Rouge/East Baton Rouge Parish, Louisiana Referendum 1947 
Hampton-Elizabeth City County, Virginia Referendum 1952 
Newport News-Warwick County, Virginia Referendum 1957 
Nashville/Davidson County, Tennessee (previously defeated in 1958) Referendum 1962 
Virginia Beach-Princess Anne County, Virginia Referendum  1962 
South Norfolk-Norfolk County, VA Referendum 1962 
Jacksonville-Duval County, Florida (Previously defeated in 1935) Referendum 1967 
Indianapolis-Marion County, Indiana Legislative 1969 
Juneau-Greater Juneau Borough, Alaska Referendum 1969 
Carson City-Ormsby County, Nevada Referendum 1969 
Columbus-Muscogee County, Georgia (previously defeated in 1962) Referendum 1970 
Sitka-Greater Sitka Borough, Alaska Referendum 1971 
Lexington-Fayette County, Kentucky Referendum 1972 
Suffolk-Nansemond County, VA  Referendum 1972 
Savannah-Chatham County, Virginia Referendum 1973 
Anchorage/Greater Anchorage Area Borough, Alaska Referendum 1975 
Anaconda-Deer Lodge County, Montana  Referendum 1976 
Butte-Silver Bow County, Montana Referendum 1976 
Houma-Terrebonne Parish, Louisiana Referendum 1984 
Lynchburg City-Moore County, Tennessee Referendum 1988 
Athens-Clarke County, Georgia (Defeated in 1969) Referendum 1990 
Lafayette-Lafayette Parish, Louisiana Referendum 1992 
Augusta-Richmond County, Georgia (Defeated in 1969) Referendum 1995 
Kansas City-Wyandotte County, Kansas Referendum 1997 
SOURCE: Growth Within Bounds: Report of the Commission on Governance for the 21st Century Structural 
Reforms in Municipal Government (Sacramento, CA: January 2000), Figure 7-4, p. 109. 
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Table 6 
Successful Workforce Regional Alliances in California 

 

Name/Locale                                                                                 
 
Institute for the North Coast – Humboldt County Workforce Development Partnership 
 
Sacramento Regional Action Partnership  - Business Education Partnership 
 
Joint Venture Silicon Valley – San Jose/Santa Clara area. Workforce Partnership Initiative 
  
One of California’s earliest and premier CRIs. This CRI raised over $29 million in local funding to aid local 
schools, encouraged cities to adopt a uniform building code, and encouraged local employers to encourage 
telecommuting and use of regional telecommuting centers. 
Gateway Cities Partnership – Los Angeles area Workforce Initiative  
 
Economic Alliance for the San Fernando Valley – Education and Workforce Development Initiative 
 
San Diego Dialogue – Closing the Achievement Gap in San Diego’s Public Schools 
 
 
SOURCE:  Table constructed from case studies and data available from: The James Irvine Foundation Civic 
Navigator/Collaborative Regional Initiatives (CRI) Network Internet Web Site (http://www.civicnavigator.com/). 
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Table 7 
Successful Integrated Development Regional Alliances in California 

 

Name/Locale                                                                                 
Sierra Business Council – 400+ miles, over 500 businesses in the Truckee Sierra Nevada mountain region. 
Succeeded in joining economic development and environmental preservation issues, sparked reinvestment in 
historic town centers, and encouraged village-style growth development in and near Sierra Nevada towns. 
 
Valley Vision – 6 counties and 23 cities in the Sacramento region. 
Currently, 12 cities and 18 local governmental units in the region have signed a “Regional Compact” a 
voluntary agreement to address regional growth management issues. Valley Vision merged with the 
Sacramento Regional Action Partnership in January 2000. 
  
The Sacramento Water Forum- 40 water districts, cities, counties, businesses, and environmental groups in 
Sacramento-American River watershed region. 
 
Sacramento Regional Action Partnership – Green Valley Initiative. 
  
Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable Development – Bay Area Livability Footprint. 
  
San Francisco Bay Area Partnership – Four federal Region IX directors, staff provided by the United Way, 10 
counties, 15 non-profits, 20 state and independent agencies, with school districts and universities. Established 
regional performance benchmarks in healthcare, education, childcare, transportation, and workforce 
development. Also established extended day and after school programs, and nutrition programs for low-income 
school-aged children. Regional data base to track regional changes in Bay Area established. 
 
Joint Venture Silicon Valley – San Jose/Santa Clara area coalition raised over $29 million in local funding to 
aid local schools, encouraged cities to adopt a uniform building code, and encouraged local employers to 
implement telecommuting and use of regional telecommuting centers. 
 
Fresno Business Council – Landscape of Choice. 
 
Tri-Valley Business Council – San Francisco East Bay Area – Planning for Prosperity. 
 
Riverside County Integrated Plan – September 2000 agreement between 10 government entities on 
development and conservation in Riverside County. Creates consensus on where development will be allowed 
and what land sites will be preserved in an area expected to double in population to 3 million by the year 2020. 
The plan includes a blueprint for new roads, chapping centers, home construction and the preservation of 
wildlife habitat. 
 
San Diego Dialogue (with Tijuana, Mexico). Cross-border regional partnership aimed at decreasing poverty, 
and increasing cooperation on both sides of the border. 
 
SOURCE:  Table constructed from case studies and data available from: The James Irvine Foundation Civic 
Navigator/Collaborative Regional Initiatives (CRI) Network Internet Web Site (http://www.civicnavigator.com/). 
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Table 8 
Successful Civic Engagement Regional Alliances in California 

 

Name/Locale                                                                                 
Sierra Business Council – 400+ miles, over 500 businesses in the Truckee Sierra Nevada mountain 
region. Succeeded in joining economic development and environmental preservation issues, sparked 
reinvestment in historic town centers, and encouraged village-style growth development in and near 
Sierra Nevada towns. 
 
