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CHAPTER I

AN INTRODUCTION TO INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS IN
TARRANT COUNTY: A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

On November 24, 1964, the City Council of the City of

Fort Worth approved a contract that read, in part:
The City of Euless and the City of Fort

Worth desire to cooperate in the stationing

of personnel and fire fighting apparatus of

the City of Fort Worth in facilities owned

and operated by the City of Euless; . . o1
An examination of the establishment of this contract 1ls the
purpose of this thesis. There are several pertinent ques-
tions to be answered. What events led to the establishment
of this contract? Since intergovernmental relations involve
serious questions of public policy, how was public policy
formulated? What operatlional procedures were proposed?
Finally, is it likely that the venture will be successful?

The City of Fort Worth has entered into several local
intergovernmental contractual arrangements. Generally,
these provide that Fort Worth will make avellable certaln

services to area municipalities on a fee basis.? The contract

under analysis is somewhat different. No money changes hands.

lCitx Secretary Contract Number 52035, Fort Worth, Texas,
November 30, 1964,

2Interview with Eugene H. Denton, assistant to the city
managgr, Office of the City Manager, Fort Worth, Texas, March
5, 1965.




The arrengement is facllitated by mutual cooperation in a
joint venture, each party to the contract having established
obligations to fulfill. Because of its unique nature in

the Fort Worth region, this experience--if successful--may
be a pioneer in the search for effective solutlions to metro-
politan area problems, Therefore, it deserves rather

complete and close attention and evaluation.

The Approach to the Problem

Research data for this paper has come primarily from
personal interviews. Some of the people were interviewed
many times, some only once. Other research materlals in-
cluded public documents, publications of the city manager's
office, newspapers, and an occasional reference to well-
known works in public administration and intergovernmental
relations.

There were few research problems. The major task was
to decide exactly what was relevant to a study of one agree-
ment as a manifestation of intergovernmental relations
between the City of Fort Worth and another area municipality.
Interviews themselves engender some problems, particularly
of validating statements and of sifting through and separat-
ing “good" opinions--those that were held by significant
people and that revealed some thought content--from the
"bad" opinions that revealed little of the two basic require-

ments. This problem was solved by an informal cross-valldation



in subsequent interviews. Research on the project covered
a seven-month period from January, 1965 to July, 1965. By
March a baslc approach had been determined.

Several pertinent facts came to mind. Some attention
must be pald to other interlocal agreements., A *history*
must be written to present the setting from which the sta-
tion contract evolved. These requirements are met in the
following pages of this chapter. Finally, the formation of
public policy must receive adequate explanation. This is
the function of the second chapter.

In regard to policy formulation, it was soon discovered
that the Water Department of the central city had been engaged
for years in intergovernmental contracting to provide water
eand sewerage services. Upon closer examination, it was
revealed that the actlvity of the Water Department over the
years since the inception of the first local water agreement
actually constituted the baslis of policy formulation in
intergovernmental relations. FPurthermore, the establishment
of the contract under analysis would have been improbable
if not lmpossible without the basis of cooperation so care-
fully laid by the Water Department.

As the chapters unfold, attention is focused on "extra-
legal," or at least circumstantial, forces that brought
about the eventual cooperative agreement. These include a
demand for more fire protection in both Euless and Fort

Worth, the effect of the Municipal Annexation Act of 1963,



and the increasing cost of fire insurance. Following this
analysis, the paper presents the negotiation of the contract,
which is the purpose of the fourth chapter.

The negotiations of the contract snd the operational
procedures proposed for the new facility are subjected to
an intensive analysis. The participants in the negotiations
are placed in a perspective that reveals the actual power
centers, the sources of greatest influence at the bargain-
ing table., At this point, the provisions of the contract
are presented and discussed.

Some conclusions and projections about possible prob-
lems and current solutions to present problems conclude

the thesis.

Scope of the Problem

To discuss adequately the problems of governing metro-
politan America is an extremely difficult task. By and large,
however, the problems of metropolitsn areas tend to be simi-
lar. They are, for instance, characterized by a proliferation
of local units of government: municipalities, counties, and
special districts.3 The metropolitan region found in Tarrant
County, Texas, is no exceptlon.

In the Fort Worth region there are thirty~-three independ-

ent municipalities governing a metropolitan population of

3Robert H. Connery and Richsrd H. Leach, The Federal
Government and Metropolitan Areas (Cembridge, 1960), p. 197.




about 538,000 people.u According to Graves, the immediate
problem facing most metropolitan areas--due to the prolifer-
ation of governments--is one of inefficient services.5
However, there are others., Jerry L. Brownlee, Fort Worth
City Manager, has cited the lack of adequate revenue sources
as one of the major problems of all large cltles, and one
which contributes to the other problems of metropolitan
areas.6
The cdnstant demand for the larger citlies to provide
more and better services often does not include suggestions
for added tax revenue. This fact, coupled with the concept
of the "doughnut city," often places severe burdens of finan-
cial administration on the officials of the larger cities.
The "doughnut city" is a phenomenon of the newer metropolitan
areas., FPFort Worth is two cities, according to Brownlee: the
older core city and the newer city that is spread out around
the central district. The newer city provides a tax base
upon which services can be performed for both the new and the

old areas of the municipality.7 In short, because of the

“United States Bureau of the Census, 1962 Census of
Governments (Washington, 1962), VII, 70.

5W. Brooke Graves, American Intergovernmental Relations
(New York, 1964), p. 738.

6J. L. Brownlee, "Fort Worth City Management," a speech
presented to the North Texas Chapter of the Amerlcan Soclety
for Public Administration, Fort Worth, Texas, March 20, 1965.

7Ibid.



depreciation of property values in the older parts of the
city, Fort Worth has a constant demand for increased revenue
sources,

A reallocation of revenue can be an effective remedy.
Part of the overload could be eliminated on the periphery
of the city by cooperative planning with area municipalities
to omit unnecessary services in some areas and by interlocal
contracting to provide municipal services across the corpo-
rate boundaries of the meny autonomous governments that dot
Tarrant County. In this manner, funds that are now used
providing dual or overlapping services in some areas could
be released for use elsewhere,

The smaller municipalities in the region do not escape
the problems of financial burdens and adequate services,
Almost all of the incorporated areas in Tarrant County are
younger than the central city.8 Those to the northeast of
Fort Worth and many to the northwest developed during and
following World War I1.7 These communities are called
“bedroom” communities because they do not include in their
municipalities any significant industry or commercial devel-
opments,10 Instead, they are economically integrated with

the central city. Residents of these areas work in industry

81bid.

9Interv1ew with Lee Cowell, city manager, Office of the
City Manager, Buless, Texas, March 26, 1965.

101pig.



and commercial areas which are on the tax roles of the central
city, and the residents are dependent upon the larger commu-
nity for outside-the-home entertainment.ll Case after case
has indicated that the reason the municlpalities were incor-
porated in the first place was to avold annexation by the
central city, and, in turn, to avoid the larger tax assessment
necessary to operate the larger city government.lz In the
case in point, the suburb of Euless has substantially the
same problems of providing municipal services as do other
area suburban communities. Although officlals of the smaller
city deny that Euless was incorporated to escape Fort Worth
annexation,13 this 1s a doubtful proposition, particularly
since the Fort Worth-Euless corporate boundaries Join. In
fact, the city lacks an adequate tax base because of the
absence of substantial commercial development,

These financial problems affecting both the larger
and smaller cities intensify the problem of inefficlency
in Tarrant County, as well as in other metropolitan areas

across the country.lb

llMany of the people interviewed discussed the integra-
tion of suburban people with the central city, both soclially
and economically.

121nterview with Denton, March 5, 1965.

13Interview with Cowell, March 26, 1965, and supported
by an interview with Jack Hauger, fire chief, Office of the
Fire Chief, Euless, Texas, March 26, 1965.

luGraves, American Intergovernmental Relatlons,
pp. 742-756.



The problem of providing efficient services 1is acute:

But today the smaller units of government simply

cannot employ on a full time, salaried basis the

personnel, and purchase and efficliently utilize

the costly plant and equlpment required for many

modern governmental services. Nor are they in a

position adequately to serve the needs of thelr

citizens.15
The many problems stemming from inefficiency and a lack
of adequate revenue are varied. They include the problems
of providing adequate sewerage services, library services,
water supplies, police and fire protection, and of insuring
the free flow of traffic, to list only a few.

Of course, the intensity of these problems varies from
region to region, and there are many approaches used to
help combat their effects. W. Brooke Graves presents an
excellent summary of selected activities on a state by
state basis.l® The summary includes those areas that are
attempting to solve thelr individual and yet somewhat
common problems.

By and large, with such notable exceptions as Dade
County, Florida, and Davidson County, Tennessee, most
interlocal cooperation is performed by some form of the
contract mechanism. In Pennsylvania, for example, J. J.
Carrell reports that the interlocal contract is the device

most frequently used in integrating the governments of

metropolitan Philadelphia, Further, he considers it highly

16

151bid., p. 738. Ibid., pp. 742-749,



promising.l? |Minnesota and New York have cities with
similar agreements.l8

The contract mechanism is a flexible instrument of
intergovernmental cooperation. This 1s true because of the
structure of the instrument. Generally, the contract is
between two parties, or in this case, municipalities. The
contract-~using proper legal Jjargon--specifies the obliga-
tions to which each party agrees. Further, there is usually
a time limit set for the operation of the contract and often
a date for renegotiation.

The device 1s extremely flexible, The obligations by
which the parties abide are dictated by the particular sit-
uation and mutual understanding. Of course, there 1s an
area of mutual understanding before the contract is nego-
tiated. The orocess of negotiation irons out remaining
areas of dispute,

Fort Worth's contracts are written exactly as a solemn
agreement between two citizens would be written,1? Because

a city under Texas law is a separate legal entity, the nane

17J. J. Carrell, “"Inter-Jurlsdictional Agreements as
an Integrating Device in Metropolitan Philadelphia," an un-
published doctoral dissertation, University of Pennsylvania
(Philadelphia, 1953), cited in Graves, American Intergovern-
mental Relations, p. 746.

18Graves, American Intergovernmental Relations,
pp L] 7“’3"’?“’4.

19Interview with 8. G. Johndroe, Jr., clty attorney,
Office of the City Attorney, Fort Worth, Texas, July 2, 1965.
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of a city can replace the name of an individual in inter-
municlipal contractual agreements.zo

There are many additional advantages to the contract
mechanism., One, obviously, is that it can utilize the
existing forms of local government.

Shattering of our existing pattern of local

government in metropolitan areas and remolding

in some 'ideal' pattern is politically infea-

sible, and perhaps undesirable and unnecessary.

Much can be done within the present framework 1if

bold use is made of such tools of intergovern-

mental relations as interlocal contracting,

standards for new incorporations, reasonable

annexatiog laws, and responsible area-wide

services.<l
"Responsible area~-wide services" could include the use of
the area-wide special district. Texas has a sizable number
of speclial districts, of which few are area-wide. Thrombley,
reporting in 1959, listed 829 special districts operating
in Texas.22 The gquestion is have they helped or hindered
in nmeeting the problems of metropolitan areas.

In order to answer adequately this question, one must
limit the discussion of special districts to a particular

metropolitan area. In short, the use of the special district

20The Charter of the City of Fort Worth, Texas, rev.
May 20, 1959 (Fort Wortn, 1959), p. 2.

21Norman Beckman, "A Review of Services--~Area-Wide or
Local," an unpublished paper presented to the Annual Confer-
ence of the American Municipal Assoclatlon, Houston, Texas,
August 10, 1963.

22oodworth G. Thrombley, Special Districts and Authori-
ties in Texas (Austin, 1959), p. 3.
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may be helpful or it may be harmful. Obviously, the special
district contributes to the proliferation of governments in
the metropolitan region. However, responsible use of the
special dlstrict may contribute to solving the problem of
diversification of a particular service., For example, the
Tarrant County Water Control and Improvement District Number
One is charged with providing an adequate water supply to
the entire metropolitan area until the year 2010 and with
providing area-wide, long-range, sewage disposal programs.23
This type of intelligent use of the special district--as is
more thoroughly presented in Chapter 2--~results in a coop-
erative effort by area municipsalities and other governmental
units.

Although the contract mechanism appears to be the most
successful instrument of intergovernmental cooperation, its
use does not preclude the use of other devices.

Fort Worth's Approach to Metropolitan
Problems

The City of Fort Worth prefers the contract device as
a means of intergovernmental cooperation. In fact, the City
has an established policy, adopted by the City Council on

September 30, 1963, encouraging intergovernmental cooperation

ZBInterview with Ben Hickey, general manager, Tarrant
County Water Control and Improvement District Number One,
Office of the General Manager, Fort Worth, April 30, 1965.
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on & contract basis.24 The City has several working agree-
ments with other communities in the county, the County, and
special districts. Following 1s a brief survey of inter-

governmental activity in which the City of Fort Worth is

engaged.,

Service Cooperation with Other Municipalities

In addition to its regular policy encouraging inter-
governmental cooperation, the City has formulated two policies
on the avallability of water and sewerage services to custom=-
ers outside the corporate limits of the City. The water
service policy was adopted in August, 19603 the sewerage

policy in October, 1963.25

Water and sewer services.--Even prior to the establish-
ment of an official policy, the central city was actively
engaged in providing water and sewerage services to outlylng
communities. In water service, the City had four water
contracts approved before the first Water Department policy
was adopted. There have been eight contracts signed since

August, 1960. In regard to the more recent sewerage policy,

2403ty Council of the City of Fort Worth, Minutes of
the City Council, Office of the City Secretary, Fort Worth,
Texas, September 30, 1963, p. 474,

25Tnterview with Philip W. Holley, administrative
analyst, Fort Worth Water Department, Office of the Director
of the Water Department, Fort Worth, Texas, February 1, 1965.
See also, Minutes of the City Council, August 27, 1960,
p. 436, and October 21, 1963, pp. 497-502,
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there have been only two contracts signed since October,
1963. However, prior to the establishment of a public
policy statement there were twelve successful agreements
entered into. As mentioned, the development of public
policy 1s presented in Chapter 2 in which the areas of ac-

tivity of the Water Department are carefully developed.

Fire and police services.--The City maintains many

informal mutual ald agreements with other oommunities.26

The Fort Worth Fire Department has a mutual agreement with
the Tarrant County Fire-Fighters' Association. All pro-
fessional and volunteer departments in the County--with the
exception of Fort Worth's--have personnel who are members
of the county-wide organlzation. These informal agreements
allow any municipal fire chief to request assistance from
the central city in combatling a particular blaze, and Vice
yersa.

