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_ The Municipal Government Study Commission herewith transmits its report containing con-
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Introduction

This Commission was established under the pro-
visions of Resolution 51 of the 1957 General As-
sembly. Section 2 of that resolution generally de-
fined the scope of the Commission's assignment in
the following language:

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of the Commis-

sion to make a detailed and comprehensive
study of the problems of municipal govern-
ment in :North Carolina which may include,

but shall not be limited to, a study of the fol-
lowing:

(@) The procedures, powers and authority
which are granted by the General Assembly
and are available to municipalities that govern
and limit the ability of municipal government
to provide for orderly growth, expansion and
sound development.

(b) The governmental services and func-
tions provided and the increase or additional
services and functions needed to meet the re-
quirements for orderly growth, expansion and
sound development of cities and towns and the
capacity of municipal government to finance
such services and functions.

This description of purpose is broad and the
time available to make and complete our study
was limited. Thus it became necessary at a rela-
tively early stage to impose certain limitations on
the scope of our work. It seemed obvious to us
that the General Assembly was more interested
in the role that municipal government should play
in providing for "orderly growth, expansion and
sound development” than in the equally complex
problems of administering municipal government
Accordingly, we decided to concentrate our atten-
tion on the specific problems mentioned in sub-
sections (a) and (b) of Section 2 of the resolu-
tion.

Since ability to finance extension of adequate
urban services is essential to effective extension
of services for "orderly growth, expansion and
sound development" of cities and towns, this prob-
lem received initial emphasis. In view of the com-
plexities of municipal finance and the limited time
available, we asked the Institute of Government,
which had been retained to provide research as-
sistance to undertake the following types of fi-
nancial studies:

1. A general examination of the municipal

revenue and expenditure pattern in North
Carolina based on information available
from State agencies and from brief supple-
mentary questionnaires submitted to all
cities in the State.

2. An intensive study of 22 cities representa-
tive of North Carolina municipalities with
respect to size, population, geographical
location, economic activity, property val-
uation, and rate of growth.

3. A general analysis of the municipal tax and
revenue structure in North Carolina in
comparison with the municipal tax and
revenue structure in other states.

Financial data on all cities in the State were ob-
tained from information on file with the Depart-
ment of Tax Research, the Local Government Com-
mission, and the State Highway Commission. More
than 250 cities and towns further cooperated
through completion of supplementary question-
naires on specific aspects of municipal finance.

After examination of the cities and towns hav-
ing a population of 2,500 or more and consultation
with the staff of the League of Municipalities, the
lollowing 22 cities were chosen for intensive study:

Asheville Mooresville

Burlington Morehead City

Charlotte Morganton

Dunn Mount Airy

Forest City New Bern

Greensboro Rutherfordton

Greenville Scotland Neck

Henderson Statesville

Jacksonville Wadeshboro

Laurinburg Wilmington

Leaksville Winston-Salem
Detailed questionnaires covering the financing
of operations in these cities since 1950 were

completed by each of these cities. We are most

grateful to the officials in these cities for their
warm cooperation in providing the desired infor-
mation.

When all of this information had been compiled
and analyzed, officials from the 22 'case study
cities" and officials from all other cities having
representatives on the executive and legislative

committees of the League of Municipalities were
invited to a meeting in Chapel Hill on July 22-23,
1958. At that time approximately 85 elected and
appointed officials from 32 municipalities met to-



gether. On July 22 they were given a complete
briefing on the analysis prepared for the Commis-
sion by the research staff and had an opportunity
to make suggestions for corrections and changes
in this analysis. On the following day, this Com-
mission divided into three subcommittees, meeting
respectively with officials from (1) cities over
25,000 in population, (2) cities of 10,000 to 25,000
in population, and (3) cities and towns of less
than 10,000 population. In each subcommittee meet-
ing, Commission members and city officials dis-
cussed informally, frankly and comprehensively
the problems in financing municipal services. The
views expressed and information secured in these
meetings have been of inestimable value in our
work.

North Carolina is becoming an urban state and
the period of transition will be crucial for the wel-
fare of every North Carolinian. Thus, once having
set in motion the study of financing municipal gov
ernment, we turned our attention to the role that
State and local governments must play in seeing
that the State passes through this period of transi-
tion without loss of those qualities which now
distinguish North Carolina as a good place to live.
We therefore asked the research staff to develop the
following information:

1. An analysis of the population growth that
could be anticipated in our cities during the
next twenty years in relation to the esti-
mated population growth in the State as
a whole.

2. An analysis of the governmental services
that are considered to be essential in urban
areas, whether or not such areas are lo-
cated within incorporated municipalities.

3. An analysis of the problems that arise
when adequate municipal services are not
made available in urban areas when and
where they are needed.

4. An analysis of the methods by which local
governments may anticipate and prevent
these problems.

A wealth of information was available. We have
profited from studying the experience of countless
cities and metropolitan areas in other parts of
the country which have documented their problems
in meeting rapid urban growth. We have profited
from a study of the solutions to the problems of
urban development which have been attempted
in other states. And we have given special atten-
tion to the experience of North Carolina cities.

In addition to many special studies and analyses
already available from  several State and local
agencies, we have received a gratifying response
to two questionnaires sent to all cities and towns
in the State.

Furthermore, we have benefited greatly from
special insights into the problems of urban de-
velopment revealed by our financial studies, par-
ticularly in the "case study cities."

Throughout the study, we have sought the opin-
ions and views of the League of Municipalities
and of State officials having direct or indirect con-
tacts with city government. These officials gave
freely of their time and their contributions were
in every sense constructive.

Furthermore, we established and maintained
close liaison with other State commissions having
responsibilities  for  studying  different  aspects  of
State and local government. In particular, helpful
exchanges of information were made with the Tax
Study Commission, the School Finance Study Com-
mission, and the Constitutional Study Commission.

This procedure has resulted in the collection of
a great deal of information, much of it new and
calculated to  promote  greater  understanding  of
the problem of governing urban areas. In order
that legislators, city officials and interested citizens
throughout the State might have advantage of the
information and analysis relied upon by this Com
mission, we have encouraged the staff of the In-
stitute of Government to prepare the principal
materials collected for us for publication. These
publications should be available in advance of the
1959 legislative session.

This report contains two principal sections.

The first defines the problem of future urban de-

velopment in  North Carolina, so that the problem
of securing "orderly growth, expansion and sound
development” can be viewed in proper perspective.
It also contains our analysis of the powers
presently available to cities and counties in North
Carolina to meet the manifold problems arising
from rapid urban growth, and our recommenda-
tions for legislative action to supplement those
powers. The second part of the report contains
our analysis of the ability of cities and towns to
finance adequate municipal services and our recom-
mendations  for  strengthening  municipal tax and
revenue systems.



I. Orderly Growth, Expansion And Sound Development

A. Growth Trends and Development
Patterns

1. Reasons for Growth. The key phrase in our
study has been, of course, the manifold considera-
tions of "orderly growth, expansion and sound de-
velopment” in the context of municipal govern-
ment. This means the problem of development in
and around cities, or to use the common phrase-
urban development.

Urban development occurs because all of the
complex functions of an industrial society can he
more efficiently administered where the major ele-
ments of economic activity are in close relationship.
Historically North Carolina has been an agricul-
tural state with small cities which have served
chiefly as retail centers, but in which the impor-
tance of manufacturing has been steadily increas-
ing. Now, as the State moves toward the status of
an industrial state, it must also move toward the
new status of an urban society better organized
to service an industrial economy.

Thus the problems of government in a rapidly
urbanizing area are not problems isolated from
the economic development of the area. They are,
in fact, closely connected with the process of eco-
nomic development.

We cannot treat or explain all of the factors
that encourage urban development in a society that
is becoming industrial. Weare not even sure that
the process of urbanization in North Carolina will
follow the same pattern that it has in other states.
But it is important to touch upon a number of the
factors.

First of all, what are some of the conditions that
must be present to attract new industrial develop-
ment and how do they relate to the locations chosen
by industry?

There must be a good supply of vacant land in
the vicinity of good highway and railway systems.