Great Valley Center – Modesto-based Institute for the Development of Emerging Area Leaders 
(IDEAL). 
 
Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable Development – Community Capital Investment Initiative.  
 
 
San Diego Regional Economic Development Corporation – Partnership of the New Century 
Economy and Study of Clusters of Innovation. 
 
Metropolitan Forum Project – Los Angeles area - New Schools/Better Neighborhoods initiatives. 
  
 
SOURCE:  Table constructed from case studies and data available from: The James Irvine Foundation Civic 
Navigator/Collaborative Regional Initiatives (CRI) Network Internet Web Site (http://www.civicnavigator.com/). 
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Table 9 
The California CRI Network 

 
Regions          Collaborative Regional Initiatives  
Eureka and the North Coast      Institute for the North Coast 

                                                      Humboldt County Workforce Development Partnership 

Sonoma                                         Sonoma County Economic Vitality Partnership 
Sacramento                                  Sacramento Regional Action Partnership 
                                                        Water Forum 

Sierra Nevada                               Sierra Nevada Business Council 
                                                       Placer Legacy 

San Francisco Bay Area              San Francisco Bay Area Partnership 
                                                       The Bay Area Council 

                                                        Bay Area Alliance for Sustainable Development 

East Bay Area                               Tri-Valley Economic Community Project 
Silicon Valley                                 Joint Venture Silicon Valley 

San Luis Obispo                             Foundation for Community Design 
Fresno                                             Fresno Business Council 
Santa Barbara                                Santa Barbara Economic Community Project 
San Fernando Valley                     Economic Alliance of the San Fernando Valley 
Los Angeles                                    Gateway Cities Partnership 
                                                         Metropolitan Forum Project 

Riverside                                         Riverside County Integrated Plan 
San Diego Border Region              San Diego Regional Economic Development Corp. 
                                                          San Diego Dialogue 
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Figure 1 
Eleven Lessons Learned: 

Building Coalitions for Sustainable Regions 
 
Lesson 1: Understand the Region’s Demographics and Make Maps 
 
Lesson 2: Reach Out and Organize the Issue on a Personal Level  
 
Lesson 3: Build a Broad, Inclusive Coalition 
 
Lesson 4: “It’s the Older Suburbs, Stupid”  Build Central City, Older Suburb 

Coalitions Where Possible 
 
Lesson 5: Reach into the Central Cities to make sure the Message Is Understood 
 
Lesson 6:  Seek Out the Region’s Religious Community 
 
Lesson 7: Seek Out the Philanthropic Community, Established Reform Groups, and 

Business Leaders 
 
Lesson 8: Draw in Distinct but Compatible Issues and Organizations 
 
Lesson 9: With the Coalition: Seek Out the Media 
 
Lesson 10: Prepare for Controversy 
 
Lesson 11:  Move Simultaneously on Several Fronts and Accept Good Compromises 
SOURCE: MMyyrroonn  OOrrffiieelldd,,  MMeettrroo--PPoolliittiiccss::  AA  RReeggiioonnaall  AAggeennddaa  ffoorr  CCoommmmuunniittyy  aanndd  
SSttaabbiilliittyy,,  RReevviisseedd  EEddiittiioonn  ((WWaasshhiinnggttoonn,,  DD..CC..::  BBrrooookkiinngg  IInnssttiittuuttiioonn  PPrreessss,,  aanndd  CCaammbbrriiddggee,,  
MMAA::  TThhee  LLiinnccoollnn  IInnssttiittuuttee  ooff  LLaanndd  PPoolliiccyy,,  11999988)),,  pppp..  116677--117711..  
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Figure 2  - Five Additional Lessons: 
Building Sustainable Regional Governmental Units 

 
(1) A Sustained Effort by Civic Entrepreneurs committed to a multi-jurisdictional and 

multi-year campaign to promote regional government In Minneapolis, state legislator 
and law professor Myron Orfield championed regional governance repeatedly and 
skillfully in the Minnesota Legislature. 

 
(2) A Consensus Developed Within the Region About the Existence of Regional 

Problems and the Appropriateness of Regionalism as a solution to those problems. 
In the case of Portland, land use and planning were the shared regional problem. In 
the case of Minneapolis, the perceived problem was initially a water/sewage problem 
so severe the federal government threatened to withhold mortgage insurance 
approval. Later the perceived regional problem was a growing tax base inequity 
between the older center city and newer surrounding bedroom communities.  

    
(3) Enabling Legislation Enacted by the State Legislature, as was the case in Oregon 

and Minnesota;     
 
(4) Adoption of District Rather than a Federated Governance Structure. Federated 

regional governance systems – bodies with memberships comprised of local elected 
city and county officials (i.e., the California LAFCO model minus the Public 
Member) - have evolved into district representation formats (Portland), or have been 
challenged successfully in litigation (Seattle). Each of the successful regional 
governance systems has evolved into district representation systems. In the case of 
Minneapolis, this takes the form of a gubernatorial appointed district system; in the 
case of Portland, it has taken the form of a directly elected “home rule charter” 
district system.   

 
(5) Small, Incremental First Steps in Reaching Regional Government are Useful in 

Building Public Support for Regional Governance. Portland, the most far-reaching 
example of metropolitan regional governance in the United States, was initially 
funded to address the modest issue areas of regional transportation, recycling used 
automobile tires, and securing funding for an economically troubled area zoo.  
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Figure 3 
Five Negative Lessons Learned 

From Examining City-County Consolidated Governments 
 
Lesson 1: The Odds are Long - Three Out of Four Consolidations Fail. 
 
Lesson 2: Consolidations Tend to Fail to Show Increased Efficiencies or Economies 

of Scale.  
 