The working arrangement in police protection is basi-
cally the same., Area police chiefs can request help from
the police chief of the City of Fort Worth. Nevertheless,
both fire and police agreements preclude the answering of

calls from citizens of other municipalities.27 Of course,

area police departments cooperate with each other and with

26Interview with William Gordon, administrative analyst,
office of the City Manager, Fort Worth, Texas, Hay 15, 1965,

27Interview with Denton, MNarch 5, 1965.
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the state police in the apprehension of suspects traveling
through the county.z8

In addition to these "line" functions, the City coop-
erates with the smaller communities in other areas of police
activity. The dog pound is made available to other communi-
ties on a fee basis.?9 This is also true of the radio
repailr service maintained by the Public Works Department of
the larger City.3o Since rapid communication is essentlal
to the protection of life and property, the radio repair
service is provided on a twenty-four hour basis.31

In February, 1964, the central city signed a contract
with the City of Everman.J? Everman is a small municipality
located on the southeast side of Fort Worth. The contract
gserves a dual purpose. It provides that Everman will make
avallable sewerage services to communities in areas most
feasibly served by that city but actually inside the city
limits of Fort Worth. It also provides that the corporate
limits separating the municipalities are to be relocated.33

Everman agreed to accept, treat, and dlspose of sewage
that originated in Fort Worth, using the existing Evermen
plant. Purther, and this is an example of the flexibility

28Ibicl. 291nterview with Gordon, May 15, 1965.
301pid. H1psd.

32Interview with Jerry L. Brownlee, city manager, Office
of the City Menager, Fort Worth, Texas, January 28, 1965.

331bid.
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of the contract mechanism, Everman agreed to make no enlarge-
ments of 1ts sewage treatment plant and to discontinue that
facility when the number of connections to the Everman col-
lector system is about 1200, or double the then present
number. At that time, Everman agreed to divert its total
sewage to the Fort Worth collection system for treatment in
Fort Worth plants. The Everman sewage will then be treated
on a fee basis that is in accordance with existing sewerage
contrects. Everman also agreed to provide water to those
same customers in those communities inside the corporate
limits of Fort Worth,3Y

Fort Worth agreed to negotiate a contract for the sale
of water and sewerage services with the City of Everman
at the time when Everman can no longer provide adequate
services for that part of the metropolitan area, 3>

Furthermore, the contract was not subject to enforce-
ment until both communities had released certain land held
in thelr respective city limits to the other city.36 The
change involved had been agreed to by representatives of
both cities and was believed to be desirable. The boundaries
dividing the two cities were illogically located primarily
because of the evolution of the cities' sizes from one annex-

ation to another. The suggested changes in land holdings

3LLCM:;): Secretar% Contract Number 5103, Fort Worth,
Texas, April 13, 1904.

351p14. 361p14a.
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were approved by the city councils of both cities, as
reconmended by their representatives.37

The Everman contract deserves special attention because,
although i1t is entirely different from the contract with
Euless for the bi-city fire station, i1t 1s potentially as
important. It represents a definite “step forward" in inter-
governmental relations in Tarrant COunty.38 It also serves
as a precedent--particularly in the relocation of corporate

boundaries--for future contracts with other area clties.39

Cooperation with the County

The City maintains cordial relations with the County
government., In fact, many projects are informally supported
by officials of both units of local government, and repre-
sentatives from both meet often on an informal basls.uo

However, there are some areas of formal cooperation.

Library service.--The City annusally enters into an
agreement with the County to provide l1ibrary service to
residents of area communities.ul This service is provided
by issuing regular library cards to these citizens and by
the bookmobile service. There has recently been some

controversy between the two governments over the rate

37{nterview with Denton, March 5, 1965.
38Interview with Brownlee, January 28, 1965.

39Ibid.

HO. terview with Gordon, May 15, 1965. Mipiq.
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charged the County for the benefits of these services. The
City charges an annual fee that is subject to revision at

the end of each year when the contract 1is re:negoti.at:e;-zd.l*2

Civil defense.-~-The City Manager 1is designated by the
national government as Civil Defense Director in the case of
a national emergency.43 To date, the Manager's role as
Civil Defense Director has not affected his daily activitles.
However, in the area of civil defense, both the County and
the City governments contribute to the support of the civil
defense program in Tarrant County.bg This support is not

provided on a contract basils.

Public health.-~The City of Fort Worth maintains the
Adult Clinic, a clinic for the treatment of venereal disease,
and the Public Health Center.u5 The County government con=-
tributes one-third of the cost of operating the Adult Clilnic
and one-third of the mailntenance expense of the Public EHealth
Center. In return, Tarrant County residents may avall them-

selves of these gervices.

Cooperation with Speclal Districts

Independent School districts.--Although there are many

independent school districts in Tarrant County, the Fort

I
2Citx Secretary Contract Number 4967, Fort Worth,
Texas, January 11, 1965.

431nterv1ew with Denton, March 5, 1965.

huInterview with Gordon, May 15, 1965.
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Worth Independent School District 1s the one of singular

importance. The City attempts to cooperate with the District
by informally coordinating the dates for bond issues.b’6
Further, the City collects the taxes levied by the School

District.*? For this service, the City is paid a fee.

Water districts.--Although there are four water control
and improvement districts in the Fort Worth region, the City
is cooperating with only one of these, 1In the 1960's, the
City, in a negotiated contract, agreed to buy all its raw
water from the Tarrant County Water Control and Improvement
District Number One.}"'8 In return, the City turned over its
own raw water source, Lake Worth, to the operation of the
Water District.

Today, there is an atmosphere of harmony in inter-
governmental relations in the Fort Worth metropolitan region.
The number of cooperative agreements 1s testimony to the
willingness of area municipalities to cooperate. However,
the spirit of cooperation has not always been prevalent.

In fact, for a period of twenty years--from about the begin-
ning of World War II until very recently-~the relationship of

the officials of Fort Worth with those of the surrounding

suburbia was the antithesis of harmony.49
41114, 471p14.

48Interview with Hickey, April 30, 1965.

49‘I‘he area around Fort Worth developed because of alr-
craft industries that came to the region in the early 1940's.



19

Isolation to Cooperation

L. P. Cookingham came to Fort Worth as Clty Manager
on June 13, 1959.50 Cookingham was the first "professional”
nenager ever to serve the state's fourth largest city. He
came to Fort Worth as an experienced manager, having served
as a public administrator in several Michigan communities
and in Kansas City.51 He brought with him methods that were
new--to say the least--to the citizens of Fort Worth and
Fort Worth municipal employees. The problems that challenged
Cookingham when he arrived were far from having easy solutlons.

Cookingham was faced with internal and external problems.
Inheriting the office from a weak manager, Cookingham had
personnel problems, problems in intergovernmental relations,
and efficlency problems both internally and externally that
stemmed from poor organization and a lack of adequate plan-
ning. J. PFrank Davis was 000kingham'§ immediate predecessor.
It was Davis's administration to which Newell referred when
she concluded:

Cookingham . . . may be able to lead the clty

to develop its vast potential once he can resolve

the internal municipal problems, most of which

were inherited from a preceding weak adminlstra-

tion.52

She could have included external problems also.

500har1dean Newell, *Municipal Publications and Heports
As an Aspect of the City Menager's Public Relations 1n Fort
Worth, Texas," an unpublished master's thesls, North Texas
State University, Denton, Texas, 1962, p. 8.

5l1pi4. 521b1d., p. 108.
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The central city's relationship with its neighboring
communities actually was at an all-time low in the late
1950's. Part of the reason that srea community relation-
ships were antagonistic was the administration of W. O.
Jones, former Fort Worth City Manager.

Jones served Fort Worth as Clty Manager from 1947
until 1956.53 (He quit to build the Dallas-Fort Worth
Turnpike.) During his tenure as manager, Jones admittedly
did not favor the incorporatlon of settled areas in Tarrant
County. He tried to annex all inhabited areas, Jones's
attitude toward intergoverrnmental relations was one bordering
on idealism. He considered the only possible solutlon to
metropolitan area problems to be the expansion of the core
city until it included the entire County. He recommended
a constitutional amendment that would eliminate the requlre-
ment of County government, arguing that such an amendment
would pave the way for municipal annexation (by the central
city) of 211 incorporated areas in the County.54

Obviously, the political opposition to such a program
would render its success ilmpossible, at least within the
foreseeable future. Jones was quite bitter. This attitude

toward the suburbia, his unwillingness to cooperate except

53Jones is a civil engineer. He was promoted to the
menager's office from the Department of Public Works.
Interview with W. 0. Jones, consultant c¢ivlil engineer, Fort
Worth, Texas, June 30, 1965.

SH1p1a.
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in a few selected emergencies, his desire to incorporate
all inhabited areas in the County, and his attack on "“any-
thing less than consolidetion® as an unworkable compromise,
were factors that unquestionably led to the open antagonism
that prevailed between area communities.

The 1ssues that separated the core city from the
exurbla involved the well-known metropolitan area disputes.
The central city accused the various suburbia of incorpo-
rating only to avoid the greater tax rate of the central
city. In return, the suburbs charged that without the labor
supply provided by suburban communities the bilg city industry
would be forced to move. The arguments went on. The smaller
communities charged that the core city was attempting to
dominate them, to absorb them, or to destroy them, 59 The
accuracy of these arguments is irrelevant. What is lmportant
is that they were arguments and accusations issued by both
sides as recently as five or six years ago. Fortunately,
they are seldom heard today.

As in all matters involving community attitudes, changes
that occur do so for a variety of reasons. Not all of the
reasons are ever ldentifiable. However, there was a series
of events that did, at least, contribute to the alteration

of the core city's attitude toward interlocal cooperation.

55These arguments were noted by many people connected
with ares municipal governments, including Denton, Holley,
and Cowell.
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One of the less notable events that did affect the
development of interlocal cooperation occurred through the
activities of service clubs in the area. The ILions Club,
the Klks, Rotarians, Junior Chambers of Commerce, and other
#civic" minded organizations exposed members of different
communities to each other through cooperative programs and
conventions.sé The effect of these activities was immeas-
urable, but at least many of the people living 1in nelghboring
aress had some common allegiances. The baslc advantage to
these arrangements was that the same people who belonged to
these organizations were often the people with a better-than-
average interest in municipal affairs and in the development
of thelr respective communities.57

Secondly, there were beglinning to emerge immediate
and serious problems that were obviously common to the
entire metropolitan area. These problens centered around
the shortage of water and en inadequate method of dis-
posing of area-wide sewage. Perhaps the evolution of
common problems, more than any other factor, resulted 1in
the eventual atmosphere of cooperation that perneates the

metropolitan area today.

561nterview with J. H. Chowning, division manager,
Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, Fort Worth, Texas,
May 9, 1965. Chowning was President of the Fort Worth
Chamber of Commerce during the 1961-1962 calendar year.
In that capacity he was familiar with the activities of
the various service clubs in the area.

57 1b1d.
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Cookingham's arrival in Fort Worth was the third event
lmportant to the changing community attitude. When Cooking-
ham came, he recognized the attitude of uncooperativeness
as undesirable and began to initiate substantial changes.

Of the several innovatlons Cookingham formulated, not the
least important was the creation of the Department of Re-
search and Budget.

With an ablding belief that the best administrator is
an informed administrator, Cookingham assigned the task of
directing the Department to J. L. Brownlee, who was later

to become Cookingham's successor.58

Brownlee, a Phi Beta
Kappa graduate of the University of Kansas, was well schooled
in research techniques and had been an important part of
Cookingham's task force in the Kansas City office,

The success of the Department under Brownlee's gentle
demand-for-perfection guidance was notable., In the first
place, the function of the Department was to act as an arnm
of the City Manager. The Department provided the manager
with continual information--both technical and general--
about the operation of the City's government.59 Often,
these reports to the manager were accompanied by preclise
recommendations for the manager's and the City Council's

60

consideration. There is no question but that the activity

58Interview with Denton, March 5, 1965.

597b1d.
6GInterview with Gordon, May 15, 1965.
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of Research and Budget played an integral role in dis-
covering inadequacies and inconsistencies in municipel
policies both internally and in interlocal relations.
As Brownlee himself remarked after becoming City Manager,
¥Eventually, they [Eity employeq§7 began to realize that
the boys in 'Research' were not spies, but could be of
valuable assistance."él

In short, the nebulous combination of events that
led to the changirng coauunity attitude--particularly on
the part of Fort Worth officials-~toward area communities
eventually made possible a rather broad effort in inter-
governmental cooperation that contributed directly to
the establishment of the bi-city fire station. lore spe-
cifically, without the careful progress of the Fort Worth
Water Depgrtment in gradually formulating a policy of
cooperativeness in the providing of water and sewer services
to other communities, the adoption of a policy by the City
Council encouraging intergovernmental cooperation would
have been improbable if not impossible, Without that
statement of policy, there would have been no basis for

the contract that established the bi-city fire station.

6lErownlee, "Fort Worth City ianagement," a speech
presented to the North Texas Chapter of the American
Society for Public Administration, Fort Worth, Texas,
March 20, 1965.



CHAPTER II

THE DEVELOPMENT OF PUBLIC POLICY IN
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

The emergence of public policy 1s not a revelation
of golden reason, nor as a result of the philosophlical
reverie of a Philosopher King, removed from the turmoll
of everyday life., Public policy ls-~in many cases--the
result of a pragmatic application of workable devices.
Public policy develops slowly, moving like a liquid toward
the path of least reslstance.

At its inception, public policy is usually not public
policy at all, but rather a successful solution to some
immediate problem. It becomes policy as that solution 1s
applied successfully to succeeding similar problems. As
the solution is applied, the shape and nature of policy
are formed. Thus, over a span of time, some homogeneous
characteristics are identifiable from one instance of
problem solving to another, This, of course, is pragmatic
policy formulation.

Public policy cannot be adequately considered unless
the concept of public interest is also introduced. Although
the concept of publlc interest has long been a perplexity
to political theorists, perhaps the most generally accepted
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definition is given in the following statement by Emmette
Redfordsl
The essence of the public interest is a

public need, and this need is intrinsic rather

than derived. The public interest has an orig-

inal, primary, and inherent quality. 4nd it

may « « « have_a central position in policy

deliberations.
In the development of public policy in the case under
analysls, this definition of the public interest appears
to be supported.

Activity in the Fort Worth Water Department over the
span of years from 1938 until 1963 laid the basis for a
formal policy statement encouraglng intergovernmental
relations. Thils policy statement was written and submitted
to the City Councll for consideratlion by Councilman Scranton
Jones. These events, coupled with the arrival of Cookinghanm
in Fort Worth in the summer of 1959, are the central con-
trolling factors in the development of public policy.

The Water Department of the City of Fort Worth: Pragmatic
Administrative Policy Formulation
The Water Department of the City of Fort Worth is charged

with providing both water and sewage disposal services to the

1Redford lists Rousseau, Locke and Hobbes, Lippmann,
Herring, Dewey, Appleby, Macmahon, and Truman, among others,
as theorists who searched for the definitlon of the publiec
interest. Emmette 3. Redford, "The Never-Ending Search for
the Public Interest," Ideal and Practice in Public Admin-
istration (University, 1958), DP. 107=137.

2Tbid., p. 112.
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citizens of the City.? The activity of the Water Department
in intergovernmental relations 1s in providing outlying

communities with thesge services.

Water Service
In providing water service for the City of Fort Worth,
the Water Department has traditionally maintained lakes in
the area for raw water sources. This was prior to 1960.4
In 1960, the City of Fort Worth turned over Lake Worth to
the Tarrant County Water Control and Improvement District
Number One, a special district government. The agreement

was made a part of a contract that went into effect in

March of that year.