The movement from high loft industrial struc-

tures to spread-out, one-story  structures,

coupled with the need for ample parking space
for employees, has put renewed emphasis on
the availability of quantities of land located
suitably in relationship to both highway and
railway facilities. The transportation system

must provide the link between the enterprise,
raw materials, markets, and employees.

There must be easy access to raw materials.
There must be markets, either close at hand of
easily available.
There must be ample numbers of skilled and

intelligent persons available as employees.
What constitutes a good and dependable labor
supply may differ in North Carolina from
other parts of the country. The tradition of
small farmers employed in industry and work-
ing their farms at the same time, in a state
served by a good highway system, puts less
emphasis on workers centered in the metro-
politan area than in other states.

There must be good Ilocal governmental serv-
ices that can be extended to proposed sites, includ-
ing in particular an ample supply of water and a
means for waste disposal.

This factor varies in relation to the type of
industry. So-called "wet" industries are great-
ly dependent on water. Other industries may
not use or require more than incidental sup-
plies of water and locations for such industries
may not be dependent on access to good utility
systems.

There must be plentiful electric power.

There must be a fair and equitable tax struc-
ture in the state, considering the total impact of
both state and local taxes.

The community must be attractive and con-
veniently arranged, containing good schools and
good recreational and cultural facilities, with a

high quality of civic and business leadership.

Insofar as the attraction of industry from out
of state is concerned, this factor is becoming
more and more important. It is continually
emphasized both by industrial representatives
and those seeking new industrial development.

While some or all of these conditions can be met
in rural areas or in small towns, they are more
likely to be met in larger towns and cities. Far-
thermore, industries often seek locations in and
around cities where similar types of industries and
processing firms are situated. The consumer and
business services that have come to be such an im-
portant part of the American standard of living
tend to locate in cities, and the existence of these
services may frequently affect industry location
decisions.

Thus it is that new jobs in a community lead to
new homes, new schools, new churches, and new



businesses to serve the new market. These new
people may come from out of the state, but more
likely they migrate from other areas inside the
state. And increased industrial development en-
courages a steady movement of population from
the rural counties, where there are too few new
jobs to meet the demands of an increasing popula,
tion, to those counties where new jobs in industry
are available.

In summary, urbanization is the logical con-
sequence of industrialization. North Carolina can-
not have industrialization without increasing ur-
banization, and it cannot have increased indus-
trialization unless our urban communities can
compete favorably in every way with communities
in other states. The pattern of urban develop-
ment in North Carolina may, at least initially, be
scattered to a greater degree than in other states.
But on the whole it is probable that it will, certain-
ly over a period of time, be concentrated in and
around our cities and towns.

2. Anticipated Urban Growth. "Urban growth and
development” necessarily imply a concentra-
tion of people living in close proximity to one
another. If we are to evaluate the impact of ur-
ban development on North Carolina, we must have
some idea of what this development means in terms
of population growth in and around cities.

Fortunately there are well-established proce-
dures for estimating population growth. Insofar
as the economic trends and the patterns of births,
deaths and migration habits on which these esti-
mates are based continue without significant
change, these estimates have proven quite re-
liable. On the other hand, if industrial development
accelerates in this State, the estimates with which
we have been provided may actually understate
the population growth and concentration which
this State will experience during the next twenty
years.

The estimates used in this report are based on
studies being carried out by the U. S. Bureau of
the Census, by population authorities in our uni-
versities, and by planners in our North Carolina
cities.

The population of North Carolina in 1957 was
estimated at 4,469,000 or an increase of about 10%
over the 1950 population of 4,061,929. At this rate,
and taking into consideration current trends in
births, deaths, and rate of migration from the State,

the State's population will exceed five million be-
fore 1970 and will probably exceed 5,750,000 by
1980. In relation to urban development, the prob-
lem is where all of these additional people will live,

In 1930 one out of every three North Carolinians
lived inside the corporate limits of a municipality
This percentage climbed to 37 in 1950, is now
estimated at 42 ,and is calculated to reach 44%

By 1960, 52% in 1970, and 60% in 1980. In other
words, it is probable that all of the anticipated
population increase in the State between now and
1980, plus another quarter of a million people now
living in rural areas, will in 1980 be living in ur-
ban areas and perhaps within the corporate limits
of incorporated municipalities in North Carolina.

This estimated growth may be viewed in a
slightly different way.

In 1950 the cities and towns having a population
of more than 10,000 contained 23 of the State's
population. Today they contain an estimated 28%
of the State's population. If present trends con-
tinue, they will contain 39% of the State's popula-
tion by 1970 and 46% by 1980. (See Table 1, page
7))

At the same time, where in 1950 there were just
thirty cities and towns having a population of
more than 10,000 and just ten having a population
of more than 25,000, it is estimated that:

In 1960 fifteen cities will have a population ex-
ceeding 25,000, and 35 will exceed 10,000.

In 1970 twenty-two cities will have a population
exceeding' 25,000, and 45 will exceed 10,000.

In 1980 twenty-five cities will have a population.
exceeding 25,000, and 50 will exceed 10,000.

These figures suggest that the larger towns are
growing at a faster rate than the smaller towns.
Considering cities by groups, this is not true. As
Table 2 demonstrates, the distribution of popula-
tion growth in cities and towns grouped by size has
remained generally even since 1930. But the sig-
nificant point is that while the population of the
State as a whole has been increasing at a rate of
about 10% every ten years, the population of all
municipalities has been increasing at more than
double this rate.

At least one and a half million more people will
be living in our cities and towns in less than a
quarter of a century. Hundreds of thousands of
acres of agricultural land will be subdivided to
make homes for these people, to build manufac-



turing plants and shopping centers, to provide
space for schools and churches and recreational
areas. More highways are to be built, more water
must be impounded and distributed, and more in.
dustrial and domestic waste must be treated if our
streams are not to be polluted.

TABLE 1
North Carolina Municipal Population: 1930-1957
1930 1940 1950 1957
Total State Popula-
tion (000) 3,170 3,57:2 4,062 4,469
Total Municipal
Population (000) 1,071 1,246 1,521 1,881
Percent Municipal Popu-
lation of Total State
Population 33.8 34.9 87.4 421
Population in Places
over 10,000 (000) 593 740 952 1,238
Percent Total State
Population in Places
over 10,000 18.7 20.7 23.4 27.7

Note: Populations are those reported by the Census,

except for 1957 which are estimates, and cover
all municipalities wit h active governments as
of 1957.

The State's municipal population is growing at
an increasing rate. Between 1930 and 1940 the
increase was 16 % between 1940 and 1950

it was 22% ; and 1950 and 1957 it is
estimated at 23%

Consider the probable impact in just one area.
The four-county area surrounding "Winston-Salem,
Greensboro, High Point, Thomasville and Lexing-
ton had a population of about 450,000 in 1950.
Conservative estimates indicate that the same four-
county area will have a population of between
900,000 and one million in 1980. What will this
area look like in 1980? Will it continue to be a

TABLE 2
Distribution of North Carolina Municipal Population:
1930-1957
Change in
Percent of Total Percent of
Municipal Population Population
Population Group 1930 1940 1950 1957 1930-1957
Over 100,000 7.7 8.1 8.8 8.6 9
50,000-100,000 25.1 239 232 225 -2.6
25,000-50,000 9.7 9.2 9.7 9.6 -1
10,000-25,000 18.8 201 210 210 2.2
5,000-10,000 10.1 108 108 11.0 9
2,500-5,000 8.4 8.5 8.3 8.9 5
1000-2,500 11.8 115 111 11.2 -.6
Under 1,000 8.5 8.0 7.1 7.2 -1.3
Note: All municipalities are grouped according to 1950

populations for each year. Thus the same cities
are in each group for all years listed. Populations
for 1930, 1940, and 1950 are those reported by
the Census. Estimates by the municipalities or by
the Institute of Government were made for all
municipalities for 1957.

pleasing combination of medium-sized cities and
towns separated by stretches of beautiful farm
and recreational land? Or will it become a sprawl-
ing urban area that has gobbled up the open space
in subdivisions, factories and stores? How can the
city and county governments involved prepare
themselves to handle this tremendous growth in
population without sacrificing those features which
make the area attractive to continued development
today?

These are the questions which must be answered.