Lesson 3: Building Broad, Inclusive Coalitions is Difficult - Political Power Tends 

to Shift to Suburban Jurisdictions 
 
Lesson 4: Building and Investing in Central City, Older Suburbs Decreases- 

Investment in Newer Suburban Infrastructure Increases 
 
Lesson 5: Scattered Site Social Programs and Fair Share Housing Become More 

Highly Politicized, and Increasingly Difficult to Build 
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Figure 4 
Five Lessons Learned from “First Wave” Regionalism: 

Building Institutions and Policies for Sustainable Regions 
 
Lesson 1: Use a Two-Step Process, Building from a Study to a 
 Legislatively Authorized Agency or Commission 
 
Lesson 2: Support of Key Interest Groups is Crucial 
 
Lesson 3: The Public Must Perceive a Significant “Problem” or “Crisis”  
 
Lesson 4: Build a Broad, Inclusive Coalition in the Legislature 
 
Lesson 5: Gubernatorial Support is Crucial for Implementation 
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Figure 5 
Building Viable CRI Organizations 

Seven “Rules of the Road” 
                       
Lesson 1: Make a Unique and Valued Regional Contribution 
 
Lesson 2: CRI Leaders Need to Fill Different Roles at Different Times – Credible 

Conveners are Needed Early, Experienced Managers and Project 
Directors are Needed Later 

                          
Lesson 3: Track Results to Build Momentum, and to Learn for Continuous 

Improvement  
 
Lesson 4: Balance Big Vision with Small Wins 
 
Lesson 5: Communicate Both Internally and Externally 
 
Lesson 6: Involve Your Investors 
 
Lesson 7: Be Patient but Persistent 
 
 
SOURCE: Condensation and graphical presentation of data and conclusions presented in 
Doug Henton, John Melville, and Kim Walesh, California Regions Take Action: The 
Emergence of California Civic Entrepreneurs (San Francisco: The John Irvine 
Foundation), May, 1998, pp. 11-13. 
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Figure 6 
CRIs and Creating Sustainable Regions: Ten Lessons on Best 

Practices 
                       
Lesson 1: Call to Action. Without a strong call to action, it is not possible to 

organize groups for action around these complex, long-term issues. 
 
Lesson 2: Focus on Urgent Issues. To get attention, focus on urgent issues such as 

traffic congestion, housing affordability, or air quality, and then move to 
identifying deeper causes. 

  
Lesson 3: Remember that Language Matters. How you define the issue and what 

you call it will determine whether you can rally a response in the 
community. How the region views sustainability or other key words 
matters. 

  
Lesson 4: Engage Major Employers. Getting things done in most regions requires 

engaging the major employers around crosscutting issues that affect their 
employees’ quality of life and their bottom line. 

 
Lesson 5: Create an Integrated Approach. Recognize the interdependencies of the 

economy, the environment, and the community, and create a more 
integrated approach to the region’s challenges. 

 
Lesson 6: Identify a Shared Vision. Build on common values and concerns to create 

a shared vision that the region can mobilize before moving to specific 
action. 

 
Lesson 7: Use the Vision to Engage People.  The vision can be the means for 

engaging a broad group of people to address critical issues. 
 
Lesson 8: Build Unusual Alliances. Reach out to diverse groups to bbuuiilldd  aalllliiaanncceess  

aarroouunndd  ssuussttaaiinnaabbiilliittyy..  FFooccuussiinngg  oonn  ccoommmmoonn  vvaalluueess  aanndd  aa  sshhaarreedd  vviissiioonn  
rraatthheerr  tthhaann  oonn  nnaarrrrooww  ppoolliiccyy  iissssuueess  ccaann  hheellpp  iinn  ccrreeaattiinngg  tthheessee  uunnuussuuaall  
aalllliiaanncceess..  

 
Lesson 9: Hold a Big Vision; Take Small Steps. Take small steps that can help 

move toward the vision, and recognize that success will breed success. 
Initial wins are important to motivate people.  

 
Lesson 10: Involve all Stakeholders. Involve all the right people from the start. If you 

leave stakeholders out at the beginning, they may try to block your efforts 
later on.  

SOURCE: “Ten Lessons Learned: Creating Sustainable Regions,” in Doug Henton, John Melville, and 
Kim Walesh, Getting Results and Facing New Challenges: California’s Civic Entrepreneur Movement 
(San Francisco: The John Irvine Foundation), January, 199, p. 12. 
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NOTES 
 

1.   The term “fiscalization of land use” to describe land use practices by local 
governments that engage in interjurisdictional competition with neighboring locales 
for economic advantage and increased sales tax revenues is attributable to Dean 
Misczynski, Director of the California State Library California Research Bureau 
(CRB) policy research unit. 
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IInncceennttiivveess  iinn  aa  MMeettrrooppoolliittaann  AArreeaa  ((KKaallaammaazzoooo,,  MMiicchhiiggaann::  WW..EE..  UUppjjoohhnn  IInnssttiittuuttee  ffoorr  
EEmmppllooyymmeenntt  RReesseeaarrcchh,,  22000000))..    

  
33..  FFoorr  aann  eeaarrlliieerr  aannaallyyssiiss  ooff  tthhee  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  ssuubbuurrbbaann  ““eeddggee  cciittiieess,,””  sseeee  JJooeell  
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MMccGGeeaarryy  aanndd  LL..  LLyynnnn,,  JJrr..  ((eeddiittoorrss)),,  UUrrbbaann  CChhaannggee  aanndd  PPoovveerrttyy    ((WWaasshhiinnggttoonn,,  DD..CC..::  
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Robert Wassmer, “The Use and Abuse of Economic Development Incentives in a 
Proceedings of the Eighty-Sixth Annual Conference on 

Taxation. (Columbus, Ohio: National Tax Association), pp. 146-157; and Wassmer 
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Government in U.S. Metropolitan Areas,” Public Policy Work Paper 97-07. 
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66..  Survey of Current Area Needs (SCAN) Report (Modesto, CA: Great Valley Center, 
spring 2000), p. 8. See also, Mark Baldassare, Special Survey of the Central Valley 
(San Francisco: Public Policy Institute of California, 1999).  
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2222..  IIbbiidd..,,  pp..  118877..  HH..  VV..  SSaavviittcchh  aanndd  RRoonnaalldd  KK..  VVooggeell,,  ““PPeerrssppeeccttiivveess  aanndd  LLeessssoonnss,,””  iinn  HH..  