The Tarrant County Water Control and Improvement
District Number One.--This Water District is the oldest
in Tarrant County, establlshed by the voters of the county
on October 7, 1924.° The District was established as the
Tarrant County Water Improvement District. The name was
changed in 1925 to include "water control and improvement®
as a result of enabling leglislation passed in the 39th

Legislature.6

3Interview with Phllip W. Holley, administrative
analyst, Office of the Director of the Water Depsrtment,
Fort Worth, Texas, February 1, 1965.

4Ben Hickey and Staff, Your Water Supply Source: A
Report to the People (Fort Worth, 1962), p. 10.

5Tbid., p. 20. Tbid.
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As a legally constituted taxing authority, the District
1s charged with providing flood control, water pollution
control, water recreation facilities, and an adequate water
supply to members within Tarrant County.’ Today, the Dis-
trict is serving the clties of Westover Fills, River Oaks,
Edgecliff Village, most of Westworth Village, a part of
Azle, and all of Fort Worth.3

Membership in the District is avallable to any area in
Tarrant County. For an area to be added to the District, a
petition must be filed with the Board of Directors "praying
that the lands described be added to and become a part of
the established district."9 The Board passes upon the re-
quest, and unless there are significant reasons not to
annex the land--such as a lack of water or the inability
of the Districet to serve the land in question-~the area
becomes a part of the District and is subject to the Dis-
trict's taxing authority. If the area in question is a
part of a recent annexation to a city served by the District,
the land automatically becomes a part of the District.10

The taxing power of the District is unlimited. There

is no legislative restraint on its ad valorem assessment, 1l

7Ibid., p. 5.

8Interv1ew with Ben Hickey, general manager, Tarrant
County Water Control and Improvement District Number One,
Office of the Manager, Fort Worth, Texas, April 30, 1965.

9Verggg'§ Texas Statutes, 1948, I, 2189 (1948).

101pterview with Eickey, April 30, 1965. 1lIbig.
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However, the tax is levied and collected by the County.
The Water District pays the County Tex Collector-Assessor
a fee for levying and collecting the District's taxes.lz
This is in accordance with the Texas Civil Statutes, Title
128, Article 7880. The County government assesses taxes
according to a twenty-~five per cent of assessed value basis.
Therefore, the District's taxes are also assessed at this

percentage.13 Currently, the District's taxes are six-

teen cents per one hundred dollars evaluation.

A history of the metropolitan water problem in the
Fort Worth area.--The drought of the 1950's brought about

increased concern over the future water supply in the
county. Fort Worth and River Osks were the only surface
water users in the metropolitan area.lu All other communi-
tlies were dependent upon ground water for thelr water
supplies., It was apparent that the water table in the
county was decreasing raplidly due to the increased demands
of the outlying areas.l5 In October, 1956, the Fort Worth
City Counéll received the results of & study that was
undertaken by the engineering firm of Freese and Nlchols.16

121p14d. 131bia.
luIntervlew with Holley, March 8, 1965.

15Philip W. Holley, "Sanitary Sewer Service and Water
Supply for the Fort Worth Metropolitan Area," an unpublished
paper presented to the Texas Water and Sewage Works Asso~-
ciation Annual Short School, College Station, March 3, 1964,

16H10key, Your Water Supply Source, p. 21.
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The results of the study were made avallable to the Water
District.

As a result of the study, the City of Fort Worth
requested that the Water District accept the responsibility
of providing an adequate water supply for the county until
the year 2010.17 fThen, in 1960, the City contracted with
the District. The contract provided that the City of
Fort Worth would turn over the operation of Lake Worth

to the Water District.18

Further, Fort Worth agreed

to purchase all of its raw wtaer needs from the District

at an established rate of four cents per one thousand
gallons.19 The rate was to be in effect from March,

1960, until the first bonds were sold for the construction
of pipe lines from the District's proposed Cedar Creek
Reservoir. The reservolir would be constructed imme-
diately, under the terms of the contract, but the pilpe
lines feeding Tarrant County with raw water would not be
started until the West Fork System (Lake Worth, Eagle Houn-
tain lake, and Lake Bridgeport) dropped to a three year
supply based upon the previous twelve months' usuage. This

means that the contract rate of four cents per one thousand

gallons of raw water will remaln the same until the current

17Interview with Hickey, April 30, 1965.
18Interview with Holley, April 6, 1965.
19nterview with Hickey, April 30, 1965.
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available supply drops to three years.z0 When the pipe line
bonds are issued, the rate of four cents per thousand gal-
lons will double. This will enable the District to insure
the retirement of its bonded indebtedness without ralising

the ad valoren assessment.21

one solution to the metropolitan problem.--Fort
Worth agreed to the rate structure when the District promised

that it would not sell water to any community in Tarrant
County for less than four cents per thousand gallons, and
that when the rate doubled, all rates to all raw water cus-
tomers would double also.22 Fort Worth was preparing to
serve the outlying areas in the region with treated water.
Obviously, Fort Worth did not want to provide treated water
to a community that was a member of the District and had a
lower purchase rate of raw water than Fort Worth did with
the District. All non-members of the District that are
served by the City of Fort Worth pay double the base rate
for the raw water, plus a treatment and handling charge that
8ll communities pay. Thelr rate is doubled because they
escape the taxing authority of the District.23

The City of Fort Worth was willlng to negotiate the
contract because the District with its unlimited taxing

20114, 211bid.
221144,

X

231nterview with Holley, April 6, 1965.
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power could more easily ”f%oat“ a bond issue than the

central c;lty.ZLL

Further, the central city reallzed that
gomething had to be done to insure an adequate water supply
to the metropolitan area.25

Because the District provides only raw water, treat-
ment facllities must be provided by the communities belonging
to the District. This is particularly difficult for the
smaller municipalities with a small tax base, and virtually
impossible for unincorporated areas in the county. Further,
the outlying areas--with the exception of River Oaks--were
ground water users. Ground water communities do not main-
tain treatment facilities because ground water ls relatively
pure, and is only chlorinated.26

The water supply of the City of Fort Worth was limited
only to the amount that City could successfully treat. The
City meinteins two treatment sites, North Holly and South
Holley.27 The combined maximum treatment capacity 1s
195,000,000 gallons dally (195 MGD). The citizens of the
city consume an average of 75,000,000 to 100,000,000 gallons
daily, except in the *"peak"™ months of July, August, and

September when the average dally consumption is somewhat

21 terview with Hickey, April 30, 1965.

251p1d. 261914,
ibid
27Interview with Holley, April 6, 1965.



33

higher. The raw water supply of the District 1s well above
the yearly average requirement.

The West Fork System of the District has a "safe"
vield of 56,000,000 gallons daily.?8 sgafe yield is meas-
ured by the productivity of the lakes from thelr tributaries
under the most serious drought conditions. This means that
the safe yield is not the average daily productivity of the
lakes when there is an average rainfall in any glven year.
The Cedar Creek Reservoir, now in existence, has a safe
vield of 133,000,000 gallons daily.29 There is plenty of
water for area communities available at the "Water District's
door.® The Water District predicts that an approximate
147,000,000 gallons daily will be demanded by 1980.30 With
the addition of the Cedar Creek Reservoir, the Water Dis-
trict now commands area lakes Wwith a safe yield of 189,000,000
gallons daily. All current informed oplnion indicates that

this is a more than adequate supply to meet area demands.

The use of the contract device.--Included in the
statements given at the beginning of this chapter was that
public policy evolves. Unquestionably, the development of
public policy in the area of intergovernmental relatlions had

its first origins in the Fort Worth Water Department.

28ﬂickey, Your Water Supply Source, p. 2l.

%9 b1,

30Ibid.
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In 1938, the central city signed a letter of agreement
with the officials of the United States Public Health Service
ﬁospita1.31 The United States government owned a hospital
facility that was located within the city limits of the
City of Fort Worth. Located on national government land,
the hospital was immune from the taxing authority of the
local government. Although the hospital maintained a ground
water source, the need for addltional water was pressing.

On August 11, 1938, the City agreed to provide the facility
with water service.

The agreement has proved successful. However, at that
time, Fort Worth had had no experience in contract servicing.
As a result, there was no established length of the agreement,
no expiration date, and no date for renegotiation or rate
adjustment.

Another successful agreement was entered into by the
central city and Westworth Village on February 18, 1953.32
Subsequent contracts were signed in 1955 and 1956.33

The evolution of publlic policy 1ls more easlly seen
at this point. The use of the contract device for the

sale of water to outlying areas had taken the form of a

3linterview with Holley, March 16, 1965.

3 Ipid.

3333e Table I, "Schedule of Water Contract and Agree-
ments,* p. 35, for a complete listing of treated water
contracts the City of Fort Worth has signed from August 11,
1938 until March 19, 1964,
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SCHEDULE OF WATER CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS*
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City Date Length
USPHSH## 8/11/38 Indefinite
Westworth 2/18/53 Indefinite
Village
White 1955 Indefinite
Settlement
Arlington 5/15/56 Indefinite
Westover Hills 9/7/56 50 Years
(New Section)

Edgecliff h/12/61 30 Years
Village

Forest Hill 6/6/61 Indefinite
Richland FEills 3/29/63 30 Years
Lake Worth 6/26/63 Indefinite
Village

Burleson 8/22/63 30 Years
Haltom City 9/16/63 30 Years
Westover Hills 10/7/63 30 Years
(014 Section)

North Richland 3/19/64 30 Years

Hills

*
Source:

Fort Worth Water Department.

**mited States Public Health Service Hospital.
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public policy, regardless of the official position of the
City. When it was necessary, the Clty of Fort Worth would
sell water to customers outside the city limits using the
contract device to do so.

Eventually, on August 30, 1960, the City Council
adopted a pollicy on the avallabllity of water to outlying
areas in the metropolitan region. There had been five
agreements signed prior to that date. That statement read:

The City of Fort Worth is ready, wlilling
and able to supply treated surface water to any
city in Tarrant County requesting such water.
This service will be provided by the City of
Fort Worth at no cost, direct or indirect, to
the citlzens of Fort Worth.

The City can and will move without delay
to provide the cities of Tarrant County with an
adequate supply of treated water, Haltom City
and Benbrook have made formal requests of the
City for treated water and the City Manager
has been instructed to work with these cities
in preparing contracts for the delivery of
such water to these communities immediately.
The City of Fort Worth is prepared to supply
treated water to any other community upon nego-
tiation of mutually satisfactory contracts.
These contracts will guarantee each city an
adequate long range treated water supply,
while protecting all iﬂterests of the tax-
payers of Fort Worth.3

The Councll, in adopting the policy on the sale of water
to outlying municipalities, formallized a procedure that
had proven succegsful in the past. This 1s a classlc ex-

ample of adminlstrative policy formulation. Moreover, it

34”Policy of the City of Fort Worth Pertalning to Avail-
ability of Water to Communities Outside Fort Worth," a paper
published by the Fort Worth Water Department, Fort Worth,
Texas, August 30, 1960.
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is pragmatic policy formulation. The same process occurred

in the sale of sewerage services.

Sewerage Service
Official Council policy in providing sewerage services
to outlying communities is substantially the same as in the
sale of water. The sale of sewerage services by interlocal
contract is the predominant characteristic:

The City of Fort Worth is ready, willing, and
able to furnish sewage transporting and treating
facilities to neighboring communities, at a
reasonable price which will fully recover the
cost of services furnished by the City of Fort
Worth. . . . Contracts will be negotiated with
suburban communities on an equitable basis,
with terms and conditions to each community
being determined by the same basic principles.
The charge for the use of the Fort Worth
sanitary sewerage systen shall be based on

the complete cost of operation and mainten-
snce, and capital costs of the transporting and
treating facilities as computed for the portion
of tre §§stem utilized by the neighboring com-
munity.

This statement of policy was adopted by the Council on
October 21, 1963, and entered into the Council Minutes.
As noted above, the adoption of this policy was the

formalization of a procedure that had proven successful

in the past.

The metropolitan sewage disposal problem in the

Fort Worth area.--Area-wide sewage disposal is a difficult

35Minutes of the City Council, October 21, 1963,
pp. 497-502,
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problem., In the Fort Worth region, sewage is disposed of
by disbursement of effluent into a stream or river. The
effluent is carried downstream thoroughly diffused. Hence,
all cities upstream from other congested areas have a
responsibllity to downstream populations: to make sure that
effluent from the srea is not dangerous to lives of people
and snimels. In short, the upstream cities must insure
proper treatment of sewage. The State of Texas, like other
states, realizes the necessity of stream pollutlon control
and attempts to regulate the quality of effluent sent
downstream.

The problem is area-wide in scope. All clitles that
dump treated sewage into the Trinity River or tributaries
that feed the Trinity have a mutual responsibility. A4s in
the problem of providing an adequate water supply, the
outlying communities in the metropolitan region are unable
to provide adequate sewage treatment facllitles to meet
the increasing demands placed on the systems they are now
operating.

As the metropolitan reglon became more and more
densely populated, the problem of adequate sewage treatment
on an area-wide basis has recelved more attention:

In 1958, the Fort Worth Chamber of Commerce

set up a sub-committee to study water pollution

control. In February, 1959, a county-wide citi-~

zens' group asked the County Commissioners' Court

to begin consideration of a County Wide Sewerage
Disposal System. In May, 1959, & general meeting
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was held at the Chamber of Commerce offices at which

the State Health Department officials reported on

pollution of water in Tarrant County by raw sewage.

A Joint Steering Committee representing filve organi-

zations was formed and later recommended that an

Engineering Feasiblillity Study and Plan be obtalned

at & cost of $10,000, which was paid by the munici-

palities, power and light companies and the County.

This resulted in the plan now being developed

at a final 1ong—rangeétotal construction cost of

$73 million dollars.>
Under the area-wide plan, each municipallty will operate
1ts own collector system. All sewage originating in the
Tarrant County area will then be channeled into major
trunk lines that will carry the raw sewage to proposed
treatment facilities. There are three such facilitlies
being plenned; one is complete, the Village Creek Sewage
Treatment Plant.3?

The advanteges of area-wide sewage disposal systems
ere numerous. Economy is an advantage. As noted, the
cost of an adequate treatment facility is almost prohibitive
to the small municipality. A 1imited number of treatment
plants will insure a uniform treatment of sewage. The
fewer treatment sites provide easler plamming in the future.
This says nothing of the advantage of escaping the nuisance
of odor and the corresponding multifold problem of avallable

plant locations.

36ﬁickey, Your Water Supply Source, p. 23.

37 tnterview with Hickey, April 30, 1965.
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Of course, Fort Worth's attitude was not one of
complete unselfishness. As the core city--the largest
city-~in the metropolitan area, the responsibllity of
adequately treated sewage was primarily a Fort Worth
problem. Even if the City could adequately treat its own
sewage, it could not afford to have the smaller municipal-
jties in the area dumping improperly treated sewage into
the same river.38

In the contractual relationship with the other
municipalities, Fort Worth is utilizing its extra treat-
men capacity and is receiving some added revenue. On
the other hand, the small municipallties also benefit.