3. Probable Patterns of Urban Development.
Answers to these questions may depend on some
factors which are not reflected in the population
estimates. One and a half million more people
may be living in urban areas in 1980 without liv-
ing in and around the cities and towns that we
know today. Thus we cannot assume that all our
cities and towns will continue to grow in a regular
pattern-out from the center. If they did, the
problem of accommodating increases in population
would be much simplified. Rather North Carolina
must face the possibility of exaggerated and waste-
ful patterns of new land development, similar to
the patterns found in other fast-growing states.

If new development scatters between cities and
towns, rather than taking place around cities and
towns, the problem of accommodating increases
in population will be intensified.

Today North Carolina is still a state with rel-
atively small and independent cities and towns.
But here are some of the factors, present to some
extent today, which may in the future have an
impact on the pattern of urban development in
each and every section of North Carolina.

(1) Because North Carolina has been, and still
is predominantly a rural state, a larger than usual
proportion of North Carolinians still live on the
farm and commute to industrial jobs in town.

(2) A good system of roads has encouraged peo-
ple to live away from town, to get "open space and
fresh air," and the location of the interstate high-
way system, connecting the major urban centers,
will encourage this movement.

(3) Many new industries, especially those which
do not require municipal utilities and services, are
seeking rural locations because a commuting la-
bor force is available and because land costs are
lower. Other new industries are locating in rural



areas and contracting for certain services from
nearby municipalities.

(4) Development today requires a great deal of
land. Industries and commercial establishments
need land for now-popular one-story buildings, for
shopping centers, and for parking. Residential de-
velopers want more land for large subdivisions,
and notably, larger lots.

(5) Many industries, commercial enterprises,
and home owners settle in the rural areas initially
to get away from municipal taxes. Yet they are
often the first to demand municipal-type services,

In short, despite the effort of some cities and
towns to encourage development within or near
their borders-for example, by refusing to extend
water and sewer services unless those desiring such
services agree to be annexed to the city-there are
many factors at work which may, in the years to
come, spread industrial, residential and commercial
development throughout the rural areas between
cities, rather than in the immediate vicinity of
cities.

B. The Problems of Growth

The very existence of this Commission confirms
the conclusion that urban development brings prob-
lems as well as benefits. What are these problems?
What must North Carolina seek to avoid as it be-
comes an urban state?

We do not have to look beyond our borders 'to
get tangible suggestions of what may happen,
even though no urban area in North Carolina has
suffered the serious consequences similar to those
imposed by rapid and essentially unplanned de-
velopment in this country's older metropolitan
areas. The following problems are suggestive of
those which may develop in periods of rapid
growth.

In periods of rapid growth, people tend to build
and to develop land in such away that minimum
standards of health, safety and welfare are often
not met.

Item: Congested residential development with
septic tanks, rather than public sewer systems,
may overload the land and lead to the pollution
of water supplies.

Item: Construction without attention to build-
ing standards may result in houses, stores, and
other buildings which are unsafe, or are fire
hazards, or are threats to the public health.

Item: A combination of small lots, inadequate
streets unsafe or otherwise inadequate stand-
ards of construction. and a helter-skelter mix-
ture of land uses may produce areas which
become slums at the very time of development.
Failure to coordinate the size and location of

new streets in rapidly growing areas, plus failure
to plan for and construct major traffic arteries
serving both new development and the central city,
may lead to a street and highway system complete-
ly inadequate to handle traffic.

Item: Inadequate street planning in newly-
developed areas may later require expensive
new construction to move future volumes of
traffic.

Item: Failure to provide major traffic arteries
from suburban areas to shopping and labor
centers may discourage new industrial develop-
ment and growth in retail trade.

Failure to develop water systems to keep pace

with population growth may seriously hamper fu-
ture economic development. New factories and new
homes require water at a reasonable cost.

Failure to provide for effective disposal of in-
dustrial and domestic wastes may lead to stream
pollution and thus either discourage future in-
dustrial development or destroy land values at and
below the point of pollution.

Failure to consider the needs of industry and
business for large areas of land suitably located
near transportation facilities may lead to hap-
hazard development of land for other purposes,
thus destroying many of the best potential sites
for industry and business.
Item: Mixed residential, commercial and in-
dustrial land uses, stretched out along high-
ways leading into our cities, may overcrowd
the highways and discourage industrial and
commercial development that seek both land
and protection from other competing land uses.
Failure to establish. sound public services in

rapidly growing areas outside city limits may lead
to unattractive neighborhoods which reflect on the
reputation of the entire city.

These problems are only suggestive. They are

not all found in every urban area, but neither is
any urban area completely free of them. They are
not as aggravated in this State as in some other
areas of the country, but they are serious nonethe-
less. As yet this State has made no concerted effort
to avoid these problems wherever they arise, al-
though some individual cities have made notable
progress----largely within their corporate limits.



C. Considerations in Reaching
a Solution

We agree that these problems must be met be-
fore they become critical. We agree that there is
a vital public interest in the sound development of
our urban areas and of communities throughout
the State. We agree that unless North Carolina
can avoid the worst features of urban development,
the future economic development of the State can
be placed in jeopardy.

At the same time it is no easy task to suggest a
comprehensive program designed to assure sound
development. The process of growth is complex,
and the forces which contribute to the economic
potential of any given community are not and can-
not be confined within the boundaries of a single
local political unit. Thus our recommendations will
be constructive only insofar as they recognize and
make use of the realities of both economic activity
and the political structure of the State.

At this stage some definition of terms we shall
use frequently will be helpful. Every city and town
in North Carolina is the economic and social hub
of an urban area starting at the central business
district and moving outward to rural and sparsely-
developed areas where it meets, at points hard to
define, the outer boundaries of neighboring urban
areas. The legal boundaries of cities and towns
seldom encompass the full extent of this area.

... We use the terms "urban community" and

"community" to refer to the entire urban area

of which the city is the center.

... We use the terms "city" and "town" to refer

to the incorporated municipality which is gen-

erally the most intensively developed part of

the larger urban area or community.

This simple distinction would not be realistic in

most states were a single urban area may include

many incorporated cities and towns. In general,
however, it can be properly made in this State.

1. Planning. It has been revealing to us to ob-
serve that almost every problem arising from urban
growth could have been avoided by the application
of plain everyday common sense on a community
basis. Experience has told us vividly what is go-
ing to happen if we do not follow certain simple
ground rules in building a community. We pride
ourselves on being rational, hard-headed exponents
of a free enterprise economy, and yet we will per-

mit things to happen in the development of our
communities that we would never think of per-
mitting in our businesses.

We must grant that there has, as yet, been too
little willingness on the part of our communities
to seek out, to understand and to apply the ex-
perience of other urban communities throughout
the country. In large measure this may be at-
tributed to a failure to understand that economic
growth and urban development may cause com-
munity damage as well as produce community bene-
fits.

Most of our larger cities and towns have, in the
past decade, recognized that sound development
does not just happen. Many of them have initiated
planning programs and put into effect such meas-
ures as subdivision and zoning ordinances which
are designed to make planning effective. We ap-
plaud these efforts as far as they go. But we think
that they are at present inadequate. A look at the
essentials of good planning programs will show
why we think so.

a. What is planning? Community planning is
nothing more than the process of looking ahead to
the end that the community will use all its re-
sources in the most effective manner to encourage
the type of growth and development that people in
the community desire. This process must neces-
sarily be a representative process that brings to-
gether the differing points of view in the com-
munity and focuses them on common objectives
that a majority of the people in the community
endorse .

The heart of any good planning program lies in
the asking of tough questions, collecting the in-
formation necessary to answer them, and then
implementing the answers.

(1) What is the economic base of the com-
munity and how can it be strengthened? What
sort of industries should be sought to diversi-
fy the economy? How does the community
stand in terms of meeting the requirements
industry looks for in seeking new locations?

(2) What population growth can the com-
munity anticipate during the next five, ten or
twenty years? What is the community’s ability
to absorb this new population in terms of
housing and public services?

(3) How is land in the community now being
used? What steps can be taken to insure that
new development will take place in locations
that will insure an attractive and convenient
community? Where are the most desirable lo-



cations for new industry and how can we in-
sure that these will be reserved for industry?
Where are the best sites for new homes, and
how can the community guarantee that these
will become and remain desirable residential
areas?