VV..  SSaavviittcchh  aanndd  RRoonnaalldd  KK..  VVooggeell,,  RReeggiioonnaall  PPoolliittiiccss::  AAmmeerriiccaa  iinn  aa  PPoosstt--CCiittyy  AAggee  
((TThhoouussaanndd  OOaakkss,,  CCAA::  SSaaggee  PPuubblliiccaattiioonnss  IInncc..,,  11999966));;  aanndd  II..  MM..  BBaarrllooww,,  MMeettrrooppoolliittaann  
GGoovveerrnnmmeenntt  ((NNeeww  YYoorrkk::  RRoouuttlleeddggee,,  11999911));;  aanndd  PPeetteerr  SSeellff,,  PPllaannnniinngg  tthhee  UUrrbbaann  
RReeggiioonn::  AA  CCoommppaarrttaattiivvee  SSttuuddyy  ooff  PPoolliicciieess  aanndd  OOrrggaanniizzaattiioonnss  ((UUnniivveerrssiittyy::  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  
ooff  AAllaabbaammaa  PPrreessss,,  11998822))..    

  
2233..  IIbbiidd..  

  
2244..  RReeppoorrttss  aannaallyyzziinngg  tthhee  ssuuppppoorrtt  ooff  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  llooccaall  ggoovveerrnnmmeennttss  ffoorr  rreeggiioonnaall  

ggoovveerrnnmmeenntt,,  ppootteennttiiaall  mmooddeellss  ooff  rreeggiioonnaall  ggoovveerrnnaannccee  aapppplliiccaabbllee  ttoo  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa,,  aanndd  
eexxiissttiinngg  rreeggiioonnaall  aarrrraannggeemmeennttss  ffoorr  aassssiissttiinngg  llooccaall  ggoovveerrnnmmeennttaall  uunniittss  iinn  mmeeeettiinngg  
rreeggiioonnaall  aanndd  ssttaatteewwiiddee  ggrroowwtthh  mmaannaaggeemmeenntt  nneeeeddss,,  iinncclluuddee::  MMaarrkk  BBaallddaassssaarree  eett  aall..,,  
““DDoo  LLooccaall  GGoovveerrnnmmeennttss  SSuuppppoorrtt  RReeggiioonnaall  GGoovveerrnnmmeenntt::  AA  SSuurrvveeyy  ooff  CCiittyy  PPllaannnniinngg  
DDiirreeccttoorrss  iinn  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa,,””    ((BBeerrkkeelleeyy::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  PPoolliiccyy  SSeemmiinnaarr,,  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  
CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa,,  BBeerrkkeelleeyy,,  11999922));;    KKeevviinn  CCoonnnneerr,,  ““MMooddeellss  ooff  RReeggiioonnaall  GGoovveerrnnmmeenntt,,””  
((SSaaccaammeennttoo::  GGoovveerrnnoorr’’ss  OOffffiiccee  ooff  PPllaannnniinngg  aanndd  RReesseeaarrcchh,,  OOccttoobbeerr  11999911));;  aanndd  SSeennaattee  
SSeelleeccttee  CCoommmmiitttteeee  oonn  PPllaannnniinngg  ffoorr  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa’’ss  GGrroowwtthh  &&  SSeennaattee  LLooccaall  GGoovveerrnnmmeenntt  
CCoommmmiitttteeee,,  ““GGrroowwtthh  MMaannaaggeemmeenntt::  LLooccaall  DDeecciissiioonnss,,  RReeggiioonnaall  NNeeeeddss,,  aanndd  SSttaatteewwiiddee  
GGooaallss,,””  RReeppoorrtt  ##  337733--SS  ((SSaaccrraammeennttoo::  DDeecceemmbbeerr  1133,,  11998888))..  

  
2255..  FFoorr  tthhee  lliinnkk  bbeettwweeeenn  IISSTTEEAA  aanndd  rreeggiioonnaall  ppllaannnniinngg  aanndd  ccoooorrddiinnaattiioonn  sseeee  BBeerrnnaarrdd  RRoossss  

aanndd  MMyyrroonn  LLeevviinnee,,  UUrrbbaann  PPoolliittiiccss::  PPoowweerr  iinn  MMeettrrooppoolliittaann  AAmmeerriiccaa,,  66tthh  EEddiittiioonn  
((IIttaassccaa,,  NN..YY::  FF..  EE..  PPeeaaccoocckk  PPuubblliisshheerrss,,  22000011))..    

  
2266..  GGrroowwtthh  WWiitthhiinn  BBoouunnddss,,  RReeppoorrtt  ooff  tthhee  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  oonn  LLooccaall  GGoovveerrnnaannccee  ffoorr  tthhee  2211sstt  

CCeennttuurryy  ((SSaaccrraammeennttoo::  JJaannuuaarryy  22000000)),,  pppp..  110099--111100..  
  
2277..  ““TThhiinnkk  MMiiddddlliinngg,,””  TThhee  EEccoonnoommiisstt  ((UUSS))  AAuugguusstt  1100,,  11999911,,  VV..  332200,,  NNoo..  77771199,,  PP..  AA1188..  