In fact, it is less expensive for the small municipal-
ities to pay for the sewage actually treated than 1t 1s to
construct an adequate long-range treatment facility.39
According to the statement of policy the Councll endorsed,
any contract servicing will be compensated according to
the quantity of sewage treated. The sewage treated will
be metered at the point a municipality's collector pipe

intersects a Fort Worth trunk 1ine.uo

38nterview with Eolley, March 11, 1965.

39Ibid, Apparently, this is still true even though the
United States Congress has made available Federal ald to
cities that need to construct adequate sewage treatment
facilities. United States Statutes at Large, LXII, Part I,
1155 (1948).

40yinutes of the City Council, October 21, 1965,
pp. 497-502.
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The problem of metropolitan area water pollution was
recognized., The advantages of an area-wide system were
known. The communities in the region knew they had the
means to correct the situation. What remained was to de-
cide "how" to solve the problem. The answer was the

assistance of the central city.

One solution to the metropolitan water pollution
problem.--When the City of Fort Worth agreed to provide
water service to the United States Publlc Health Service
Hospital in 1938, it also agreed to provide the hosplital
with sewage disposal service. And, as in water agreenments,
subsequent contracts were entered into by the City and
surrounding municipalities. The lnitlal problem was
how to serve the hospltal. It was solved with a letter
agreement. As important and similar problems arose, the
City Councll consistently approved'the recommendations of
the Water Department to utilize the contract mechanism.
Slowly, the use of the formal contract replaced the letter
agreements. Gradually, some characterlstics--for example,
standard lengths of contract enforcement, dates for re-
negotiation or rate adjustment-~begen to emerge from one
instance of problem-solving to another. Eventueally, a
uniform policy was adopted in October, 1963.

Because the sale of sewerage services to other cities

was similar to selling water services to the Pederal hospitel,
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and because the contract device had been successful in the
past, the City Council logically turned to the contract
device as an instrument of cooperation. The statement of
policy provided that:
Contracts will be negotiated with suburban

communities on an equitable basis, with terms

and conditions to each community being deter-

mined using the same basic principles.
The Council had formalized a public policy that had been
formed by pragmatic munlcipal administrators. Obviously,
the development of water and sewer contracts was concurrent,
Because the Fort Worth Water Department administers both
water and sewerage services, the same people were administer-
ing the problems of both an adequate water supply and
adequate water pollution control.f*2

Unquestionably, the emergence of common problens
among area municipalities contributed to the evolution
of the formal decision to cooperate with area municipal-
ities. Some degree of cooperation would have been developed
eventually. However, 1t has been shown that the activity of
the Fort Worth Water Department contributed in a major way
to the development of the means of cooperation, providing

examples of successful 1ntermunlcipal cooperation., Besildes

the positive contributions of the Water Department; two

4l1pig.

uzFor a complete list of intermuniclpal sewerage agree-
ments, see Table II, “Schedule of Sewerage Contracts and
Agreements,® p. 43.
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SCHEDULE OF SEWERAGE CONTRACTS AND AGREEMENTS*
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City Date Length
USPHSH#*# 8/11/38 Indefinite
Forest Hill 1/23/54 Indefinite
School District
Arlington L/5/55 10 Years
Edgecliff 9/19/55 10 Years
Village
Benbrook 11/8/55 10 Years
Sansom Park 2/5/60 36 Years
Lake Worth 5/20/60 36 Years
Village
Arlington 5/16/61 4 Years
(Renegotiated)

Jenkins 5/31/61 5 Years
Heights

River Oaks 9/1/61 35 Years
White 12/1/61 35 Years
Settlement .

Westworth 2/18/63 Indefinite
Village

Westover Hills 10/7/63 35 Years
(014 Section)

Forest Hill ‘1/23/6h 35 Years
Hurst 2/1/65 35 Years

#Jource: Fort Worth Water Department.

#¥United States Public Health Service Hospital.
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Other events can be 1solated as contributing to the process
of developing a policy encouraging intermunicipal cooperations
the election and subsequent proposals of Scranton Jones, and
the hiring of L. P. Cookingham as City Menager. The effect
of the City Manager on the formation of public pollicy is
consldered first.

L. P, Cookingham: Executive

Policy lLeadership

L. P. Cookingham came to Fort Worth from Kansas City
in June, 1959. The problems he faced both internally and
externally would have challenged any City Manager. 1In his
approach to these problems, Cookingham introduced to Fort
Worth the Department of Research and Budget. He put Jerry
.. Brownlee in charge of that departmem:.u3 In its probing
around City Hall and into City functions, the Department
discovered sever inconsistencies in the City's activities
in intergovernmental relations.

Of the few municipalities serviced on a contract basis,
most were drawing water from Fort Worth only in the peak
months of July, August, and September.uu The City's un-
official policy was to install meters on a temporary besis

for a period of three months. The meters were installed in

438rownlee, of course, became Cookingham's successor.
Under Cookingham and Brownlee, the Department of Research
and Budget recommended changes in the Police Department and
reorganized the Garbage Disposal Division, among other things.

441nterview with Holley, March 11, 1965.



b5

June or July and removed in September or October of every
year.uS Further, there was little consistency 1n dealing
with separate customers.

~In an attempt to remedy these unnecessary maladies,
Cookingham worked closely with the Water Department
Director, Ralph Hardy, in preparing the policy on the
availability of water to area communities. In that policy
statement there were included some principles that were to
apply equally and conslistently to all municipelities con-
tracting with the central city for water services:

The City of Fort Worth is prepared to supply
treated water to any other community upon
negotiation of mutually satisfactory contracts.
. . « The actual price to each municlpality
will be based on delivery costs relative to
the average and peak volumes requested by the
various municipalities. . . . In distributing
water throughout the county, it is the pollcy
of the City of Fort Worth that municipalities
not in the Tarrant County Water Control and
Improvement District No. 1 should Join the
District in order that they might gain the
priority benefits of the raw water supply
that come through membership in the District.
. « o Each user supplied water by the Clty

of Fort Worth will pay a rate sufflclient to
reimburse the City for water treatment and
distribution costs, and will be expected not
to resell water to any user at a rate kgwer
than the equivalent Fort Worth charge.

By the time the sewer policy was adopted by the Fort

Worth City Council (October 21, 1963), Cookingham was no

45714,

u6“Policy of the City of Fort Worth Perteining to
Availability of Water to Communlities Outside Fort Worth,"
August 30, 1960.
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longer City Manager. His former asslstant had been ele-
vated to the post. Nevertheless, even though Cookingham
was absent, his presence was felt i1f not seen.

Many of the weeknesses that plagued water contracting
also had affected the experience in sewerage service con-
tracting. As a result of Cookingham's and Hardy's efforts,
the first long-range sewer contract was signed with the
City of Sansom Park on February 5, 1960. The contract
was set to expire in thirty-slix years. The extended tinme
period of the contract's exlistence was desirable because
it rendered planning an easler task and justified a sub-
stantial capital investment.

Brownlee has also been influential in policy formula-
tion. In e “"Mayor and Council Communication," Brownlee
said:

Because it 1s belleved that enactment of

the attached draft policy statement would be

beneficial to the citizens of the City of Fort

Worth and to the area as a whole, and because

it reflects the Council policy of intergovern-

mental cooperation and prior Councll actlion on

sewer contracts, it is recommended that the

policy be adopted. It 1s also recommended

that the City Manager be authorized to continue

negotiations with neighboring communities

seeking sanitary sewer service from the City

of Fbrtugorth in accordance with the standard

policy.

However, it must be remembered that the Council adopted this

47Jerry 1.. Brownlee, "Mayor and Councll Communication,"®
Number G-549, an unpublished report from the City Manager to
the City Council, Fort Worth, Texas, October 14, 1963.
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policy on the avallability of sewer services on October 21,
1963, after the adoption of the general policy encouraging
intergovernmental cooperation on September 30, 1963. Hence,
the formsl sewer policy did not cause the development of
the general decision to cooperate on a contract basis with
area communities. If anything, the reverse is true. The
statement in the "M & C" does support one contention:
Brownlee does favor intergovernmental cooperation. Since
he was a student of Cookingham, his approach to municipal
problems could logically be expected to have a Cookingham
flavor.

After the 1960 adoption by the Council of the policy
encouraging the sale of waler to outlying communities,
the Council approved five additional water contracts prior
to the adoption of a2 general policy encouraging inter-
governmental cooperation in September, 1963, In sewer
gervice contracting, the Council had approved seven
jntermunicipal contracts pefore the adoption of the general
policy dictate and after Cookingham's arrival in Fort
Worth. In addition, two other contracts were signed 1in
1963 (the Everman and Euless agreements), and one water
agreement and one sewer agreement were negotiated a year
after Cookingham's departure. Thus, in a period of three
years, the Councll approved the establishment of sixteen
intermunicipal contracts, as opposed to a total of elght

agreements signed between the years 1953-1956., This is
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further testimony to the success Cookingham, and later
Brownlee, had in expanding the scope of Fort Worth's
cooperative experiences with other municipalities by
providing dynamlc executive policy leadership.

Cookingham was a catalyst. THe arrived in Fort Worth
and recognized that certain of the City's policles were
inconsistent. When he left, his legacy remained: there
had been a profound and lasting change 1in the city manage-
ment of the City of Fort Worth. The change was as from
night to day, from amateur management to professional
management. Cookingham's immedliate predecessor had been
promoted to the manager's office from the assistant
menager's Jjob. That manager, J. Frank Davis, was not
trained as a city manager. His only ntraining' was that
which he received as the assistant to City Manager
W. O. Jones. Jones, as previously noted, ascended to the
menager's job from the Department of Public Works. These
men had had long historles of close assoclatlon with the
City of Fort Worth. As a result, meny of the old prejudices
that Cookingham as a newcomer was able to ignore were very
real and important to the former managers. Unquestionably,
there is & distinct advantage to a clity when 1t can “import"
people into its management. These new people bring with

them new ideas, new methods, and new 11fe.b8

ugThis is Brownlee's argument in defense of the staff
of graduate students 1in the Department of Research and Budget.
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Scranton Jones:t Officlial Legislative
Policy Dictation

The last in the series of events that led directly
to the establishment of a new policy encouraging inter-
governmental cooperation was the election of Scranton
Jones to the Fort Worth City Council. With Jones's elec-
tion, the legislative body of the City of Fort Worth gained
an advocate of intergovernmental cooperation,

Jones was elected to the Council in April, 1963. In
that election, only one former Councilman was returned to
office, That was Bayard Friedman, who was chosen Mayor by
that Council via secret ballot. This was a new Council--

a somewhat inexperienced Council--that was willing to
approach the City's problems in the best way it knew how.
Elected to that Council were Bayard Friedman (Mayor),
Willard Barr (Mayor Pro Tempore), Scranton Jones, Doyle
Willis,a9 Marvin Shannon, R. M. "Sharkey" Stovall, R. E.
"Bob" Harding, T. Z. Hamm, and Harris Hoover.

After the new Councll settled down to business, Jones
began to draft a proposal to present to the Council encourag-
ing intergovernmental cooperation. He had long been aware
of the need for some type of cooperation in the area, but
the problem was presented more vividly to him by the HNayor

of another city. ﬁuring Jones's campaign in 1963, the Mayor

49W1111s was declared ineligible to hold office in
1964 when he made himself a candidate for the Texas Senate.
He was replaced through sppointment by Watt Kemble.
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of Euless had sent letters to all Councilmen and Council

candidates protesting Fort Worth's annexation of certain

lands in northeast Tarrant County, but he had received no
reply.5o Bis dilemma spurred Jones's interest in improv-
ing area cooperation.

As a result of his increasing enthusiasm, Jones went
to the annual meeting of the American Municipal Assoclation
which was held in Houston in that year, 1963.51

"While the others went swimming, I went to a seminar
held on Saturday morning, August 10.“52 There he heard
a paper presented by Norman Beckman, Assistant Director
of the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relatlions.
After hearing that paper, Jones initiated a serles of
formal inquiries into the method of intergovernmental coop-
eration in other metropolitan areas. He requested
information from officials in Dade County, Florida, and
Davidson County, Tennessee; these counties had created a
type of "super® government that served the entire metro-~
politan area.53

During his research activities; Jones came to the
conclusion that the City of Philadelphia, Pennsylvanla,

had many problems similar to those that faced Fort Worth

5OInterview with Scranton Jones, Mayor Pro Tempore,
Fort Worth, Texas, June 30, 1965.

5l1pid., 521p14.

L—

531bid.
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and had experienced apparent success in utillzing the con-
tract mechanism to implement intermunicipal cooperation.Su
As & result, the policy eventually adopted by the Fort
Worth City Council is very similar to the official policy
of the City of Philadelphia,””

After Jones was convinced that the policy the City of
Fort Worth should adopt was similar to the policy in the
Pennsylvania city, he drafted a pollcey statement.56 The
next step was to convince the rest of the City Council
that then was the time to officlally encourage an atmos-
phere of cooperativeness by adopting a policy encouraging
area intergovernmental cooperatlion.

At a series of pre-Council meetings, Jones introduced
his proposal for Council consideration.57 In his presen-
tation, Jones carefully outlined the problem, as he saw
it, and possible solutions. He concluded with some sug-
gestions for the implementation of the solutions he concelved
of as the most desirable.

To begin with, Jones listed several recent events

that indicated the "need for coordination among local

Shqbid. 551p14.

S—————

561bid.