(4) Are present public services and facilities
adequate to meet the needs of the present pop-
ulation and the demands of future population
growth? Must the water supply system be ex-
panded for both industrial and residential de-
mands? Is the sewerage system adequate? Can
the street system handle present and antici-
pated traffic volumes?

(5) What minimum standards should be
adopted to insure that future development
meets minimum standards of health and safe-
ty? Should septic tanks be permitted as a
means of waste disposal? If so, under what
conditions? Should new homes be required to
have access to a public water supply? Under
what conditions?

(6) What are the community's needs in terms
of new schools, recreational facilities, and
transportation facilities? How can these needs
be met?

b. Who plans? Planning is not a process which
can be turned over completely to persons who are
technically trained. Planning involves choices and
decisions which should be made by representatives
of the entire community. Technical assistance is
desirable, however, in the collection of the infor-
mation and in interpretation of much of the infor-
mation. Even so, no community should fail to
initiate a planning program just because technical
assistance is not easily available. Much of the
job can be done by local residents.

Because people disagree as to what constitute de-
sirable objectives, the choices and decisions can
be effectively made only through the governmental
process. It follows that, under a democratic form
of government, the decisions that involve govern-
mental action to support community objectives
must be limited to actions which are necessary in
the public interest and for public health, safety
and welfare.

c. How are plans carried out? Once people in
the community agree on community objectives and
actions necessary to meet those objectives, then
these decisions can be put into effect through the
use of several governmental devices, other than
the basic and most important approach of trans-
mitting full and complete information supporting
these decisions to the public.
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(1) Subdivision ordinances to make sure
that streets are wide enough and located prop-
erly, that satisfactory provisions for good qual-
ity water supply and sewage disposal have been
made, and that provisions have been made for
the runoff of surface water.

(2) Zoning ordinances to make sure that
industrial building's will be constructed on sites
suitable for factories, that commercial build-
ings and shopping centers will be located
where they will be of maximum convenience
to people and of maximum profit to their
owners, that residences will be properly lo-
cated with respect to all community facilities,
and that all new structures will meet minimum
standards of health and safety as to location.

(3) Building ordinances to insure that all
buildings conform to minimum health and safe-
ty regulations.

(4) Utility extension policies to insure that
water and sewer systems are developed and ex-
tended to areas which require such systems.

It bears emphasizing that planning must be done
before these devices are put into effect. We have
found that a number of North Carolina cities and
towns have zoning ordinances and subdivision or-
dinances without any planning program. We be-
lieve that this procedure puts the cart before the
horse.

Effective planning must be carried on through-
out the area where urban development is taking
place or is about to take place. Planning that stops
at a city's boundary line is bound to be incomplete.
In this connection, we have found:

(1) That most new development is taking

place outside of North Carolina's cities and

towns.

(2) That little or no planning is taking place

with respect to new development outside of

cities and towns.

(3) That the problems associated with un-

sound development are most frequently found

in the newly-developed areas outside of cities

and towns.

Effective planning cannot be a one-shot effort.
It must be continuous. Plans, once adopted, must
be periodically re-examined and, where necessary,
changes must be made in the policies and or-
dinances which are in effect to carry out these
plans.

Because planning inevitably leads to hard de-
cisions by governmental units and agencies, de-
cisions on which there can never be full agreement,



opposition to particular plans or particular policies
or particular ordinances should not lead to aban-
donment of the planning program. Conflicts are
inevitable when efforts are made to determine
desirable community goals. Our system of local
government gives us the machinery to resolve
these conflicts and to reach these decisions in a
democratic way. This is why the making of such
decisions must be part and parcel of the local gov-
ernmental process.

In summary, we are agreed that orderly growth,
expansion and sound development can come about
only through the efforts of local communities. We
believe that hard-headed planning must be an
essential part of the local governmental process,
and that it must extend to all areas undergoing
rapid development, not just to those areas already
inside municipal boundaries.

So believing, we must determine what govern-
mental units should have these responsibilities.
Cities already have them; counties in general do
not. The question we face is whether it is practical
to vest in cities the major responsibility for in-
suring sound urban development throughout the
urban community or whether this responsibility
must be shared by the counties, The answer to
this question depends upon the role that city gov-
ernments can play in the whole local development
process.

2. Urban Land and Municipal Services. It has
been suggested that solution of these problems
would be easy if we could make cities the sole
local governmental unit responsible for problems
of urban development. To propose such a solution
is easier said than done.

Our traditional concept of city government is
that it provides a package or governmental serv-
ices to residents within its borders, a package
that is needed where people live in close proximity
to one another. When a city expands its bound-
aries, either to take in developed land or land ripe
for development, it must be prepared to provide
services of a quality needed where population
density is relatively high. And if the land taken
in does not receive such services, at the time of
annexation or very shortly thereafter, the impact of
municipal taxes discriminates against the land-
owner.

Therefore, what we need and do not have is a
clear definition of the difference between areas
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which require municipal services and areas which
do not. There is some competent evidence to sug-
gest that the average population density justi-
fying the need for municipal services is from one
to two dwellings per acre, or from four to eight
persons per acre. Leaving aside for the moment
the other factors involved in defining land which
needs municipal services, or municipal govern-
ment, this average population density standard
can be supported on these grounds:

(a) The septic tank system of sewage treat-
ment usually breaks down when development
exceeds an average density of two homes per
gross acre. In good absorbent soil, septic tanks
may work satisfactorily up to three houses
per acre; in average soil they may work satis-
factorily at the average density; in poor soil,
two households per acre will discharge more
waste than septic tanks can handle. Further-
more, septic tanks which work satisfactorily
when just a few acres are developed may break
down when larger areas of land are intensively
developed.

(b) A water distribution system can be con-
structed and financed in an equitable manner
in areas where the average density of develop-
ment is one house per acre or more. Local
conditions may cause variations, but it is gen-
erally uneconomical, under present service
charge methods of financing, to construct either
water or sewer systems or both throughout
large areas where the average density of de-
velopment is one house per acre or less. Where
residents of such sparsely-developed areas are
willing to pay the extra cost, no problem is
encountered. But the larger urban commun-
ity should not be permitted, as a general rule,
to subsidize systems in such sparsely-developed
territory.

(c) A high quality of fire protection is pos-
sible only where there is a public water supply
system meeting specific technical standards
with respect to the distribution system.

(d) In sparsely-developed territory, drain-
age ditches are usually sufficient to handle
runoff. But as development becomes more in-
tensive, as more and more trees are sacrificed
to lawn and highway purposes, as topsoil is
stripped off large areas of land, the need for
storm drainage systems increases. City engi-
neers generally accept an average density of
two houses per acre as the standard beyond
which such a system is necessary.

(e) The greater the density of development,
the more expensive it becomes to build a street
adequate even for residential traffic. Such resi-
dential streets must meet relatively high en-
gineering specifications if they are to be trou-



ble-free. In contrast, less expensive streets are

adequate in more sparsely-developed commun-

ities.

It is significant that the theme throughout these
statements is that as areas become more inten-
sively developed, large-scale and expensive com-
munity facilities become necessary. Furthermore,
these large-scale facilities are not alone public
utilities or facilities financed primarily from serv-
ice charges. Fire protection is perhaps the best
example of the close inter-relationship between
functions supported from general municipal tax
revenues and those supported from service charges.
If land is taken into a city and is not served by
the public water supply system, the landowner
must pay the full municipal tax without getting
the full advantage either of high quality fire pro-
tection in itself or the substantial fire insurance
benefits accruing to the resident located within
1000 feet of a fire hydrant connected to the city
water system.

Here again it is important to emphasize that in
general the problem of services is not one of dif-
ferent kinds of services required in an urban com-
munity; generally the distinction in necessary
services between primarily urban and primarily
rural areas is one of degree. The rural resident
can get his water supply and his sewage treat-
ment from relatively inexpensive on-site installa-
tions; he does not need to tie into the large com-
munity system. He can dispose of his own garbage
in a satisfactory manner, and he can handle his
own storm drainage.