SSeeee  aallssoo  SStteepphhaanniiee  PPiinncceettll,,””TThhee  RReeggiioonnaall  MMaannaaggeemmeenntt  ooff  GGrroowwtthh  iinn  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa::  AA  
HHiissttoorryy  ooff  FFaaiilluurree,,””  IInntteerrnnaattiioonnaall  JJoouurrnnaall  ooff  UUrrbbaann  aanndd  RReeggiioonnaall  RReesseeaarrcchh,,  VVooll..  1188,,  
NNoo..  22  ((JJuunnee  11999944)),,  pppp..  225566--7744;;  MMaarrggaarreett  WWeeiirr,,  ““CCooaalliittiioonn  BBuuiillddiinngg  ffoorr  RReeggiioonnaalliissmm,,””  
iinn  BBrruuccee  KKaattzz  ((eeddiittoorr)),,  RReefflleeccttiioonnss  oonn  RReeggiioonnaalliissmm  ((WWaasshhiinnggttoonn,,  DD..CC..::  BBrrooookkiinnggss  
IInnssttiittuuttiioonn  PPrreessss,,  22000000));;  aanndd  WWiilllliiaamm  FFuullttoonn,,  TThhee  RReelluuccttaanntt  MMeettrrooppoolliiss::  TThhee  PPoolliittiiccss  
ooff  UUrrbbaann  GGrroowwtthh  iinn  LLooss  AAnnggeelleess  ((LLooss  AAnnggeelleess::  SSoollaammaarr  RReesseeaarrcchh  GGrroouupp,,  11999977))..      

  
2288..  LLaarrrryy  LLeeddeebbuurr  aanndd  WWiilllliiaamm  BBaarrnneess,,  LLooccaall  EEccoonnoommiieess::  TThhee  UU..SS..  CCoommmmoonn  MMaarrkkeett  ooff  

LLooccaall  EEccoonnoommiicc  RReeggiioonnss  ((TThhoouussaanndd  OOaakkss,,  CCAA::  SSaaggee  PPuubblliiccaattiioonnss,,  11999977)),,  pp..  4444..    TThhee  
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tteerrmm  ““NNeeww  RReeggiioonnaalliissmm””  wwaass  ddeevveellooppeedd  bbyy  PPrrooffeessssoorr  TToodddd  SSwwaannssttrroonn  ooff  tthhee  
RRoocckkeeffeelllleerr  CCoolllleeggee  aatt  tthhee  SSttaattee  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  NNeeww  YYoorrkk..  FFoorr  aann  aaccccoouunntt  ooff  tthhee  
ssuubbssttaannccee  aanndd  hhiissttoorryy  ooff  tthhiiss  tteerrmm  sseeee  RRoobbeerrtt  WWaassttee,,  IInnddeeppeennddeenntt  CCiittiieess  ((NNeeww  YYoorrkk::  
OOxxffoorrdd  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  PPrreessss,,  11999988)),,  pppp..  2244--2299..  SSeeee  aallssoo,,  TToodddd  SSwwaannssttrroonn,,  ““TThhee  
PPhhiilloossoopphheerr  iinn  tthhee  CCiittyy””  TThhee  NNeeww  RReeggiioonnaalliissmm  DDeebbaattee,,””  JJoouurrnnaall  ooff  UUrrbbaann  AAffffaaiirrss  ,,  
1177,,  11999944;;  aanndd  NNeeaall  PPeeiirrccee,,  CC..  WW..  JJoohhnnssoonn,,  aanndd  JJ..  SS..  HHaallll,,  CCiittiissttaatteess::  DDooeess  tthhee  
AAmmeerriiccaann  CCiittyy  HHaavvee  aa  FFuuttuurree??  HHooww  UUrrbbaann  AAmmeerriiccaa  CCaann  PPrroossppeerr  iinn  aa  CCoommppeettiittiivvee  
WWoorrlldd  ..  ((WWaasshhiinnggttoonn,,  DD..CC..::  SSeevveenn  LLoocckkss  PPrreessss,,  11999933))..  FFoorr  aann  iinnddiiccaattiioonn  ooff  nnaattiioonnaall  
iinntteerreesstt  iinn  rreeggiioonnaalliissmm  aatt  tthhee  jjoouurrnnaalliissttiicc  lleevveell,,  sseeee  PPeetteerr  AApppplleebboommee,,  ““OOuutt  ffrroomm  
UUnnddeerr  tthhee  NNaattiioonn’’ss  SShhaaddooww::  TThhee  HHoott  SSuubbjjeecctt  TTooddaayy  iiss  tthhee  CCuullttuurree  ooff  RReeggiioonnss  
((RReeggiioonnss??  WWhhaatt  RReeggiioonnss??)),,  NNeeww  YYoorrkk  TTiimmeess  ((FFeebbrruuaarryy  2200,,  11999999)),,  pp..  BB77..  

  
2299..  DDoouugg  HHeennttoonn,,  JJaammeess  MMeellvviillllee,,  aanndd  KKiimm  WWaalleesshh,,  GGeettttiinngg  RReessuullttss  aanndd  FFaacciinngg  NNeeww  