57;bid. The pre-Council meeting was a Brownlee innova-
tion. The Council meets at 8:30, one hour prior to the
convening of the regular sesslon, every Monday morning to
discuss the agenda for that meeting. It 1s not a closed
sesslon since the press and other sources of public infor-
mation are invited, and a phone is provided.
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regional governments.“58 Among these were included (1) the
meeting of the County Steering Committee on April 5, 1963,
(2) the increased activity in area cooperation for the
development of the Trinity Canal, (3) the resolution of the
Council to study the County-sponsored convention center.59
Upon these events, Jones based hls case for the adoption
of some policy encouraging intergovernmental cooperation.
Jones then included a list of reasons that--in his
opinion--indicated a need for the adoption of his policy.
Included in these reasons were (1) the lack of communication
between area governments, (2) public apathy toward reglonal
problems, (3) the proliferation of local governments, (&)
the smaller cities' fear of domination by the core city,
and (5) the need for extension of services beyond tax
boundaries.éo
In order to correct these maladies, Jones llsted
several possible solutions. Among these, he included
the creation of a voluntary metropolitan "Councll of
Governments,® County-wide municipal government, annexation,
and the use of intergovernmental agreements.61 Jones,

obviously, was set to argue in favor of the use of the

5830ranton Jones, "Outline of Remarks on Need for Area
Coordination," an unpublished paper presented to the Fort
Worth City Council, Fort Worth, Texas, September 30, 1963.
591bad. 601114,

611biq.
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1htergovernmental agreement to facilitate governmental
cooperation in the area. In his oral argument, he ruled
out county-wide government as politically infeasible, using
the Dade County and Davidson County examples as governments
that had been established against the greatest political
odds, and yet had not proved successful. The Texas Munici-
pal Annexatlon Act of 1963 outlawed the use of extensive
annexation of surrounding unincorporated communities as a
posslble solution.62 Jones then shifted his argument to
support the proposals he favored. In the first place,
he wanted to use the intermuniclipal agreement as an imple-
ment of cooperation, and secondly, he suggested that a
voluntaery metropeolitan “Council of Governments® be formed.63
In order to support his proposals, Jones argued that
the City had previous experlence in intermunicipal contrac-
ing and that this had been successful. Further, he argued
that previous Council action had encouraged intergovernmental
cooperation in providing water and sewer services on the
contract basis. In support of the ®Council of Governments,¥®
Jones pointed out that this voluntary council would give

area communities' officials regular occasions for meeting

62Genera1 and Special Laws of the State of Texas, 58th
Legislature, G47 (195632). The purpose and effect of the
Municipal Annexation Act is thoroughly discussed in the next
chapter with particular emphasis on its effects in Tarrant

County.
63Jones, *Outline of Remarks."®
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face-to-face in order to discuss area problems and to
hammer out possible solutions. It would be a vehlcle for
the exchange of ldeas and a common meeting ground that had
not been provided in the past.éu

In the carefully prepared statement offered to the
Council, Jones included recommendations for implementing
his proposals. He encouraged the adoption of his policy
promoting intergovernmental cooperation. Next, he suggested
that the City Nanager be authorized to appoint an "Area
Development Coordinator" from his staff.65

The appointment of an Arez Development Coordinator
would, Jones believed, provide an officer who could serve
as a secretary to any committee or orgenization that was
formed for the purpose of studying possible areas of
intergovernmental cooperation, or of examining existing
problems that were area-wide in scope. The Coordinator
would be a permanent correlating force among these several
activities.66

Jones was effective in his argument. ©On the day Jones
presented his proposal at the pre-Council session, the Council

in the regular session approved the statement of pollcy as

Jones had written it, changing only one word.67 There was

6h1piq, 651p14.,

S——— ————

67For e complete statement of the Council's policy,
see the Appendix, p. 140.
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some formel Council debate. Councilman Willis objected to
the policy adoption, alleging that it would lead to the
growth of unnecessary bureaucracy and that this was not in
the best interest of the City's citizenry. Councllmen
Hoover also railsed a minor question.68 Regardless of the
objection, the proposal was overwhelmingly accepted.
Public interest was then focused not on the possibil-
1ties of such & broadly sweeping policy statement but on
the imminent selection of an Area Development Coordinator:
City Council has taken a step that could be of no
minor importance to the future of the Fort Worth
metropolitan area. It has approved Councilman
Seranton Jones' plan for the appointment of a
co-ordinator to work with other governmental
agencies in Tarrant County for improved co=-
operat%gn and co-ordination of activities and
plans.
Informed opinion knew that the appointment would go to
either Eugene H. Denton or Kenneth Duggins, the City
Manager's assistants.’? By October 2, 1963, the new
Area Development Coordinator had been naned. He was
Bugene H. Denton.7l

In a statement to the press, Brownlee commented on the

appointment of the new Coordinator:

681nterv1ew with Jones, June 30, 1965.

69Fort Worth Star-Telegram, October 2, 1963,

70Jones reconmended that the Coordinator be selected
from one of the City Manager's two assistants.

71"Area Development Coordinator Named," a news release
from the City Manager's office, Fort Worth, Texas, October 2,

1963.
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Brownlee said Denton's assignment is one which

recognizes that all municipalities in the county,

the government of Tarrant County, and speclal

districts, have common problems and interests

which can bsgt be handled by nutual cooperation

and effort. '
Brownlee, who was obviously pleased with the Council's action,
supported the program by pointing out the advantages to having
an Area Development Coordinator:

Brownlee said that designation of an area

coordinator may lead to substantial savings

to the taxpayers of Fort Worth and surround-

ing cities, because there are so many local

government responsibilitlies which can be done

more ecgnomically and effectively by Joint

action.’3
The appointment of Denton as the Area Development Coordinator
added to Denton's work load with no increase in pay. One of
the primary stipulations of the Council's decision to permit
the appointment of the Coordinator was that he was to serve

7 The Council was careful to

without additional salary.
make certain that the press was aware of the aspect of the
Coordinator's job, probably in order to appease any criti-
cism of bureaucratic growth.

Since part of the task of the Coordinator was to serve
ag a secretary to any group or committee that was interested
in intergovernmental relations in Tarrant County, Denton

has performed well. Since the time of the policy statement,

Denton has served as secretary to the Port Study Committee,

7212&@- 731114,

7”Fort Worth Star-Telegram, October 2, 1963.
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and as secretary to the temporary committee appointed by the
newly formed Council of Governments, the implementation of

75

another of Jones's suggestions.

Conclusions

Policy development in intergovernmental cooperation
provided a basis for the Euless contract establishing the
bi-city fire station. As Brownlee noted in an "M & C" to
the Council recommending the adoption of the Euless contract:

Approval of the proposed agreement between the

Cities of Euless and Fort Worth is recommended

as a means to reduce costs, provide a higher

level of fire service throughout the area, and

develop closer bonds of cooperation betw$gn the

municipalities of Euless and Fort Worth.
It has been shown why the contract device was used in the
Euless agreement, and why the Fort Worth City Councll was
receptive to a contract authorizing the establishment of a
bi-city fire station. PFurther, the evolutlion of a public
decision to begin & new era in metropollitan government in
the Fort Worth region--an era that has permitted a bi-clity
fire station to be established--has been presented.

Of the three events described and eanalyzed--the

emergence and recognition of common area-wide problems,

the coming of Cookingham, and the recommendations of

751nterview with Jones, June 30, 1965.

Jerry L. Brownlee, "Mayor and Council Communication,”
Number C-407, an unpublished report from the City Manager to
the City Council, Fort Worth, Texas, November 24, 1964.
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Seranton Jones--the emergence and recognition of common
problems is by far the most important.77

Cookingham was an "import.” He came to the City with
no preconceived ldea of the governmental relationships 1n
the Fort Worth area. With the electlon of a new City
Council, the change in the formal approach to lntergovern=-
mental cooperation was imminent. Cookingham and Scranton
Jones were men with enough vision to foresee the need for
substantial adjustments in the City's formal policy. Both
men were aware of the advantages that could be gained from
intermunicipal cooperation, advantages it would be redun-
dant to repeat here. However, the efforts of the Fort
Worth Water Department over the years between 1938 and
1963 provided a foundation for the eventual alteration in
public policy. It was this Department that initlally
began to grasp and contend with the emerging area-wlde
problems. It was in this Department that the concept of
an area-wide need first began to emerge.

In the opening pages of this chapter, 1t was stated
that public policy 1s directed in its formation by some
concept of the public interest, accepting Redford's state-

ment that "the essence of the public interest is a public

77A chart presented in Figure 1, page 59, depicts
intermunicipal contracts now in existence. The contracts
are presented chronologlically along a scale of years.,
Further, the chart graphically portrays the evolution of
a public policy presenting the introduction of the three
events that were most important in the evolution of that
policy.
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need." This statement is supported by the Fort Worth
experience.

The evolution of publlic policy encouraging inter-
governmental cooperation was driven by emerging concepts
of the "public need" that were not isolated to a particular
city, but were area-wide in thelr scope. These public
needs have been enumerated as the need for area-wide
water distribution, the need for area-wide sewagé dis-
posal, and the encompassing need to do something about
the waste that stems from the proliferation of munleipal
governments in Tarrant County. These concepts of the
public need are psychological umbilical cords that result
in a "feeling® of unity of purpose; a unity that demands
that the o0ld traditions of municipsal isolationism and
imperialism give way to the new atmosphere of harmony
between the central city and exurbia. Thls atmosphere
1s one that is capablé of opening wide vistas of achieve=~
ment and permitting the . governments of the metropolitan
area to develop to their fullest capacitlies in providing
improved municipal services.

When Connery and Leach report that although the
majority of Americans live in metropolitan areas there
is no psychological tie among them, they are nistaken,?8

There is a common psychological tie, It is the common

78310hard B, Connery and Robert H. Leach, The Federal
Government and Metropolitan Areas (Cambridge, 1560), p. 196.
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bond of need that is rooted in the common problems that
confront the cltizens of metropolitan areas. What is
needed 1s for the community leadership to foster, to en-
courage, to fertilize the growth of the recognition of
this tle. When the representatives of area governments
realize the exlstence of thls common bond, when they
recognize that many of their problems are common to all,
there will result a translition in public attitudes.

Public policy evolved in the City of Fort Worth. It
evolved like a liquid, slowly, seeking the path of least
regsistance. And it 1g a classic example of pragmatic
administrative policy formulation.

Having presented the permissive factors that gave
rise to an increased effort in promoting intergovernmental
cooperation, this study turns to an examination of particu-
lar events that contributed directly to the establishment
of the Euless contract, to an analysls of that contract,
and to the negotiations for the contract and the operational

procedures proposed for the new station.



CHAPTER III

THE DEVELOPMENT OF COOPERATION BETWEEN THE CITIES
OF FORT WORTH AND EULESS

A series of events occurred in the months immediately
prior to November 30, 1963, that were relatively unrelated.
They were bound together because each contributed directly
to the possibillity of cooperation between the municipalities
of Fort Worth and Buless. The purpose of this chapter is

to report and analyze those developments and thelr effects.

The Municipal Annexation Act of 1963

During the 1963 session of the Texas Leglslature, the
lawmakers passed into law H.B. 13, "an Act regulating the
authority of cities, towns and villages to annex territory.“l
The act was known as the "NMunlcipal Annexation Act." The
purpose of the statute was to provide an orderly relatlon-
ship of municipalities in the annexation of land. "Land-
grabbing" by municilpalities in Texas had resulted in chaos.
Prior to the Municipal Annexation Act, the Legislature had

not acted with respect to regulating municipal annexation.2

1General and Special Laws of the State of Texas, 58th
Legislature, 447 (1963). Hereinafter referred to as the

Municipal Annexation Act.

ZInterview with S. G. Johndroe, Jr., city attorney,
Office of the City Attorney, Fort Worth, Texas, July 30,

1965.
62
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The City of Fort Worth had amended its Charter on
December 18, 1946, to provide for the annexation by
ordinance of territory without the consent of the inhab-
itants of that territory,3 an activity that was not
permitted in the past. In establishing some procedural
guarantees for residents outside the City, the amendment
required that the Council pass the ordinance twice. After
the first passing of the ordinance, the text of the law
was published in a dally newspaper at least thirty days
prior to the second passing of the ordinance. Upon the
second passing of the ordinence, the territory offlclally
became a part of the City of Fort Worth. The effect of
the amendment was to *hold"™ the land for a time in a
state of “purgatory.® The land was nelther a part of the
central city nor available for annexation by any other
municipalities in the area because annexation proceedings
had been started by the City of Fort Worth. There was no
limitation on the time the City could hold the land in
that nebulous state. This activity--which was rather wide-
spread throughout the Home Rule citles in Texas--is what

the Municipal Annexation Act was determined to prohibit.

Extraterritorial Jurisdictlon
Perhaps the most important section of the 1963 statute

was that establishing "extraterritorial jurisdiction® for

3The Charter gg the C tz of Fbrt Worth, Iexas, rev.
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all cities in Texas. The act attempted to regulate the
ares immedlately avallable for any glven city to annex,
In approach, the statute delegated a certain amount of
land to be a city's extraterritorial Jurisdiction, based
on the city's population. Any city having less than 5,000
people was granted an extraterritorial jurisdictlon that
extended one half mile from that city's city limits, pro-
viding, of course, that the land was not a part of another
city. Cities with populations of 5,000 to 25,000 were given
extraterritorial jurisdictions that extended one mile from
their existing city limits. A population of 25,000 to
50,000 earned a city a jurisdiction of two miles. Three
and one half mile jurisdictions were granted to citlies with
populations of 50,000 to 100,000, and those citles with
populations in excess of 100,000 were given extraterritorial
jurisdictions of five miles.u

The lawmakers were attempting to ration the avallable
unincorporated land esmong municipalities in the state. No
city could annex gny land that was outslde the city's extra-
territorial jurisdiction. The lawmakers realized that such
Jurisdictions would overlep in metropolitan areas. Therefore,
the law permitted a city to flle suit in a District Court if

a mutually agreeable allocation of the avallable land could

“Municigal Annexation Act, pp. 447-U448,
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not be determined. The District Court would then allocate
the land in question.5

Some guide lines for the court to follow in such a
proceeding were established. The legislators required that
the court apportion the land on the basis of the clties'
respective populations, with no city recelving less than
one tenth of the area involved. Fuither, no land of less
than 160 acres and held under one ownership would be
divided between different cities! jurisdictions.6

After placing several restraints on municlipalities
in order to protect the public,7 the lawmakers put certain
limitations on the process of annexation. As noted, the
statute limited the annexations of any city to the land
held in the extraterritorial jurisdiction of that city.
Continuing, the law read:

A city may annex in any one calendar year

only territory equivalent in size to 10 per

cent (104) of the total corporate area of such

city as of the first day of that calendar year.8
The latter limitation was intended to prevent a city from

annexing its total extraterritorial Jjurisdiction and sub-

sequently pushing its extraterritorial Jjurisdiction outward

51bid., p. 448. Tbid.

7Tbid., pp. 448-449, The law protected the general
public by declaring extraterritoriel jurisdictlons to have
a tax free status. It also required cities to provide
opportunities for public hearings before the annexation
of extraterritorial jurisdictions was effected.

BIbidu’ po 450.
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one helf, one, two, three and one half, or five miles,

whichever was the case,

The Effect of the Municipal Annexation
Act in Tarrant County

Tarrant County is composed of thirty-three somewhat
Juxtaposed municipalities, and éxtraterritorial Jurisdictions
are obviously overlapping. The map of metropolitan Tarrant
County presented in Figure 2 shows Fort Worth's dominance
in land holdings in the County. The map also reveals that
Fort Worth has extended its city limits in small Yribbons"
of land that include smaller municipalities in their
boundaries, such as Benbrook and Crowley in southwest
Fort Worth. These annexations were completed shortly
before the Municipal Annexation Act went into effect.