Therefore, we have concluded that for many
purposes the distinguishing feature of a city is
the existence of, and need for, large-scale and
expensive community facilities. And since it is
not fair for people to help build facilities that will
give them no benefit, or at most an indirect regional
benefit, the dividing line between a city and its
rural and suburban periphery can be based on the
idea that only the land and its people who need
such facilities, now or in the near future, should
be within the city.

In so concluding, we recognize the problems that
many cities face in constructing certain types of
facilities that provide substantial benefit to per-
sons not living in the city. A prime example is
the traffic-bearing street which carries the outside
resident into and out from the city, whether it be

to work or to shop or to play. This fact has been
taken into consideration in our study of municipal
revenues because we think its significance is more
closely related to finance than to the location of
municipal boundaries.

3. The City and the Urban Fringe. The dis-
tinction we have just drawn makes sense with re-
spect to municipal-type services. It makes no
sense with respect to over-all planning and land
development.

As we have noted before, the preponderance of
all new building and land subdivision in this State
is taking place outside the limits of cities. This
is understandable, for this is where we find most
of the vacant and undeveloped land.

Cities are vitally concerned with this develop-
ment in the immediate areas outside their bound-
aries. These areas will sooner or later become
part of the cities, municipal services and utilities
will have to be extended into them, and the prob-
lems arising from unsound development in these
areas will usually be passed on to the city for cor-
rection or solution at some later date.

Consequently, we cannot assert that the bound-
ary of a city should be determined entirely by
either the need for, or the ability to pay for ex-
pensive systems of community facilities. Other
factors must and do play a part in defining the
boundaries of a city or town in relation to the
boundaries of the larger urban community.

Thus it may be undesirable to stop the city's
planning jurisdiction at the same boundary where
its services now stop. To do so would cut off from
the city any opportunity to help plan for that area
which will in the future become a legal part of
the city, even as it is already an integral part of
the economic and social community.

At the same time, it would not be fair to give
the city any sort of exclusive jurisdiction over the
planning of this outside area. The persons living
in that area are vitally concerned and must be
represented in the planning process.

4. The County and Urban Development. All
new development does not take place in the im-
mediate vicinity of the city. Some of it leapfrogs
just beyond the immediate suburban area. And some
is located out in the country, particularly develop-
ment which does not require such services as a
public water supply. These isolated centers of
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development in essentially agricultural territory
do not usually constitute a problem at first. There
may be a few homes, a store or two, perhaps a
filling station. Or there may be a small factory or
processing plant. Frequently, however, more de-
velopment is attracted to these outlying areas.
ultimately, residents of the area are plagued with
inadequate sanitation or express a desire for a
water supply, or for fire protection, or for addi-
tional police protection.

Several choices are available to such areas. They
may incorporate as municipalities or as sanitary
districts; they may form private corporations to
provide some services; or they may seek additional
services from the county.

Incorporation is often unsatisfactory, either be-
cause the area does not have a sufficient tax base,
or because it is undesirable to create small mu-
nicipalities within the reach of a large munic-
ipality, or because the residents simply do not want
the full responsibility of a general governmental
unit.

Private corporations are limited in the objec-
tives they can achieve. Generally they are useful
only in providing a limited water supply or in fi-
nancing fire protection.

Existing legislation permits a county to provide
fire protection to such outlying areas through the
medium of special taxing districts. Police pro-
tection can be handled by the sheriff's department
But counties are not generally in the business of
providing utility services and they do not have
sufficient power to carry out effective long-range
planning for such outlying areas.

North Carolina cities tend to be the hub of ur-
ban communities which include a large part, if
not all, of the county. Some urban communities
extend into two or more counties, and many small
urban areas have strong ties with larger urban
areas. Still, county boundaries are more likely to
encompass the economic and social extent of ur-
ban areas than are any other governmental bound-
aries.

Under such conditions it would be most desirable

if all planning in the county were carried out by
one planning agency. For this reason we strong-
ly endorse joint planning agreements between
cities and counties, even if it is necessary to divide
responsibility for carrying out plans between the
city and the county. In any event, we think that
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it is essential for planning to become an integral
part of the county's responsibility. And wher-
ever possible, this responsibility should be closely
coordinated with planning in the city so that com-
mon problems can be attacked jointly. At the
same time we recognize that particular interests
on the part of the city and of the unincorporated
area will often make unanimity impossible or im-
practical.

5. Some Functional Problems. To round out
the basic considerations before us, we must make
mention of several specific functional problems
which are closely tied to urban development.

In the opening pages of this report, we pointed
out as among the essential conditions for industrial
development the availability of a good highway
system, ample supplies of water, and effective
means of waste disposal. We want to emphasize
these again and to comment on each one as it per-
tains to future industrial, and thus urban, develop-
ment in North Carolina.

a. Highways. The highway transportation sys-
tem is one of the most vital factors in determin-
ing the nature and location of new development.
Industry wants a good system of highways to
bring workers into the factory and to ship goods
out. Shopping centers rely on easy and rapid ac-
cess from ever larger market areas. The continued
economic health of our present cities depends on
getting large numbers of people downtown and
back again in a convenient fashion.

In most states planning and construction of the
major highway system is one of the major prob-
lems in urban and metropolitan areas. The very
mechanics of planning a thoroughfare system in
and around a city is a complex problem in itself.

We are fortunate in North Carolina that re-
sponsibility for the major highway system is not
carved up among many separate governmental
units. In a later section we make some recom-
mendations which we hope will further clarify
the division of responsibility between the State
and the cities. But one point is important at this
juncture.

Even though major responsibility for traffic-
bearing streets and highways is vested in the
State, local governments must continue to carry
out an essential role. They must work hand-in-
glove with the State Highway Commission in
planning the location of major highways in urban



areas. In particular, they should keep the High-
way Commission advised of (a) anticipated growth
in the urban area, (b) anticipated traffic needs
resulting from such growth, and (c) the status of
individual community plans which will be affected
by new highway location. It will be the equal re-
sponsibility of the Highway Commission to take
this information into account in its highway
planning.

We have been pleased to note the emphasis re-
cently placed by the Highway Commission on the
role of planning in highway location, and the
Commission's policy to encourage and assist com-
munities both in basic planning and in thorough-
fare planning. We hope that this joint program
will continue to expand.

b. Water. Water is, of course, essential to ur-
ban development. Our study has shown that cities
and towns have been putting forth great effort
to build up adequate water supplies and we com-
mend them for their record of achievement.

There is much evidence, however, to indicate
that some of our cities in their use of water are
approaching the limits of supplies available. We
know, too, that in some areas the expanding wa-
ter demands of non-municipal interests---farmers,
industries, power companies, and others---are
pressing hard on the limits of natural supplies.
These signs of today point to the likelihood of in-
creasing future conflicts over water supplies. Such
conflicts may be lessened, or better dealt with, if
we plan seriously today for increased use of arti-
ficial storage, and for more effective distribution
and use of water, as well as work to strengthen
our governmental machinery concerned with these
matters.

There are local, State and Federal agencies now
engaged in studying various phases of the water
problem in North Carolina, trying to determine
how the State and its communities can best pre-
pare to meet these issues. We urge that these
studies be continued to the end that some action
can be taken before our urban areas face paralyz-
ing water shortages.

c. Sewage treatment. A third vital function
as urbanization continues is stream pollution con-
trol. Since problems of financing stream sanita-
tion projects were raised by a number of munic-
ipalities, specific reference to this function is made
under the section discussing municipal finance.
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It is important to note that the State has taken
an active interest in the water and stream sanita-
tion program, as well as in the construction and
maintenance of highways. In these and other ways
the State has already demonstrated that the kind
and quality of urban development in North Caro-
lina is not alone a matter of local concern.

d. State-local relationships. Apart from clari-
fication of the State's responsibility for major street
construction in urban areas, we are not making
any recommendations which would enlarge the
State's area of responsibility for urban develop-
ment.

At the same time we believe that because of the
large number of State agencies engaged in ac-
tivities which affect directly or indirectly the
process of growth and development, the agencies
involved must take every precaution to keep chan-
nels of communication open between themselves
on questions affecting local development and local
government. We do not believe that creation of a
separate State agency coordinating State activities
dealing with urban development, as has been sug-
gested in many states, is now necessary. But
this conclusion is based on the belief that our
State agencies will continue and expand their pol-
icies of effective voluntary coordination.