CChhaalllleennggeess::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa’’ss  CCiivviicc  EEnnttrreepprreenneeuurr  MMoovveemmeenntt  ((SSaann  FFrraanncciissccoo::  TThhee  JJaammeess  
IIrrvviinnee  FFoouunnddaattiioonn,,  JJaannuuaarryy  11999999))..    FFoo  aa  nnaattiioonnaall  aannaallyyssiiss  ooff  sseevveerraall  rreeggiioonnaall  
ccooooppeerraattiioonn  eeffffoorrttss  sseeee  JJoohhnn  PPaarrrr,,  RReettttaa  KKeellllyy,,  JJooyyccee  BBeerrmmaann  aanndd  CCaaaarroollee  HHaammmmeerr,,    
RReeggiioonnaall  CCoollllaabboorraattiioonn,,  tthhee  SSppeecciiaall  RReeppoorrtt  bbyy  tthhee  PPeeww  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiippss  ffoorr  CCiivviicc  
CChhaannggee,,  ((OOccttoobbeerr  11999966))..  FFoorr  aa  bbrriieeff  ssuummmmaarryy  ooff    tthhee  RReeggiioonnaall  CCoollllaabboorraattiioonn  rreeppoorrtt,,  
sseeee  ““RReeggiioonnaall  CCoollllaabboorraattiioonn,,””  NNaattiioonn’’ss  CCiittiieess  WWeeeekkllyy,,  ((OOccttoobbeerr  1144,,  11999966)),,  VVooll..  1199,,  
NNoo..  4411,,  pppp..  77--1111..  AAllssoo  uusseeffuull  iiss  tthhee  rreellaatteedd  NNoovveemmbbeerr  11999977  nnaattiioonnaall  ccoonnffeerreennccee  oonn  
rreeggiioonnaalliissmm  ““SStteeppss  TToowwaarrdd  RReeggiioonnaall  SSoolluuttiioonnss,,””  ssppoonnssoorreedd  iinn  WWaasshhiinnggttoonn  DD..CC..  bbyy  
tthhee  RRoocchheesstteerr  FFoorruumm  ddeessccrriibbeedd  iinn  tthhee  NNaattiioonn’’ss  CCiittiieess  WWeeeekkllyy  ((JJaannuuaarryy  55,,  11999988)),,  VVooll..  
2211,,  NNoo..  11,,  pp..  88..  

  
3300..    MMaarrggaarreett  WWeeiirr,,  ““CCooaalliittiioonn  BBuuiillddiinngg  ffoorr  RReeggiioonnaalliissmm,,””  iinn  BBrruuccee  KKaattzz  ((eeddiittoorr)),,  

RReefflleeccttiioonnss  oonn  RReeggiioonnaalliissmm  ((WWaasshhiinnggttoonn,,  DD..CC..::  BBrrooookkiinnggss  IInnssttiittuuttiioonn  PPrreessss,,  22000000)),,  pp..  
112288..    

  
3311..  WWiilllliiaamm  FFuullttoonn,,  ““LLooccaall  PPllaannnneerrss  RReessiisstt  OOPPRR  MMaannddaattee::  AAnnnnuuaall  PPllaann  PPrrooggrreessss  RReeppoorrttss  

aarree  SSoouurrccee  ooff  CCoonntteennttiioonn,,””  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  PPllaannnniinngg  aanndd  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  RReeppoorrtt,,  VVooll..  1155,,  
NNoo..  55  ((MMaayy  22000000)),,  pp..  1166..    

  
3322..  JJoonn  JJoohhnnssoonn,,  ““PPooppuullaattiioonn  GGrroowwtthh,,  HHiigghh  DDeennssiittyy  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  aanndd  RReeggiioonnaall  

CCooooppeerraattiioonn,,””  ((SSaaccrraammeennttoo::  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  SSttaattee  UUnniivveerrssiittyy,,  SSaaccrraammeennttoo,,  22000000)),,  
uunnppuubblliisshheedd  IInnddeeppeennddeenntt  MMaasstteerr’’ss  PPrroojjeecctt  oonn  GGrroowwtthh  aanndd  PPllaannnniinngg..  

  
3333..  WWiilllliiaamm  FFuullttoonn,,  ““LLooccaall  PPllaannnneerrss  RReessiisstt  OOPPRR  MMaannddaattee::  AAnnnnuuaall  PPllaann  PPrrooggrreessss  RReeppoorrttss  

aarree  SSoouurrccee  ooff  CCoonntteennttiioonn,,””  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  PPllaannnniinngg  aanndd  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  RReeppoorrtt,,  VVooll..  1155,,  
NNoo..  55  ((MMaayy  22000000)),,  pp..  1166..    

  
3344..  MMaarryy  LLyynnnnee  VVeelllliinnggaa,,  ““LLaanndd--uussee  aarrgguummeennttss  ccrroowwdd  bbaalllloottss  nnaattiioonnwwiiddee,,””  SSaaccrraammeennttoo  

BBeeee  ((NNoovveemmbbeerr  55,,  22000000))..    
  

3355..  IIbbiidd..  
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3366..  SSeeee  SSooyyllaa  FFeerrnnaannddeezz,,  ““AABB  22886644  AAsssseemmbbllyy  ––  BBiillll  AAnnaallyyssiiss,,””  aavvaaiillaabbllee  oonn  tthhee  IInntteerrnneett  
aatt::  
hhttttpp::wwwwww..lleeggiinnffoo..ccaa..ggoovv//ppuubb//9999--0000bbiillll……//aabb--22886644__ccffaa__2200000000662277--114422440000__aassmm--
fflloooorr..hhttmm  ..  

  
3377..  WWiilllliiaamm  FFuullttoonn,,  ““RReeggiioonnaall  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiipp  TTaacckklleess  JJoobb--HHoouussiinngg  BBaallaannccee,,””  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  

PPllaannnniinngg  &&  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  RReeppoorrtt  ((MMaarrcchh  11999999));;  
  
3388..  IIbbiidd..  

  
3399..  IIbbiidd..  