Officials of the central city knew in early 1963 that
the legislature would pass the Municipal Annexation Act.?
The officlals also knew what the law would mean to exlsting
municipal relations. Fort Worth had held much land under
the first reading provisions of the City's Charter. The
City was subject to the loss of this land, the posslbility
of a mutual allocation, or even civil court proceedings to
divide the unincorporated area in the County. With this in
mind, the Fort Worth City Council began a series of annexa-

tions before the law went into effect. On February 18,

9Interview with Secranton Jones, Mayor Pro Tempore,
Fort Worth, Texas, June 30, 1965.
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March 4 and 18, April 1, June 3, and July 15, 1963, the
Council annexed fifty-two separate strips of land. These
annexations--when viewed in their overall effect--inhlibited
the growth of most other municipalities in the county.10
As shown by Figure 2, the citlies of Benbrook, White
Settlement, Westover Hills, Westworth Village, River Oaks,
Lakeworth Village, Lakeside, Saginaw, Haltom City, Rlchland
Hills, Hurst, Bedford, Forest Hill, Kennedale, Everman,
and Crowley were prevented from growth by belng surrounded
by the central city or because of Jjuxtapositlion to two
or more other municipalities. These annexatlons were
completed by July 15, 1963, only slightly more than a
month before the effective date of the Municipal Annexatlon
Act.ll

Included in the land that the Council annexed were
two areas on the northeast side of the city. These
areas were designated as annexations numbered 170 and 171
for purposes of identification by the City Planning Depart-
ment. Included within area number 171 was the Bell Helicopter
Company. The Bell facility was not subject to annexation

by any other municipality, even though 1t was across the

1044 story of Annexation, mep, City of Fort Worth
Planning Depsrtment, Fort Worth, Texas, 1964.

11The act became effective "90 days after May 24, date
of adjournment.” This meant that the act was effective on
August 23, 1963. The last day of Fort Worth's annexatlon
activities was July 15, 1963.
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highway (State Highway 183) from the City of Hurst. Flgure
3, showing the annexation of the land lncluding the Bell
facility, shows that a strip of land along the hlghway

was annexed by the City of Fort Worth on July 22, 1948.
This land was an umbilical cord that connected the major
part of the City to the Southwest International Airport,
which was annexed on the same day.lz Hence, since 1948,
the area within which the Bell plant was located had been
sprotected” from annexation by any other clty.

On March 18, 1963, the City of Fort Worth annexed the
lend in both area number 170 and area number 171.13 The
Bell plant had an assessed evaluation of $5,299,985.1u
Since Fort Worth assessed 1ts ad valorem tax on a fifty-
five per cent of assessed value basis, the taxable value
of the Bell property was $3,063,250. This means that the
taxes paid by Bell to the City of Fort Worth for the 1964
fiscal year were $52,68?.90.15 These figures do not include
the tax income derived from other commercial establishments
in the annexed areas.

The effect of the Municipal Annexation Act was to

force the City of Fort Worth to *protect™ its growth areas

lzﬂlstorx of Annexation, map.

1yinutes of the City Council, Office of the City
Secretary, Fort Wortn, Texas, March 18, 1963, pp. 112-113.

luInterview with W. T. Sheppard, Fort Worth Tax
Department, Fort Worth, Texas, July 19, 1965.

15714,
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by annexing these *ribbons" of land that surround other
municipalities in the area. As a by-product, the
Annexation Act increased the City's land holdings on
the northeast side of Fort Worth to the extent that
existing municipal services were incapable of serving
the area. In particular, there was an increased demand
for fire protection in that newly annexed part of the
City.
The Demand for Increased Fire Protection 1n
the Cities of Fort Worth and Euless

There was a demand for increased fire protection in
these citles that prompted the City Councils of both
cities to plan for the addition of fire stations in the
Trinity River Valley East area, the area within which
the city limits of the City of Fort Worth meet the Euless

corporate boundaries.

Fort Worth
The annexation of land along State Highway 183,

part of which was “forced” by the lMunicipal Annexation
Act, brought the demand for increased fire protection in
that area. The map shown in Figure 4 indicates the fire
coverage that was avallable. Fort Worth Statlions Number
Nineteen and Twenty were both approximately nine to ten
miles from that part of Fort Worth. The pressure for

additional fire protection also came from & small community,
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Mosier Valley, located near the commercial district. There
was clearly a demand for increased fire protection in north-
east Fort Worth.

City Manager Brownlee did not believe that he could
afford to construct--or recommend the construction of--a
modern fire station in the area because of the unpredicta-
bility of the growth of potential fire losses.16 Since
additional fire protection was necessary, there was
included in the 1964-1965 Annual Budget an appropriation
to provide for the construction of a temporary steel
building in the area:

Establishment of Fire Station #27 in the Trinity

River Valley Area for one-half year to provide

improved fire protection for this newly annexed

area. [glc7 Cost includes 6 additional firemen

man-years, purchase of land and a temporary steel

building, purchase of a pumper and a tank truck,

and necessary operating expenses.

The cost estimate was $99,510.00, as approved by the

City Council.lS

Eulegs
In Buless, City iManager lLee Cowell had submitted for

approval to the Euless City Council the City of Euless

16Interview with Eugene H. Denton, assistant to the
city menager, Office of the City lManager, Fort Worth, Texas,
May 12, 1965.

l7J. L. Brownlee and Staff, Annual Budget: A Service
Program for the Fiscal Year 1964-85 (Fort worth, 196K],
p. 333.

181014,

o ———
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Capital Improvements Program, 1964-1970. 1Included in that

program was a proposal to construct a second fire station
in the City, to be located near the Fort Worth station.
The program was financed by a municipal bond issue. Part
of the bond revenue was to be used to construct a new
civic center, and $90,000.00 of the money was earnarked
for the construction of the new fire station. This flgure
jnecluded the cost of the land and the described bullding
facility. The estimate did not include the salarlies neces-
sary to staff the new statlon or for the new fire-fighting
apparatus that would be needed.19

The demand for the new station primarily stemmed from
two sources: the practical demand for more fire protection

in Euless, and the high cost of commercial fire insurance.

The practical demand for more fire protection in the

City of Euless.--Euless 1s a municipality with a "panhandle"
on its west side. As shown in Figure 5, the location of

tne existing Buless fire station does permit quick access

to this densely populated area. LHowever, potential fire
losses in north Euless demand that additlonal coverage be
given the western section. The location of the bi-city
station shown in PFigure 5 is also the location of the

station proposed by the Euless capital improvements program.

195onn L. Gregory and Staff, City of Euless Capital
Improvements Program, 1964-1970 (Euless, 198k), p. 102.
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The high cost of commercial fire insurance.--The
Texas Board of Insurance Commissioners administers the
cost of all flire insurance in Texas.20 Insurance costs
are baged on two factorst the fire loss record of a
city for the preceeding five year period, and the ability
of a city to cope with the fire problem. As a standard
measure, all clties are assigned a basis or key rate upon
which all commercial insurance and most domestic lnsurance
ie based., This basis rate is expressed in terms of dollars
and cents. Each rate is the expression of the annual
cost of fire insurance per each 100 dollars of insurance
purchased.

In determining a clty's ablility to cope with fires,
several factors are considered. An adequate water supply
and water distribution system is an important item in
determining a city's key rate., This is also true of the
fire department the city maintains. If these ltems are not
adequate to cope with the fire problem of a particular city,
a charge--expressed in dollers and cents--is applled in
forming the city's basis rate. The first conslideration
in the formation of the basis rate is fire deficiencies.

When the deficiencies are calculated, the State
Insurance Board determines positive factors that tend to

lessen fire losses. A credit is glven to the city for such

20Eugene Benton, Texas: Its Government and Politics

————

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1962), De 595
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factors as fire prevention activities and arson control
or similar preventive factors including firemen training
schools. These credits are calculated in percentages.
They are totalled and the total subtracted in percentages
from the amount of the rate derived from the combined
deficiency charges. The answer 1s the key rate for that
particular city.

For example, if a city has no recognizable water
works, the charge is fifty cents.Zl If the city does not
enforce its building codes, the charge 1s ten cents.22 If
the city does not maintaln a flre department, or does not
maintain a fire department that can be recognized, the
charge is thirty cents.2? This is a total deficiency charge
of ninety cents. Assuning the same city maintains 2 night-
watch service, it is rewarded with a 5 per cent credit.
Fire prevention activities result in a 3 per cent credit,
and to maintain an arson reward merits a city a 2 per cent
c::c'edl't:.zj+ Thus, the municipality has accrued a total of
10 per cent in credits. This percentagg is then subtracted
from the deficiency rate of ninety cents. Ten per cent of
ninety cents is nine cents. Therefore, the city's basls

or key rate is elghty-one cents.

2lS’cate Board of Insurance of Texas, Texas General
Basis Schedules (Austin, 1952), p. 208.

221b1d., p. 215. 231p3d., p. 212.
241v34., pp. 217-218.
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While the highest key rate possible is one dollar,‘?'5
the Euless key rate is ninety-three cents.26 This 1s rel-
atively high when compared with the Fort Worth rate of
thirteen cents.27

The second part of the cost of fire insurance is based
on the extent of fire losses over the preceeding flve year
period in any given city. If the loss ratio--the amount
of insurance premiums collected compared with the amount of
claims paid--is low a credit will be given, and the lnsurance
premiums lowered. The reverse is also true. Table III

presents the loss ratio by which 1is determined the amount

TABLE IIl
FIRE LOSS RATIOS SHOWING CREDITS AND PENALTIES

Loss Ratio Credits Penalties
l. over 75% 15%
2. 65-75 10
3. 58-65 5
L‘.. 52"58 . » » . . -
5, 52-L5 5%
7 38-31 15
8. 31-24 20
9. 1less than 24% 25%

of fire record credit or fire record penalty which 1is applied

to all policies.?®

251p1d4., p. 218.

Zéstate Board of Insurance of Texas, The Citles and
Towns of Texas wWith Fire Protection and Fire Record Data
fAustin, 19355, Pe 16.

271p14.

281p14., p. 2.
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It should be noted that the fluctuation in linsurance
premiums stemming from the fire loss ratlo does not affect
tre cities' key rates. The key rate remains the same. The
"per cent® credit or penalty is computed from the key rate
and added to or subtracted from the amount of the lnsurance
premium. The key rate 1is only ad justed when a city can im-
prove 1ts water supply and distribution system, its fire
department, and so on. Or, the key rate may be adjusted
when a credit is added by enforcing an electrical code,
adding fire prevention activities or providing an arson
reward, and so on.

Commercisl fire insurance is computed on the full
key rate basls. Domestlc insurance--single family dwellings,
schools and churches--is computed on the basis of 50 per cent
of the established key rate. For the small community like
Euless, the cost of residentlsal fire insurance--forty-six
and one half cents or 50 per cent of ninety-three cents—-
is still very high when compared with Fort Worth's residentisl
rate basis of six and one half cents or 50 per cent of thir-
teen cents. Because of the higher rates, the Board of Insur-
ance Commissioners has provided a *“fringe rate® benefit for
the smaller suburbs that surround larger cities, such és the
relationship of Euless to Fort Worth.29 The fringe rate 1is

easily computed, and 1t applies only to residential areas.

29Interview with Don Edmonds, city manager, City of
Eurst, Texas, July 20, 1965.
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In effect, the smaller communities shorrow" a rate from the
larger city. However, instead of giving the smaller cities
the full benefit of the reduced key rate, residential areas
are gold fire insursnce on the full rate basis of the larger
city. This means that residential insurance in the City of
Euless 1s sold on the basis of thirteen cents or the full
Fort Worth rate. The cost of fire insurance in Euless and
other smeller municipalities is still double the rate of the
central city, but it is substantially decreased from their
own prevailing insurance charges based on their individual
key rates,

There is, however, a significant limitation on the
privilege of the fringe rate. In order for a small com-
munity to enjoy a fringe rate privilege, the communlty
must meet two requirements: the community must be located
witnhin five miles of the larger city from which the rate
is *"borrowed," and the smaller community must have a key
rate of elghty cents.30

The problem facing the small communities which have
a high rate of commerclal insurance but are “borrowing® a
residential fringe rate from a larger city is this:

(1) commercial insurance is high (based on the full key
rate for the snaller municipality); (2) residential rates
are relatively‘low (based on the full key rate of the

larger municipality); (3) in order to gualify for the

301pi4.

Sp————



81

fringe rate, the smaller municlpality must have a key rate
of eighty cents or more. Therefore, if the attempt 1is made
to lower the commercial rate, the smaller community must
protect the residential rate enjoyed by 1ts home owners.
The smaller community cannot allow its basis rate to fall
below eighty cents because at that point it 1s no longer
eligible for the fringe rate privilege. Table IV compares

the key rates for Fort Worth and Euless.

TABLE IV

COMPARATIVE INSURANCE RATES FOR THE CITIES OF
FORT WORTH AND EULESS

Fort Worth Buless
Conmercial Residential Conmercial Residential
.13 .065 .93 JL65

(fringe rate)
13

If Euless lowered its key rate to forty~three cents
by improving 1ts water distribution system,31 it would no
longer qualify for the Fort Worth fringe rate privilege.
Table V presents the comparative insurance costs assuming

BEuless lowered its key rate.

I pexas General Basis Schedules, p. 208. If & city
does not meintain an adequate water distribution systenm,
or if none can be recognized, the charge is 50 cents,
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TABLE V

COMPARATIVE INSURANCE RATES FOR THE CITIES OF
FORT WORTH AND EULESS, ASSUMING THE
EULESS RATE WERE LOWERED

Fort Worth Euless
Commercial] Residential Commercial | Residential
013 .065 cLl’B 0215

It is easy to see that although commercial insurance
rates are much less, residential rates are higher. Commer-
cial insurance costs (Table IV) ninety-three cents per each
100 dollars of insurance purchased, based on a key rate of
ninety-three cents, compared with the above schedule where
commercial insurance costs would be forty-three cents per
each 100 dollars of insurance purchased, which is a sub-
stantial savings for commercial insurance buyers. Reslden-
tial rates on the former schedule are thirteen cents per
each 100 dollars of insurance purchased, which is the fringe
rate. In the hypothetical case with the basis rates lowered
from ninety-three cents to forty-three cents, residential
rates are higher, thirteen cents compared with twenty-one
and one half cents. Trhis is true because with a basis rate
of forty-tnree cents, Euless no longer qualifies for the
fringe rate privilege.

Given current rates (1964), the "breaking polint," as

shown in Table VI, would be the key rate for Euless
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permitting residential rates to remain unchanged from the

fringe rate privilege,

TABLE VI

THE BASIS COST OF RESIDENTIAL FIRE INSURANCE ALONG A
DESCENDING SCALE OF KEY RATE EVALUATIONS IN

THE CITY OF EULESS

Rate Description Basis (Key Rate) Residential
Fringe rate effective .93 13
.80 .13
No fringe rate .79 . 395
privilege .78 «39
77 385
(Residential rate based .76 .38
on 50% of basis or key .75 .375
rate)
070 '35
.60 « 30
.50 25
Quo .20
.30 .15
.29 145
028 olu
«27 135
.26 .13
.25 «125
.21'4’ .;“2

It is easy to see that the "breaking polint" 1is twenty-six
cents on the basis schedule. Euless cannot enjoy the fringe
rate privilege when the Euless rate 1s less than eighty cents.,

Further, Euless cannot allow its own basis rate to fall
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between eighty cents and twenty-seven cents because the cost
of residentisl insurance at this interval would be higher
than the cost under a key rate that permits the fringe rate
privilege to be effective. The Euless key rate must be at
least twenty-four cents in order for Euless residentlal
policy holders to enjoy the same premium payment basis

they would under the Fort Worth fringe rate.

The problem Euless faces--as do other smaller communi-
ties in the metropolitan area--is how to lower the commercial
rate without falling under the eighty cent rate necessary
to be eligible for the fringe rate privilege for residential
insurance.