6. Summary. Some of this analysis may seem
incidental to the problems of orderly growth and
expansion of our municipalities. But in reality
urban growth will not stop at the municipal bound-
ary.

We believe that North Carolina is well into a
period of significant urban growth, spurred on by
increasing industrial development.

We believe that the State's population, what we
have now and the new population to come, is mi-
grating from rural areas into urban areas all over
the State to seek better jobs and better income.

We believe that conditions make it probable
that much of this new urban development will
take place in what are now rural communities.

We believe that the problems associated with
urban development most frequently arise where
effective city government is not available.

We believe that unsound urban development
must be prevented, whether it is taking place in-
side corporate boundaries or in once-rural com-
munities.

We believe that if proposed unsound develop-



ment is prevented wherever it is about to take
place, North Carolina can undergo the industrial
development which will raise the State's standard
of living without giving up its reputation and
character as a State with self-contained and at-
tractive communities in which to live.

Thus we believe that the problems of urban de-
velopment are not problems for cities and towns
alone. They are problems for counties as well.
North Carolina wants the benefits of industrial
development to reach every county in the State.
At the same time it wants each county to avoid

the more damaging effects of industrial, and there-

fore, urban development.

Does this mean that in our eyes cities are con-
signed to a secondary role in the process of rapid
growth? Our answer is firmly "No."

North Carolina has reason to be proud of her
cities and towns and the contribution they are
making to sound economic development and to
sound government. In this critical period, strong
city governments are essential if our urban areas
are:

To continue to have high quality of essential
services in intensively developed areas.

To continue to have water supplies essential
for continued industrial and residential growth.

To continue the successful fight against stream
pollution.

To continue to have transportation systems cap-
able of bringing traffic volumes into and out from
factories and retail centers.

To continue to develop strong retail trading
centers and consumer service facilities.

To continue to develop as attractive and livable
places with good recreational and cultural facilities.

To summarize, North Carolina must be equipped

to meet the challenges of urban growth wherever
it takes place. In our judgment, this responsibility

must be met by local government, cities and coun-

ties alike. Our cities and counties, through a re-
newed emphasis on comprehensive planning pro-
grams, must anticipate the problems of rapid
growth and take effective action to meet them.

Our cities, with far-sighted leadership, must
continue to serve as the focus for new economic
growth and new urban growth.

Our counties must assume responsibility for
new urban growth removed from the central ur-
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ban areas and insure that this new growth will
not bring with it insoluble problems.

The State must make it possible for cities and
counties to carry out these responsibilities as well
as providing essential assistance in the develop-
ment of the highway system and water resources.

It is toward these ends that our recommends-
tions are aimed,

D. Conclusions and Recommendations

On the basis of this analysis of the process of
urban development, of the steps which must be
taken to insure sound growth, and of the local
governmental structure already in effect, we have
reached a number of conclusions and recommenda-
tions.

1. Governmental Structure. We do not believe
that any over-all reorganization of local govern-
ment is necessary or practical at the present time.
North Carolina is not yet faced anywhere with
governmental problems of a truly metropolitan
scale, problems which would necessitate govern-
mental agencies on a regional basis. At the same
time, we recognize that future growth may require
new agencies to meet regional problems.

In the largely urbanized counties, we believe that
the common economic goals of the entire county
justify a closer look at future city-county consoli-
dation. As we have discovered in studying the
process of urban growth and local government's
responsibility for helping plan that growth, a single
county-wide governing board could probably give
more effective leadership for the entire urban area.
On the other hand, there are legal, financial and
political complications, and we think that any pro-
posal for city-county government should originate
at the local level and have the approval of city and
county residents alike.

2. Intergovernmental Relations. In the absence
of any major change in the pattern of local govern-
mental responsibility, we believe that "orderly
growth, expansion and sound development" will
depend upon effective leadership by and close co-
operation between the cities, the counties and the
State of North Carolina.

3. Planning. We believe that greater emphasis
on the planning process is an essential first step
toward insuring orderly growth and sound urban

development. We urge all local governing boards to



re-examine their programs and to provide these

essentials of a sound planning program:

A planning board composed of leading citizens,

representative of every part of the community.

The board must supervise the making of basic

studies needed to determine existing and probable

future lines of development, prepare plans for de-

velopment based on these studies, and advise the
local governing board on the content of plans and

the means for carrying them out.

A planning staff composed of technically-trained

personnel to do the actual work involved in making

studies and preparing plans.

Regulatory ordinances and service policies which

are necessary to carry the plans into effect.

Enforcement personnel to aid in carrying out

the plans.

On the whole we believe that present statutory

provisions [G. S. 160-22, 153-9 (40)] under which

cities and counties may establish planning boards
for themselves and, by agreement among the units
concerned, create joint planning boards, are ade-
quate. Since much new development is taking place
outside the political jurisdiction of cities, we believe
that it will be necessary for counties as well as
cities to undertake planning programs. But we urge
that the planning programs of cities and of the
counties in which they are located be either jointly
sponsored or closely coordinated so that there will
not be conflicting approaches to the solution of
common problems.

From the standpoint of staff services, we believe

that present statutory provisions should be supple-

mented. The cost of technical planning personnel
is higher than many small towns and counties

can pay. As a means of helping these units, the

Federal government in 1954 established a program

under which it would pay up to half the cost of

supplying technical planning assistance to towns
under 25,000 population, with the state and local
governments paying the remainder. In 1957 North

Carolina moved to take advantage of the Federal

aid through the creation of a Division of Commun-

ity Planning within the Department of Conserva-
tion and Development. We believe that these pro-
visions for technical planning assistance should

be made somewhat more flexible because of un-

certainties in the Federal program. We therefore

recommend:

(a) That city, county, and joint planning
boards be authorized to contract with the
State as well as with the Federal govern-
ment for technical planning assistance.

(b) That city planning agencies be authorized
to furnish technical planning assistance to
the county and to other municipalities
within the county; that county planning
agencies be authorized to furnish
technical
planning assistance to municipalities
with-
in the county; and that county and mu-
nicipal governments be authorized to con-
tract and pay for such assistance from
other governmental units.

In short, we believe that any local governmental
unit should have authority to contract for technical
assistance from any other governmental unit which
can provide it.

Municipalities are presently authorized to em-
ploy the enforcement personnel necessary to carry
out their plans. Counties, on the other hand, have
no such authority. All counties are authorized to
employ electrical inspectors, under G. S. 160-122,
but only a few counties, by virtue of special acts,
are authorized to employ building inspectors and
plumbing inspectors. It seems apparent to us that
any effort on the part of a county to control de-
velopment in rapidly growing areas outside cities
will necessitate employment of a building inspector.
We therefore recommend:

(c) That all counties be authorized to appoint

a county building inspector whose duty

it would be to enforce the State Building
Code adopted under Chapter 143, Article
9, of the General Statutes; to enforce any
county building regulations adopted under
G. S. 143-138(b) or (e); and to enforce
any county zoning ordinance or ordi-
nances.

4. Carrying Out Plans: County Powers. Once
plans have been formulated and agreed upon, they
can be carried out in a variety of ways. Capital
improvement budgets, street paving policies and
utility extension policies are typical methods of
carrying into effect important elements of plans
for future development. But no comprehensive plan-
ning program can be made effective without two
basic legal procedures: subdivision regulations and
zoning ordinances.

Subdivision regulations govern the process by
which land is divided into lots for urban-type
development. In general they prescribe the manner
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of laying out streets and lots in such a way as to
insure that any particular subdivision will fit into

an over-all pattern of development for the area and
will not create problems for the community which
could be easily avoided. The zoning ordinance pre-
scribes the type of development which will be per-
mitted in each area, minimum yard sizes, maximum
building heights, and similar matters, so that each
type of land use will be protected against neighbors
which would be unduly detrimental to it and would
depreciate property values. Municipalities in North
Carolina have long had authority to adopt both
subdivision regulations [G. S. 160-226 to 160-227.1]
and zoning ordinances [G. S. 160-172 to 160-181.1],
but only a few counties have been given such au-
thority on a special act basis.