  
4400..  SSeeee  tthhee  rreecceenntt  rreeppoorrtt  bbyy  DDoouugg  HHeennttoonn  aanndd  KKaatthhiiee  SSttuuddwweellll,,  IInnffoorrmmeedd  RReeggiioonnaall  

CChhooiicceess::  HHooww  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa’’ss  RReeggiioonnaall  OOrrggaanniizzaattiioonnss  aarree  AAppppllyyiinngg  PPllaannnniinngg  aanndd  
DDeecciissiioonn  TToooollss  ((SSaann  FFrraanncciissccoo::  TThhee  IIrrvviinnee  FFoouunnddaattiioonn  aanndd  tthhee  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  CCeenntteerr  ffoorr  
RReeggiioonnaall  LLeeaaddeerrsshhiipp  ––  NNoovveemmbbeerr  22000000))..  TThhee  rreeppoorrtt  ddooccuummeennttss  ppllaannnniinngg  aanndd  rreeggiioonnaall  
ddeecciissiioonnmmaakkiinngg  aaccttiivviittiieess  bbyy  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  rreeggiioonnaall  ccoollllaabboorraattiivveess::  tthhee  NNoorrtthhccooaasstt  
LLeeaaddeerrsshhiipp,,  tthhee  GGrreeaatt  VVaalllleeyy  CCeenntteerr,,  PPllaacceerr  LLeeggaaccyy,,  BBaayy  AArreeaa  FFoooottpprriinntt,,  TTrrii--VVaalllleeyy,,  
SSaannttaa  BBaarrbbaarraa  RReeggiioonnaall  EEccoonnoommiicc  CCoommmmuunniittyy  PPrroojjeecctt,,  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd  KKnnoowwlleeddggee  
LLooss  AAnnggeelleess  ((NNKKLLAA)),,  aanndd  tthhee  SSaann  DDiieeggoo  AArreeaa  AAssssoocciiaattiioonn  ooff  GGoovveerrnnmmeennttss  
((SSAANNDDAAGG))..  OOtthheerr  rreeggiioonnaall  ccoollllaabboorraattiivveess  pprroovviiddiinngg  ssiiggnniiffiiccaanntt  eeccoonnoommiicc  
ddeevveellooppmmeenntt,,  jjoobb  ccrreeaattiioonn  oorr  hhoouussiinngg  aanndd  llaanndd  uussee  ppllaannnniinngg,,  ccoommmmuunniittyy  iinnddiiccaattoorr  aanndd  
GGeeooggrraapphhiicc  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  SSyysstteemmss  ((GGIISS))  mmaappppiinngg  aaccttiivviittiieess  iinncclluuddee::    tthhee  HHuummbboollddtt  
CCoouunnttyy  WWoorrkkffoorrccee  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiipp,,  tthhee  SSoonnoommaa  CCoouunnttyy  EEccoonnoommiicc  VViittaalliittyy  
PPaarrttnneerrsshhiipp,,  tthhee  SSaaccrraammeennttoo  RReeggiioonnaall  AAccttiioonn  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiipp,,  tthhee  SSiieerrrraa  NNeevvaaddaa  BBuussiinneessss  
CCoouunncciill,,  tthhee  SSaann  FFrraanncciissccoo  BBaayy  AArreeaa  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiipp,,  tthhee  BBaayy  AAlllliiaannccee  ffoorr  SSuussttaaiinnaabbllee  
DDeevveellooppmmeenntt,,  JJooiinntt  VVeennttuurree  SSiilliiccoonn  VVaalllleeyy,,  tthhee  SSaann  LLuuiiss  OObbiissppoo  FFoouunnddaattiioonn  ffoorr  
CCoommmmuunniittyy  DDeessiiggnn,,  tthhee  FFrreessnnoo  BBuussiinneessss  CCoouunncciill,,  tthhee  EEccoonnoommiicc  AAlllliiaannccee  ooff  tthhee  SSaann  
FFeerrnnaannddoo  VVaalllleeyy,,  tthhee  LLooss  AAnnggeelleess  GGaatteewwaayy  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiipp,,    tthhee  MMeettrrooppoolliittaann  FFoorruumm  
PPaarrttnneerrsshhiipp,,  tthhee  RRiivveerrssiiddee  CCoouunnttyy  IInntteeggrraatteedd  PPllaann,,  tthhee  SSaann  DDiieeggoo  RReeggiioonnaall  EEccoonnoommiicc  
DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  CCoorrppoorraattiioonn,,  aanndd  tthhee  SSaann  DDiieeggoo  DDiiaalloogguuee..      

  
4411..    NNoottee  tthhaatt  tthhee  pprrooppoosseedd  IIRRPP  aanndd  HHJJII  ZZoonnee  lleeggiissllaattiioonn  iinnccoorrppoorraatteess  sseevveerraall  ooff  tthhee  

lleessssoonnss  ooff  tthhee  PPoorrttllaanndd  aanndd  MMiinnnneeaappoolliiss  rreeggiioonnaall  ggoovveerrnnaannccee  eexxppeerriieennccee..  
SSppeecciiffiiccaallllyy,,  ssuucchh  aa  pprrooggrraamm  wwoouulldd  rreeccooggnniizzee,,  ffaacciilliittaattee  aanndd  rreeqquuiirree  tthhaatt  ppaarrttiicciippaattiinngg  
rreeggiioonnaall  ppaarrttnneerrsshhiippss::  

  
aa..  uunnddeerrssttaanndd  tthhee  rreeggiioonn’’ss  ddyynnaammiiccss  aanndd  mmaakkee  mmaappss;;  
bb..  bbuuiilldd  aa  bbrrooaadd  aanndd  iinncclluussiivvee  ccooaalliittiioonn;;  
cc..  ddrraaww  iinn  ddiissttiinncctt  bbuutt  ccoommppaattiibbllee  iissssuueess  aanndd  oorrggaanniizzaattiioonnss;;  
dd..  mmoovvee  ssiimmuullttaanneeoouussllyy  oonn  sseevveerraall  ffrroonnttss  aanndd  aacccceepptt  ggoooodd  ccoommpprroommiisseess;;  
ee..  ddeevveelloopp  aa  ccoonnsseennssuuss  wwiitthhiinn  rreeggiioonnss  aabboouutt  tthhee  eexxiisstteennccee  ooff  rreeggiioonnaall  pprroobblleemmss,,  aanndd  