Jack Hauger, the Euless Fire Chief, had begun a series
of fire prevention activities including public school fire
safety demonstrations and fire inspections of bulldings in
the Euless clty 1imits.32 Both of these activitles would
reduce the key rate of that city upon re-evaluation of
Euless's ability to cope with fires.33 This fact, coupled
with the addition of available trained, professional fire-
men and the new fire station indicates that Euless was
attempting to lower its key rate. It 1s doubtful that the

rate will fall below eighty cents, however,

3ZInterview with Jack Hauger, fire chief, Office of
the Fire Chief, Euless, Texas, March 26, 1965,

33pexas General Basis Schedules, pp. 208-218.
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Nevertheless, there is apparently an attempt to lower
the commercial insurance cost by lowering the key rate
basis from a high of ninety-three cents to a low of sonme-
where near elghty cents.

The capital improvements program did 1include an appro-
priation of $90,000.00 for the construction of a second
Euless fire station. Probably, the greatest pressure for
- additional fire protection stemmed from the practical need
of more coverage. This is likely because there was little
commercial development in the Euless area, with the excep-
tion of multi-dwelling apartments, and the cost of fire
insurance would not be significantly lowered (from a key
rate change of ninety-three cents to around elghty cents).
It would not benefit a broad enough segment of the Euless

insurance-buying public.

The Opportunity for Cooperation
In the fall of 1963, officlals of the Fort Worth City
Manager's office were hosts to north Texas area city mansagers.
It was at this meeting that--by accldent--the clty managers
of Fort Worth and Euless discovered the opportunity for

cooperation.Bu

34Cowell, Brownlee, Edmonds, and Denton have all made
references to this chance meeting of Cowell and Brownlee,
and the importance of the discussion to the solution of
Fort Worth and Euless common problems. The lack of area-
wide communication is evaluated in the concluding chapter.
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Don Edmonds, Hurst City Manager, and a mutual friend
of Fort Worth City Manager Brownlee and Euless City Manager
Cowell, introduced Cowell to Brownlee. In the course of
the conversation that followed, Cowell and Brownlee dis-
cussed area problems. During that conversation, the
discovery was made that both managers were planning to
recommend the construction of fire stations in their
respective cities about one mile apart. Brownlee told
Cowell that he would have his assistant, Eugene Denton,
call Cowell the next day and begin to work out the detalls
of a cooperative venture. The first example of construc-
tive intermunicipal interaction between officials of the
City of Fort Worth and the officials of the Clty of Euless
35

had occurred,

35The term "intermunicipal interaction" is used
extensively in the next chapter. It is @& term “borrowed"
from Robert Presthus. In his book, The Organizational
Society, Presthus uses H. S. Sullivan's *interpersonal
interaction" and "social interaction" to describe the
bureaucratic personalities. The term "intermunicipal
interaction" is "borrowed" from Presthus and applled
to the officlals of the cities of Fort Worth and Euless
as they began the series of negotiations that led to the
establishment of the bi-city fire statlon. See Robert
Presthus, The Orgenizational Society: An Analysis and
a Theory (New York, 1962), pp. 93-134.




CHAPTER IV
NEGOTIATION, CONTRACT AND OPERATION

After the opportunity of cooperation was discovered,
a series of negotliations was held between representatives
of the two cities. It is the development of these nego-
tiations, the resulting contract, and the proposed opera-
tional procedures of the new station that are the focal
points of the chapter.

In determining the development of intermunicipal
cooperation between Fort Worth énd Buless, it was discovered
that cooperatlon emerged from a series of intermuniclpal
interactions; several representatives of the two cltles
net and discussed the proposed facility. From the series
of meetings emerged this example of intermunicipal cooper-
ation.

In analyzing these meetings, the several instances of
reciprocity on the part of municipal representatives are
classed into levels of intermunicipal interaction. This
classification simplifies the analysis of cooperation and
provides a clearer picture of the over-all development of
intermunicipal coopneration.

The series of negotiations that led to the establish-

ment of the contract are analyzed from the standpoint of

87
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determining the exact relatlionshlp of the individuals in-
volved. By this method of analysis, the reasons for the
contract being successfully negotlated are better understood.

The chapter then presents the provisions of the con-
tract as they were eventually determined by the negotiators.
The contract provisions outline the responsibllities of both
cities and clearly reveal the extent of proposed coopera-
tion.

It is necessary to include in the analysis the
relationship of the two Fire Chlefs who were charged
with the responsibility of establishing proposed opera-
tional procedures for the bi-city station. This relation-
ship constitutes another level of intermunicipal interaction.
The aggregate levels of intermunicipal interaction consti-
tute the dynamic part. of intermunicipal cooperation.

The Levels of Municipal Interactlons
Contract Negotlations

The Brownlee-Cowell conversation was the first instance
of intermunicipal interaction, and it constituted the flrst
level of interaction between City Managers. Since both
municipalities are "council-manager" cities, thelr formal
structures are very similar. The structures of the formal
city governments (limited to the fire departments) are
shown in Figure 6, with the working relationship of the

representatives of the two communities belng depicted.



Fort Worth

City Council

89

Euless

City Council

City Manager

City Manager

Fire Department
(Professional)

J. L. Brownlee 1 Lee Cowell
Asslstant
E. BE. Denton
M re Chlef Fire Chief
H. A. Owens Jack Hauger
Intermedlary Officer
Officers (Proposed)

Mre Department

(Professional
and Volunteer)

Fig. 6~-Levels of municipal interaction: I

The first level of interaction is labeled "1." The

second level of interaction is labeled "2.%

The nego-

tiations that resulted in the intermunicipal contract

were primarily performed in the "2" level of actlivity.
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This, of course, is the area of negotiatlions in which the
participants were Denton and Cowell.

Several immediate conclusions can be drawn from this
diagrsm. Brownlee delegated authority to Denton, and in
doing so, provided him with some degree of autonomy.

The structural array of the two council-manager citles
presents the traditional concept of control and respon-
sibllity.l Neither of the two City Councils was aware
of-~nor had been a part in--the agreement to this point.

Not revealed by the figure is the relationship of
the tWO‘Fire'Chiefs involved in establishing the proposed
operational procedures of the new station. There were
three significant levels of intermunicipal interaction:
Brownlee-Cowell, Cowell-Denton, and the two Chiefs, Owens
and Hauger. (The interaction between the two Chiefs 1is
discussed more completely later in this chapter.) The
relationship of Brownlee and Cowell was not a close
working relationship and occurred at only one mneeting.

As noted, the most significant relationship was the Denton-
Cowell series of negotiations.

With the delegated authority of the City Manager,
Denton accepted the role of a spokesman for his City.
Probably, the assignment was glven Denton because of

his appointment as Area Development Coordinator, and

lJohn ¥, Pfiffner and Robert V. Presthus, Public
Adminigtration (New York, 1960), pp. 179-265.
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because he had served in that capacity as secretary to
several ares-wide study comnmittees. He was qulite experi-
enced in dealing with problems that were not isclated
merely to his clty.

Denton accepted his new role without reservation.
Immediately, on the Euless side of the negotiations,
Cowell recognized Denton as, at least, an equal. Cowell
adjusted his behavior to conform to his expectations of
the behavior of the official spokesman for the opposite
side. The successful outcome of thelr relationship was
contingent on the behavioral adjustment of both men.

This was an extremely wise adjustment on Cowell's
part, and one that perhaps more than any other behavioral
event contributed to the success of the experience. The
Denton-Cowell relationship was an axial relationship, a
pivotal relationship. At this point, the success or fell-
ure of the initial effort at cooperation between the two
clties was determined. Cowell would legitimately be con-
sidered to have more status as & City Manager than
Denton would have as an asslistant to a City Manager.
However, Cowell was not willing to carry this pseudo-
superiority to the bargaining table with him, and, as a
result, he did not attempt to dominate the negotiations.

In the same context, the relationship of Brownlee to
Cowell is more easily understood upon closer observation.

Cowell stated that he expected Brownlee to delegate the
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responsibility of negotiation to one of his assistants
because of the work load Brownlee carried as Clty lManager
of a city the size of Fort Worth.z The structural status
equality of Brownlee and Cowell reflected in the diagram

in Figure 6 1s proved false by this statement. Cowell

did not consider Brownlee as an equal 1in status when
approaching the bargaining table because of the differences
in responsibilities that come with the management of cities
of such different proportion. Cowell was conditioned

to accept Denton as an equal because of his (Cowell's)

own interpretation of his status in relationship to the
officials of the larger city.

However, this relationship was altered agaln by the
existence of expertise on Denton's part. Cowell stated
that he had realized that Fort Worth was better staffed
and had more experlence in municipal contracting.3 As a
result, he gave Denton the opportunity of drawing up the
contract., Cowell had imposed authority on Denton. Cowell
was willing to follow Denton's leadership ln the associa~
tion of the two men. Obviously, the contract had to be
approved by both City Attorneys before 1t could be sub-
mitted to the Councils for their approval. Thus, Cowell

was not submitting the Buless taxpayer to complete Fort

2Interview with Lee Cowell, city manager, Office of
the City Manager, Euless, Texas, March 26, 1965.

31pid.
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Worth dominance. In the interim, however, Cowell was will-
ing to permit Denton to act in behalf of both of them. Thils
indicates support for the Simon theory of authorlty:

*Authority' may be defined as the power to

make decisions which gulde the actions of

another, It is a relationship between two

individuals, one 'superior,' the other ‘'sub-

ordinate.' The superior frames and trans-

mits decisions with the expectation that

they will be accepted by the subordinate.

The subordinate expects such decls&ons, and

his conduct is determined by then.
This theory can be correctly interpreted as a permissive
concept of authority, "which suggests that 'authority' is
granted to supervisors by their subordinates rather than
imposed from above.“5 Denton's leadership 1s evident.
The authority to lead was granted to Denton on the basls
of his expertise.6

Although the relationship of two officials of dif-
ferent cities is not one of “superior" to Ysubordinate,"
some basls for order must be established. In the Denton-
Cowell relationship, the basis for order was Cowell's
willingness to follow Denton's lead. The Denton-Cowell

relationship 1s analogous to Simon's organizational

relationship.

hHerbert A. Simon, Administrative Behavior (New York,
1957)s p. 125,

5Pfiffner and Presthus, Public Administration, p. 231.

6For a discussion of power based on expertise, see
Harold D. Lasswell, Power and Personality (New York, 1948),
ppc 27"'28.




Upon closer examination, it ls seen that Cowell did
not consider Denton to be a "subordinate" by the analogy
as is implicitly presented by the diagram in Figure 6.
Cowell approached the negotiations considering Denton as
an equal. However, further analysis reveals that Denton
was the predominent figure in the contract negotiations.
This is true because of expertise, the delegation of
responsibility from Brownlee, and the behavioral adjust-

ments of Cowell.

The Contract: Continued Interaction

During the negotiations, it was discovered that
Cowell's primary problem was an lnadequate budget.7 He
realized that the new station would demand a full-time
driver at all times. This meant that two men must be
hired to operate two around-the-clock shifts. The FEuless
City Manager was faced with the problem of recommending a
raise in the ad valorem assessment to the City Council in
order to meet the foreseeable payroll demands. Further,
the Euless budget did not include an appropriation to
purchase the new equipment required to adequately service
the proposed station.

On the other hand, Denton realized that the station

ok

Fort Worth had planned to construct with its 1964-65 budget

proposal was a $25,000 steel “"butler" bullding. The

7 Interview with Cowell, March 26, 1965.
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building would not have been adequate to shelter the two
companies of men designated to man the station.8 Denton
also realized that Fort Worth could save a substantial
amount of money by not having to acquire the land or
build the building.9 It was on this basls that the nego-
tistions began. Hence, it was quickly agreed that the
general approach would be for Fort Worth to man and equlp
a station that Euless would build and maintain. This
became the heart of the contract itself.

In an attempt to cooperate to the fullest, Cowell and
Denton agreed to visit stations in the Fort Worth area to
determine the type of station to be built--a building with
the construction cost within the range of the funds pro-
vided by the Euless capltal improvements progran. Denton,
Cowell, end a representative of the architects who prepared
the Euless program visited the newly completed Fort Worth
station in the Como section of Fort Worth. The delegation
made several trips to the station. The Fort Worth firemen
noused in the Como station suggested a few changes to the
delegation, such as expanding the width of the lockers 1n
the dressing area. The delegation decided to adopt this

recommendation, to increase the glass on the exterior of

8Interview with Eugene H. Denton, assistant to the
city manager, Office of the City Manager, Fort Worth, Texas,
March 11, 1965.

91p14.
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the structure, and to add paneling to the living quarters.
Otherwise, the proposed Euless station was to be a copy of

10 Having arrived at a general agreement

the Como station.
about the nature of the contract and the type of facllity
to be built, Denton turned to the drafting of the document.
After preparing one draft of the contract, Denton
gave the document to the Euless officlals for suggestions
before the final drafting process. At that time, the
contract included a provision that required Euless to pay
for 211 utility bills incurred by Fort Worth firemen living
in the station. When the contract was submitted to the
Euless City Attorney for his approval, the lawyer insisted
than an annual ceiling be placed on the liablility of the
City of Euless for utility services. The celllng was set
at $1500 per year. The method of determining the ceilling
was agreed upon by Cowell and Denton. Cowell agreed to
allow Denton to compute the average yearly utillity costs
involved in the operation of a Fort Worth station with
equipment comparable to that proposed for the bi-city
station. The figure, according to Cowell, was about 4300
a year higher than the comparable Fort Wortn station.ll
Tt is easy to see Denton's dominance once more, Cowell

permitted Denton to arrive at the estimated cost. This was

the only change insisted upon by the Euless officials.l2

101nterview with Cowell, March 26, 1965.
N1y, 12114,
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Fort Worth agreed in the contract to equip the fire
station with adequate fire-fighting apparatus which in-
cluded one pumper truck and one tank truck, and to provide
the standard company of four full-tlne professional fire-
men per shift., The men were to be supervised and controlled
by the City of Fort Worth. Fort Worth further agreed to
furnish all housekeeping equipment and supplies, and to
answer all fire alarms in the established first-call
area regardless of the political boundaries of the two
munlcipalities.13

Buless agreed to construct a bullding and make the
building available for the use of the City of Fort Worth,
to provide for all furnishings--aside from fire-flgnting
apparatus--to accommodate a company of firemen with a
normal complement of four men, to pay all utility costs
incurred by the fire personnel at the station up to
$1500 annually, to make maintenance and repeirs on the
building, and to pay for water used by Fort Worth firemen
in fighting fires within the Euless city llmits.lu

Both cities agreed to provide mutual aid to each

other, if necessary, regardless of the corporate limlts

1301tx Secretary Contract Number 5205, Office of the
City Secretary, Fort worth, Texas, November 30, 1964, For
a complete presentation of the contract, see the Appendix.
Included in the Appendix is a map presenting the first-
call area of the bi-city fire station.