We believe that some unit of government should
have the power to enact and enforce these ordi-
nances wherever land is being developed in an
urban manner. In view of the development which
is currently taking place well outside the juris-
diction of cities and towns, development which
gives rise to many of the problems which we have
cited, we believe that counties must be given the
power, in their discretion, to enact subdivision ordi-
nances and to zone in all areas outside the juris-
diction of cities.

With regard to subdivision regulations, we
therefore recommend:

(a) That counties be authorized to adopt sub-
division regulations in the same manner as

municipalities, covering all areas outside
municipal subdivision jurisdiction.

(b) That such authority require that any re-

gulations adopted be enacted by the board
of county commissioners, but that the com-
missioners be authorized to provide for
approval of individual subdivision plats
either by themselves or by the county
planning board.

(c) That such authority require that any re-

gulations adopted contain provisions under
which county officials would give the fol-
lowing agencies an opportunity to make
recommendations prior to approval of any
individual subdivision plat:
(1) The district highway engineer as to
proposed streets, highways, and
drainage systems;
(2) The county health officer as to pro-
posed water and sewerage systems;
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(3) The county school superintendent as
to proposed school sites;

(4) Such other agencies and officials as
the county commissioners may deem
desirable or necessary.

With regard to zoning regulations, there is a
special problem. Unlike subdivision regulations,
which usually come into play only when action is
taken to develop land in an urban manner, zon-
ing ordinances immediately apply to every piece
of property in the area covered. In many counties
it will be found that only portions of the county,
rather than the county as a whole, are experienc-
ing urban-type growth. We believe that if county
commissioners are required to choose between
regulating the entire county or none, the prob-
able effect will be to delay the regulation of these ur-
banizing areas until it is too late to do much good,
and we propose that the commissioners be given
the option of zoning either all or portions of the
county. To insure that the areas selected for regu-
lation are large enough for the ordinance to be
effective, we suggest that statutory provisions fix
a minimum size for such areas. To avoid prob-
lems of overlapping jurisdiction, we believe that
all county zoning regulations should be limited to
areas outside the zoning jurisdiction of munic-
ipalities in the county. Since we are concerned
primarily with urban-type development, we rec-
ommend that farm and agricultural lands be ex-
empted from provisions of any county zoning ordi-
nance.

In order to be most effective, zoning regulations
should reflect an over-all plan for the development
of the county. This is recognized in most zoning
legislation in other parts of the country, as well
as in our municipal zoning enabling act, which re-
quires appointment of a zoning commission (which
may be the planning board) to make preliminary
studies and prepare a tentative ordinance before
the municipal governing board may act. We be-
lieve that no county zoning ordinance should be
adopted until after appointment of a county plan-
ning board and the making of careful studies and
plans as a basis for the proposed regulations,
Where only a portion of the county is to be zoned,
we suggest that an additional advisory board com-
posed solely of residents of the area affected be
named to work with the county planning board
in the preparation of the ordinance.



We recommend:

(d) That counties be authorized to adopt zon-
ing ordinances, in generally the same man-
ner as municipalities.

(e) That such authority permit the county com-
missioners, in their discretion, to regulate
either the county as a whole or any area
or areas within the county meeting speci-
fied standards; in either case, however,
areas within the zoning jurisdiction of
municipalities would be excluded.

(f) That farm and agricultural lands be ex-
empted from any such regulation.

(g9) That any county wishing to exercise this
authority be required, as a first step, to ap-
point a county planning board to prepare a
recommended ordinance; and that where
only a portion of the county is to be zoned,
a zoning advisory board be appointed from
residents of the area affected to work with
the county planning board in preparing the
ordinance.

5. Carrying Out Plans: Extraterritorial Munic-
ipal Powers. The Commission recognizes that
municipalities have a special interest in the areas
immediately adjacent to their limits. These areas,
in the normal course of events, will at some time be
annexed to the city, bringing with them any prob-
lems growing out of chaotic and disorganized de-
velopment. Even prior to that time they affect the
city. Health and safety problems arising outside
the city do not always respect city limits as they
spread, as was pointed out by our State Supreme
Court in State v. Rice, 158 N. C. 635 (1912). Sub-
dividers of land outside the city commonly wish
to tie in to city water and sewerage systems. New
industrial and commercial development may, for
a variety of reasons, take place just outside the
corporate limits. Visitors to the city receive their
first impression from these outlying areas.

In recognition of this special interest, our Gen-

eral Assembly in 1917 made certain ordinances

of every city apply to territory for one mile be-

yond its limits [G. S. 160-203]. More recently

(in 1929), cities were given general authority

under G. S. 160-226 to regulate subdivisions for

one mile beyond their limits. A total of 19 cities
have, by special act, been given authority to zone
for one mile or more beyond their limits. The
constitutionality of such authority was recently
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upheld by our State Supreme Court in the case of
Raleigh v. Morand, 247 N. C. 363 (1958).

In terms of territorial coverage, existing sub-
division-control authority has proved satisfactory
for most of our smaller towns We should note,
however, that the 1929 enabling act was gravely
inadequate in its substantive provisions and that
municipalities in 53 counties were exempted from
1955 amendments designed to correct this de-
ficiency. Because we think that adequate regula-
tion of land subdivision is basic to insuring sound
development, we hope that legislators from these
53 counties will reconsider their positions in light
of the urban development which has taken place
during the past three years.

On the basis of our study, we believe that ex-
traterritorial zoning regulations begin to become
important for most cities as they reach 2,500 popu-
lation or thereabouts. We suggest, therefore, that
all cities of that size and larger be given extraterri-
torial zoning jurisdiction for a distance of one
mile beyond their limits, to be exercised or not in
the discretion of the local governing body. We
reached this conclusion even though, as a matter
of principle, we believe that governmental action
affecting the use of property should originate in
a governing board elected by persons subject to
such action. To meet this objection in a practical
and yet legal manner, we believe that residents
of the area affected should be given a voice in this
zoning through the naming of outside residents
to local planning boards and boards of adjustment.

The planning board would have responsibility to
make studies and formulate plans for the area, to
recommend zoning regulations for the area, and to
make recommendations from time to time on pre-
posed amendments. The board of adjustment would
have authority to grant relief in individual cases
from ordinance provisions which created hardship.
Thus, representation on these boards would give
outside residents an appropriate and essential role
in both the legislative process and the administra-
tion of the ordinance as it affected land outside
the city.

We therefore recommend:

(a) That all municipalities with a population
of 2,500 or more at the last decennial or
special Federal census be empowered to
exercise zoning jurisdiction for a
distance
of one mile beyond their corporate limits.



(b) That as a prerequisite to the exercise of
such authority, the membership of the
municipal planning board and the zoning
board of adjustment be increased by the
appointment of residents of the one mile
area to these boards, such outside residents
to be appointed by the board of county
commissioners.

Methods of determining the appropriate num-
ber of outside residents to be appointed to these
boards are being studied to determine the most
desirable method for inclusion in implementing
legislation.

In the case of our larger cities, we find that the
area of special interest commonly extends more
than one mile beyond the city limits. Because the
situation varies from city to city, we find it diffi-
cult to fix an exact distance within which such
powers are needed. We suggest instead that local
governing boards be permitted to handle this prob-
lem on a flexible basis, through an authorization
for municipal governing boards and boards of
county commissioners to fix the boundaries of mu-
nicipal zoning and subdivision-regulation powers
in excess of one mile by agreement. In order to
meet legal requirements, of course, the statute
would have to specify the limits of their powers
and necessary findings which they should make
in taking such action.

We therefore recommend:

(c) That cities over 15,000 population and the
counties within which they are located
be authorized, by joint resolution of their
respective governing boards, to fix the
boundaries within which such cities can
exercise extraterritorial zoning and sub-
division-regulation powers over and be-
yond the one mile limit.

(d) That the enabling act provide that such a
resolution could not grant power to a city

over territory more than five miles beyond

its limits and that any such extension of
extraterritorial jurisdiction must be based
on findings of the two governing boards
that (1) the area made subject to control
is presently being developed for urban-

type uses or such development can reasona-

bly be expected within the next five years
and (2) the area is deemed important to
the sound development of the city .
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(e) That any such joint resolution be required
to specify the representation to be accorded
outside residents on the planning board
and the zoning board of adjustment.