tthhee  aapppprroopprriiaatteenneessss  ooff  rreeggiioonnaalliissmm  aass  aa  ssoouuttiioonn;;  aanndd  
ff..  pprroovviiddee  ffoorr  ssmmaallll,,  iinnccrreemmeennttaall  ffiirrsstt  sstteeppss  iinn  rreeaacchhiinngg  rreeggiioonnaall  ggoovveerrnnmmeenntt  [[iiee..,,  

rreeggiioonnaall  jjoobb  cceenntteerr  aanndd  hhoouussiinngg  nneeeeddss  GGIISS  mmaappppiinngg  pprroojjeeccttss]]  wwhhiicchh  aarree  uusseeffuull  iinn  
bbuuiillddiinngg  ssuuppppoorrtt  ffoorr  rreeggiioonnaall  ggoovveerrnnaannccee..  
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FFoorr  aa  ssuummmmaarryy  ooff  rreeggiioonnaall  ccoollllaabboorraattiivveess  tthhaatt  aarree  ppuurrssuuiinngg  ssuucchh  pprroojjeeccttss,,  sseeee    
  DDoouugg  HHeennttoonn  aanndd  KKaatthhiiee  SSttuuddwweellll,,  IInnffoorrmmeedd  RReeggiioonnaall  CChhooiicceess::  HHooww  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa’’ss  
RReeggiioonnaall  OOrrggaanniizzaattiioonnss  aarree  AAppppllyyiinngg  PPllaannnniinngg  aanndd  DDeecciissiioonn  TToooollss  ((SSaann  FFrraanncciissccoo::  
TThhee  IIrrvviinnee  FFoouunnddaattiioonn  aanndd  tthhee  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa  CCeenntteerr  ffoorr  RReeggiioonnaall  LLeeaaddeerrsshhiipp  ––  
NNoovveemmbbeerr  22000000))..    
  

4422..  JJ..  FFrreedd  SSiillvvaa  aanndd  EElliissaa  BBaarrbboouurr,,  TThhee  SSttaattee--LLooccaall  FFiissccaall  RReellaattiioonnsshhiipp  iinn  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa::  AA  
CChhaannggiinngg  BBaallaannccee  ooff  PPoowweerr,,  ((SSaann  FFrraanncciissccoo::  PPuubblliicc  PPoolliiccyy  IInnssttiittuuttee  ooff  CCaalliiffoorrnniiaa,,  
DDeecceemmbbeerr  11999999)),,  pp..  5566..  

  
4433..  IIbbiidd..,,  pp..  5566..  
  
4444..  FFiinnaall  RReeppoorrtt  aanndd  RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  ttoo  tthhee  GGoovveerrnnoorr  aanndd  tthhee  LLeeggiissllaattuurree,,  
      California Constitution Revision Commission, (Sacramento: 1996, p. 78).  

  
4455..    FFoorr  aann  aannaallyyssiiss  ooff  tthhee  MMiinnnneeaappoolliiss  eexxppeerriieennccee  wwiitthh  rreeggiioonnaall  ggoovveerrnnmmeenntt,,  sseeee  JJoohhnn  JJ..  

HHaarrrriiggaann,,  ““MMiinnnneeaappoolliiss--SStt..  PPaauull::  SSttrruuccttuurriinngg  MMeettrrooppoolliittaann  GGoovveerrnnmmeenntt,,””  iinn  HHaannkk  VV..  
SSaavviittcchh  aanndd  RRoonnaalldd  KK..  VVooggeell  ((eeddiittoorrss)),,  RReeggiioonnaall  PPoolliittiiccss::  AAmmeerriiccaa  iinn  aa  PPoosstt--CCiittyy  AAggee  
((TThhoouussaanndd  OOaakkss,,  CCAA::  SSaaggee  PPuubblliiccaattiioonnss,,  11999966))..  SSeeee  aallssoo,,  MMyyrroonn  OOrrffiieelldd,,  MMeettrroo--
PPoolliittiiccss::  AA  RReeggiioonnaall  AAggeennddaa  ffoorr  CCoommmmuunniittyy  aanndd  SSttaabbiilliittyy,,  RReevviisseedd  EEddiittiioonn  
((WWaasshhiinnggttoonn,,  DD..CC..::  BBrrooookkiinnggss  IInnssttiittuuttiioonn  PPrreessss,,  aanndd  CCaammbbrriiddggee,,  MMAA::  TThhee  LLiinnccoollnn  
IInnssttiittuuttee  ooff  LLaanndd  PPoolliiccyy,,  11999988));;  aanndd,,  JJoohhnn  JJ..  HHaarriiggaann  aanndd  WWiilllliiaamm  CC..  JJoohhnnssoonn,,  
GGoovveerrnniinngg  tthhee  TTwwiinn  CCiittiieess::  TThhee  MMeettrrooppoolliittaann  CCoouunncciill  iinn  RReeggiioonnaall  PPeerrssppeeccttiivvee  
((MMiinnnneeaappoolliiss::  UUnniivveerrssiittyy  ooff  MMiinnnneessoottaa  PPrreessss,,  11997788))..  

  
4466..  GGrroowwtthh  WWiitthhiinn  BBoouunnddss,,  tthhee  JJaannuuaarryy  22000000  RReeppoorrtt  ooff  tthhee  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  oonn    
       Local Governance for the 21st Century (Recommendations 4-9, p.  
       60; 5-9, p. 86; 6-2, p. 94; and 6-4, p. 96). See also, Peter M. Detwiler,  
       “The Challenges of ‘Growth W California  
       Environmental Law Reporter (May 2000), pp. 101-108. 
 
47. See AB 2838 Assembly Bill - Bill Analysis, available on the Internet at: 

http://www/leginfo.ca.gov/pub/99-00/bill/…/ab_2838.  
 