(f) That any such joint resolution be permitted
to specify procedures for adopting or
amending regulations for the outside area
and procedures for administration of the
ordinance.

(g9) That provision be made for amending any
such joint resolution at any time by agree-
ment of the respective governing boards,
so as to vary the jurisdictional area or
as to make any other change.

(h) That either governing board be authorized
to rescind such joint resolution at any
time, upon two years" written notice to the
other board.

6. Municipal Boundaries. We have already
stated our belief in and concern for strong city
governments in North Carolina Cities cannot con-
tinue to remain strong and to provide essential
municipal services unless their boundaries are pe-
riodically extended to take in those areas which
require municipal services for sound development
and whose residents make extensive use of munic-
ipal facilities.

As a result, we have given, and are still giving,
careful attention to the whole problem of munic-
ipal boundaries. We have viewed with alarm the
experience in other states where failure of cities
to expand their boundaries periodically has re-
sulted in what is called the "metropolitan prob-
lem." We have analyzed what can happen if a city is
surrounded by heavily populated fringe areas that
cannot for a variety of reasons be annexed by the
city. We have noted fringe areas that are, in every
sense of the word, slums. We have noted fringe
areas whose problems of sanitation and traffic and
law enforcement are so great that cities are dis-
couraged from attempting annexation. We have
noted fringe areas so poorly developed that the city
finds it impossible to extend water and sewer facil-
ities through these areas to serve presently unde-
veloped land that could accommodate sound de-
velopment.

Furthermore, we have studied urban areas where
the fringe is not unincorporated but a tangled
thicket of small, financially weak and competing
towns and special districts. In these areas it is



impossible to find anyone governmental unit
which has the jurisdiction or financial ability to
provide those services and facilities which are
essential to the development of the entire urban
area.

We must not permit North Carolina's cities to
be surrounded and squeezed out in this fashion.
We must provide a climate within which our city
governments may expand their operations in step
with the growth of the urban area.

Our recommendations with respect to planning
and the control of land development do not fully
meet this problem. Well conceived ordinances and
good intentions will not provide the water and
sewer systems that we need, the street systems
that are necessary, the high quality fire protec-
tion, and the other services which are accepted
as necessary for urban living.

We have thoroughly analyzed the experience of
North Carolina cities under present general law
annexation provisions and under the variety of
procedures set forth in special acts. We have
been impressed with the success of some cities in
extending their boundaries as new areas were
developed. We have also been impressed with the
fact that heretofore annexation in this State has
generally been a political process in which the
residents of one small part of an urban area have
had power to cast a veto over city limits extension
proposals which might have had profound sig-
nificance for the development of the entire urban
area.

This procedure has given us much concern. On
the one hand, we believe that the legitimate rights
of every person must be protected. We do not
think that city governments should have uncon-
trolled authority in determining the boundaries
of a city. On the other hand, we do not believe
that the extension of municipal boundaries is a
legitimate question to be decided by a vote of the
residents of a small portion of a large community.

As we have indicated above, the significant fea-
ture of city government today is the system of
facilities which the city provides and which is
essential for urban living. We believe, in general.
that the boundaries of a city should include all
that part of the urban area which is developed
in such a fashion as to presently require the pack-
age of services offered by a city, as well as that
part of the urban area which is presently being

developed in such a way as to need such services
in the very near future.

Furthermore, municipal utility systems are ab-
solutely necessary for sound urban development
in North Carolina. Extension of these systems
beyond corporate limits is possible, and is being
done in some areas. In the long run, however,
outside extension represents a substantial and un-
fair subsidization of outside development by city
residents and may materially weaken the ability-
of the city to finance necessary expansion of both
utility systems and service operations. In short,

a city dependent on the property tax and water
and sewer charges cannot expand to serve new
growth unless its tax base is also expanded to take
in that new growth.

Therefore, in the interests of sound urban de-
velopment, in the interests of continued improve-
ment and expansion of essential utility systems,
and in the interests of soundly financed urban serv-
ices, we have concluded that the question of munic-
ipal boundary extension should be a matter of
State-wide policy and that the State should define
the type and character of areas which should be
provided municipal services in the interests of
sound urban development.

This is easier said than done. Typical annexation
procedures in the United States:

Leave full discretion in the etaie legislature; or

Give the city governing board broad discretion
to determine municipal boundaries; or

Permit residents of areas proposed for annexa-
tion to decide for or against annexation; or

Give judicial or administrative bodies the power
to determine whether proposed annexations meet
broad statutory standards defining land which may
be annexed.

We have already decided that the first three ap-
proaches do not provide a satisfactory solution to
the boundary problem. We are concerned with
the fact that most statutory standards regulating
when annexation may take place are so broad that
judicial or administrative agencies can interpret
them in any way they see fit. We believe that
standards should be more specific, so that it is the
legislature which fixes policy, not judicial or ad-
ministrative agencies.

At the present time we are working on such an
approach. Because the problem is so complex, we
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are not yet ready to make specific recommenda-
tions, but we can set forth our objectives.

We are working on a set of standards which.
individually or cumulatively, would permit munic-
ipal governing boards to annex areas which (a)
presently receive or need municipal services, or
(b) will need municipal services in the immediate
future (one to two years) if the areas are to be
properly developed. Because of our recommenda-
tions for extraterritorial municipal jurisdiction, we
believe that the need for extension of services can
be confined to relatively small areas each year and
that annexation for the purpose of extending sub-
division control and zoning will become unneces-
sary.

Despite the fact that the system we are work-
ing on will define land to be annexed more pre-
cisely than the present system does, we recognize
that the owners of land being annexed should have
some right to a review by a disinterested party or
agency. We are considering several types of re-
view---by a State administrative agency, by a local
administrative agency, or by the superior court.
Since the proposed standards would be specific
rather than general, at the present time we favor
review by the superior court to determine if the
land annexed in fact meets the statutory standards.

Finally, we are aware that in recent years some
land has been annexed to North Carolina cities
which, while admittedly urban in nature, has not
received full municipal services for several years
following annexation. In such cases it is unfair,
we believe, for landowners to pay full municipal
taxes, particularly when they do not receive bene-
fits such as a reduction in fire insurance rates be-
cause their property is not tied into a munic-
pal water supply. We are studying methods by
which such landowners can be given some relief
until the time when services are in fact made avail-
able.

We therefore recommend:

That the question of municipal boundary ex-

tension be made a matter of State-wide policy

in that the State should define the type and

character of land which should be encompassed

in the boundaries of municipal corporations.

We hope to bring forth a supplementary report
outlining our views on annexation before the con-
vening of the General Assembly.

7. A Final Comment. Urban development is pro-
ceeding very rapidly in North Carolina. Its pace
is quickening.

Our study this year has led us to considered
judgments on essential first steps. We believe that
there must be an immediate emphasis on planning
for future development at all levels of govern-
ment. We believe that major responsibility for in-
suring sound development must rest with the cities
and the counties, working in harness with one
another and coordinating their efforts with the
State. We believe that continual study of the
problems of urbanization, accompanied by positive
action to meet those problems, can result in North
Carolina's enjoying the benefits of urbanization
without suffering all of its injurious features.

At the present time we believe that the State,
in addition to its responsibilities for highways,
conservation of water resources, and prevention
of stream pollution, can best meet the challenge
of urban development by making it possible for
local government to do its job. For this reason,
most of our recommendations call for enabling
legislation. Nevertheless, we are not blind to the
fact that much damage can be done if the local
governmental units do not follow through in ex-
ercising these powers.

We therefore believe that the State has a con-
tinuing responsibility to keep all phases of urban
development in North Carolina under careful study.
Those agencies concerned with local government,
and those agencies administering functions affect-
ing the process of urban development, are well
equipped to evaluate from time to time the man-
ner in which the problems of urban development
are being met throughout the State, and they
should do so.

We therefore recommend:

That those State agencies concerned with local
government and those agencies administering
functions affecting urban development should
periodically evaluate the manner in which the
problems of urban development are being met
in North Carolina, and if necessary, should
make recommendations to the General As-
sembly from time to time for remedial action .