41p14.
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of the two municipalities. The areas provided protectlon
by this clause of the contract are those parts of the
cities of Fort Worth and Euless that are not a part of
the first-call area of the bi-city fire station. At this
point the establishment of the fire station contract had
been secured. What remained was to submit the contract
to the two City Councils for approval as a legal and
binding instrument.

The first time the Fort Worth City Council was aware
of the contract negotiations was when there was a premature
news 1eak.l5 The early news release was made from the

Euless slde of the negotiations., The Star-Telegram, the

largest newspaper in the metropolitan area, carried a

story about the proposed bi-city fire statlon. When the
Fort Worth Councilmen read the story they were 1egitimately
concerned, because they had not been informed about the
proposal. This resulted in mutual embarrassment for all
parties concerned. Subsequently, the two City lManagers
very quickly submitted the formal proposals to the Councils.

As noted, the contract was approved by the officials of

15Both Cowell and Denton made specific reference to
the early news release. Cowell stated that "the release
came from our side of the negotiations,™ while Denton
was more explicit in his statement. Cowell went ahead
to explain that it was difficult for the smaller commun-
ities in the metropolitan area to recelve any press
coverage, a problem the core city in the Fort Worth
reglon does not have.
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both cities on November 30, 1964. There was no opposltion
to the proposal in elther Council meeting, but in the
Fort Worth session, & technical questlon was reised by
one Councilman.l6

The Councils, in sanctloning the contract, made no
recommendations on the eventual operation of the station
on a day-to-day basis. The Counclls accepted the con=-
tract provision that allowed the two Fire Chiefs in the
two cities to work out the detalls of daily operation.l?

With the delegation of the responsibility for the
establishment of operational procedures glven to the
two Fire Chiefs, the interactlon of the two municipali-
ties was more complete, as shown in Flgure 7. From this
diagram, it is seen that the interaction of the two muni=-
cipalities was extended down the hierarchy of control
in the formal organizational structure of both cities.

It should be remembered and recognized that the
proposals about the day-to-day operation of the station
would determine the future success of the experinment.
Further, since the number of jndividuals involved in

interpersonal interaction was 1imited to those who came

16Interview with Scranton Jones, Mayor Pro Tempore,
Fort Worth, Texas, June 6, 1965.

17Interview with Denton, lNarch 8, 1965. Also,
interview with Cowell, March 26, 1965.
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Euless

City Council

City Manager
Je. I.. Brownlee
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Lee Cowell

Assistant
E. 5, Denton

Fire Department
Professional

Fire Chief Fire Chief
H. A. Owens Jack Hauger
Intermedlary Intermediary
Officers Officer
(Proposed)

Fire Department
Professional and
Volunteer

Fig. 7--Levels of municlpal interaction: II

face-to-face with each other, the Councils cannot be con-

sidered to have been a part of the actual intermunicipal

interaction that took place on lesser levels, al though
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they were an integral part of the over-all cooperative

effort.l8

Municipal Interaction: Departmental
Executives

Fire departments have traditionally been organized
with one Fire Chief at the top of the organizational struc-
ture. This is true of the Departments in the citlies of
Fort Worth and Buless. The existence of any llne agency
is properly Justified by the function that the agency or
department performs for the public. The two Chiefs in this
case study are the men directly charged with the responsi-
bility of fire protection for thelr respective cltlies.

The delegation of responsibility in the establishment of
this particular sgreement would and should logically fall
to them.

A discrepancy in professional title exists within
the Euless Fire Department. Jack Hauger is the senior
executive officer in the Euless Fire Department, and he
refers to himself as “Chlef.“l9 In an interview, the
Euless City Manager referred to Hauger as "Mre Lieu-

tenant.”zo The reason for this discrepancy 1ls more

18The organizational analogy can be extended. Pfiffner
and Presthus have a good discussion of intra-organizational
interpersonal interaction. Pfiffner and Presthus, Public
Administration, pp. 228-229.

191nterview with Jack Hauger, fire chief, Office of
the Fire Chief, Euless, Texas, March 26, 1965.

201nterview with Cowell, March 26, 1965.



102

easlly understood by an examlnation of the Euless Fire
Department. A structural diagram of the Department 1is

shown in Figure 8.

The organization of the Euless Fire Department.--The

Euless Department has four paild firemen: Lieutenant

(Chief) Hauger and three staff personnel.?l The City is
dependent upon a large body of volunteer firemen. Hauger

is responsible for the actlivities of both divisions of

the Euless Fire Department. BRBefore Euless hired firemen

on & professional basis, Hauger--then employed by the
Collins Radio Company--was the Chief of the volunteer

unit. He had previous professional fire~-fighting experi-
ence with the City of Orange, Texas, which fact accounted
for nis selection as Chief of the volunteers. When the
Euless City Councll epproved the hiring of professional
fire-fighters, Hauger was offered the Job of directing the
Fire Department under the auspices of the Clty Manager.

He was given the title of "Fire Lieutenant," 2?2 Consequently,
Jack Hauger 1s a professional Flre Lieutenant and a vol-
unteer Chief. However, this dual role has had no significant
repercussions in the municipal interaction that occurred

between "Chief" Hauger and Chief Owens.

2linterview with Hauger, March 26, 1965.

2zInterview with Cowell, March 26, 1965.
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City Council

City Manager

Fire

Chief

i 7
| Intermediary |
: Offlcer I
| (Proposed) |

4

Professional Fire Company

Volunteer Fire Company

Fig. B8--Organization of the Euless Fire Department

The organizational chart provides some insight into

the operation of the Euless Fire Department. Cowell

stated that Hauger had agreed to the official title of

"fire Lieutenant.” Cowell promised FHauger that he would

give him a pay increase and an increase in professional

title to "Captain® within the next fiscal year (1965-1966).23

This would allow in the organization's hierarchy for the

23Ibid.

A———
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appoilntment of a fire officer below that of the existing
Pire Lieutenant and above that of the regular personnel.
According to Hauger, he will elevate to & Fire Lieutenant
one of the men on his staff at the present time. Hauger
cannot appoint an intermediary officer, as revealed by
Figure 8, until Hauger himself has a professlonal title
that would keep him at the top of the hierarchy at the
department level, In the actual power structure that
is not revealed by the organizational chart, Hauger would
remain at the top of the hierarchy of control regardless
of the professional tltles of his staff. Thils is true
because of his expertise based in experience, his past
and continuing relationship to the staff, and the very
fact that he is considered *"Chief" by all partlies with
the exception of Cowell; and Cowell expects him to per-
form a Chief's duties. Hauger is--practically speaking--

the Buless PFire Chief.zn

The organization of the Fort Worth Fire Department.--
This department 1s fundamentally different in 1lts organiza-
tion from its Euless counterpart. Chief Owens is the chlefl
executive officer at the departmental level.?5 He has a
staff of tralned pfofessional fire-fighters. The depart-

ment is organized on a line-staff basis. Each fire house

zuﬁauger is referred to as "Chief" in all dlagrams.

25H. A. Owens and Staff, Annual Report: Fort Worth
Fire Department (Fort Worth, 1904), p. 8.
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1s occupied by one or more fire companies, and the command
position at the fire station 1s held by a professional
officer. Owens, at his office in the main station, is
assisted in his duties by one assistant Fire Chief. The
city is divided into four fire districts, and there are
three District Chiefs who answer calls around the clock

in each district. The hierarchy of control is diagrammati-

cally presented in Figure 9.

Mre Chief

Assistant Chief

Mok Training Radio Fire
Hechanio Oofficer Overator Marshall
District District District District
Chief Chief Chief Chief
Statlons Stations Stations Stations
# 8 #1 #11 #14
10 2 12 7
17 5 15 L
21 6 25 19
26 16 22
18 20
13 27 %
24

¥Bi-city fire station

Fig. 9--The orgenization of the Fort Worth Fire
Department.
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The problem facing the two Chiefs was to deternine
how to integrate these two Fire Departments into a working
and cooperating unit in those areas covered by the bi-city

fire station.

Proposed Operatlonal Procedures

In their negotiations, Owens and Hauger arrived at a
basic plan to integrate fire-fighting and fire protection
in the first-call area established by the contract.26

The basic plan was adopted to serve the followlng
criteria: to prévide the most adequate fire protection
with the least waste of men and equipment, to integrate the
new station with the formal structures of the two Fire
Departments 1nvolved.27 The contract provides that the
bi-city fire station be equipped wlth one tank-mounted
truck and one pump-mounted truck. Thus equipped, the
station will be able to handle grass fires, automoblle
fires, and minor building fires where the fire does not
involve the structure of the building.z8 When answering
one of these alarms, BEuless Statlion Number Two, the Joint
station, will respond with one unit to the fire when the

alarm 1s sounded in its first-call aresa. ’If the fire

involves a structure, Euless Number One will respond with

26Interview with H. A. Owens, fire chief, Office of
the Fire Chief, Fort Worth, Texas, April 13, 1965.

27 tnterview with Hauger, March 26, 1965,

281bid.
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one unit also. In return, Euless Station Number Two will
respond to structural fires inside the City of Euless and
outside its first-call area when the alarm involves a struc-
tural blaze. This 1s necessary, according to Owens, because
it is impossible for one company of firemen to handle a

fire involving a building.29 If there is a two alarm

fire, the stations will dispatch both units to cover

the fire.

The problem of vesting responsibility for the perform-
ance of fire personnel at the site of a fire was solved by
the two executive officers. Hauger and Owens agreed that
Hauger should be the senior officer-in-charge inside the
Euless city limits.Bo Since the first response area for
the bi-city station includes a part of the City of Euless,
personnel fighting a fire within that part of the first
response area will be responsible to Hauger. If Hauger
is not available, the responsibility will be vested in
the next senior officer who will automatically be the
Fort Worth District 4 Chief, or the next officer in
command under him. The District Chief, or the next officer
in line, will always be in charge of fires occurring 1n
any first response area that is within the clty limits

of the City of Fort Worth.ot

ZgInterview with Owens, April 13, 1965.
3OInterview with Hauger, March 26, 1965, 3l1pi4.

S———————
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Communications

Communications between the Fire Departments in Tarrant
County are faclilitated by a county-wide radio network (46.06
megacycles). All cities in Tarrant County, including the
City of Fort Worth, operate within this radio network.Bz
The City of Fort Worth also operates a radlo network that
js separate from the county system and includes only those
stations in the Fort Worth department.33

The bi-city fire station will be a pért of the county-
wide system in order to connect the station with Euless
Station Number One.sl+ Euless Station Number One igs totally
dependent upon the county-wide system. Comnunications
between the new joint station and Euless Number One will
also be alded by a "hot line" telephone.35 This is & special
telephone connection placed in each station. The phone
autometically rings when the receiver is picked up on the
other end. Cowell belleves that the use of the county
system and the "hot 1ine” telephone will be sufficient
communication between the Euless station and the bi-city
station.

The new station will &also be equipped with a radio
that will be tuned to the Fort Wortn radilo network. This

will then tie the Fort Worth firemen menning the Euless

321 terview with Owens, April 13, 1965. 331pid.

3ulnterview with Cowell, March 26, 1965. 35Ibid.
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station with their colleagues in the City of Fort Worth.
The result 1s that the new station will have two sources
of communications with each city. Trne planners have
considered trhe need for formal communication channels.

The City of Fort Worth operates a "call box"% alarm
system.36 Each station has one or more alarm boxes placed
in the area of the city for which that station 1s respon-
sible. That station then responds to alarms received
from these boxes. With the placement of these boxes in
easily accegsible places, and the responsibility allocated
accordingly, Fire Department officials can more easlly
integrate fire coverage throughout the city.37 The
alarms are transmitted to the respective stations by an
underground cable.38 The bl-city station will not be
connected to this central alarm system. Alarms can be
reported to the joint facllity only by telephone or, of
course, in person. The purpose for excluding the bi-city
station from the alarm system is economic in its origin.
Cowell stated that the new station is being bullt with
the necessary conduit installed for future connection
with the central cable alarm system. However, the station
is somewhat removed from other Fort Worth statlions, and

the cost of installing the necessary cable is conslidered

3%Interview with Owens, April 13, 1965.

37 1b1d. 381p14.
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to be in excess of the benefit that would be derived from

the arrangement.39

Continual Fire Coverage

In order that no areas will be unprotected when a
station is responding to an alarm in 1its first response
area, all departments in the county operate within a general
plan of moving excess fire-fighting apparatus into unpro-
tected areas.uo When a station is left unprotected--
when the company or companies of firemen are fighting
one fire--another station dispatches at least one truck
to the unprotected station. This process is cunulative.
As the station nearest the unprotected area moves a
vehicle to the station site, another station in the chain
dispatches a truck to the second station, and so on. The
number of trucks moved on any alarm depends on the extent
of the fire. No fire in the City of Fort Worth is con-
sidered to be bigger than a *four alarn® or four stations!
personnel at a fire site. If more than four statlons
responded to a fire, the remainder of the city would be
left without adequate fire protection.ul

The bi-city station is also included in the integra-

tion of this asctivity. As a two alarm fire occurs within

39 N
Interview with Cowell, March 26, 1965.
40; terview with Owens, April 13, 1965.

L1
Ibid.
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the first-call area of the new station, a unit from Fort
Worth Station Number Nineteen will be dispatched to cover

b2 The Fort Worth Fire Department

the unprotected station.
keeps & file of “running cards" that shows what equipment
is to be moved in the event of a multi-alarm fire. Flg-
ure 10 presents the "running card" that is filed for the

bi-city fire station.

6361 N. PIPELINE RD.
W. BEULESS BLVD. (EWY. 183)

%:====a__Mm,m_“m__,___u__.._,_.__zz:mm===___,__“__“_,__“____
| PUMPS LADDERS | SQUAD | CHIEFS | TANKER
1st 27 52 50 6
2nd 53 24 19 4
3rd 19 20
hth 1 14 3
5th

APPARATUS TO MOVE

PUMPS LADDERS CHIEFS

lst
2nd | 19-27 20-24 1-19 3-1 1-19
3rd | 1-27 14-24 11-19 5-20 8-5 10-8
Lth [ 11-27 22-24 3-19 6-1

Fig. 10--The running card for the movement of fire-
fighting apparatus in the event of a multl-alarm fire in
the first-call area of the bi-city fire station.

h21piq.

—————————
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The number designating a truck is also used to designate
the station from which that truck is dispatched. For example,
the trucks numbered "27% and "24" are both from the bi-city
fire station, while pumpers numbered "52" and "53" are from
Euless Statlion Number One. On the other hand, pumper trucks
numbered “19" and "20" are from Fort Worth Stations Nineteen
and Twenty, respectively.

Under the heading on the running card *"Apparatus to
Move, ¥ pumper truck number "19" is moved from Fort Worth
Station Number Nineteen to cover the Euless and Fort Worth
joint facility. The bi-clity station is Number Twenty-seven.
Hence, the designation on the running card is "19-27."

The running card is a reference to both the equipment at
the fire site, and the equipment that 1s moved from one

station to another.

County-Wide Protection

The unprotected areas in the county are dependent
upon the County government for fire protection. Fowever,
the Commissioners! Court does not provide any fire-fighting
apparatus or any fire fighters for the purpose. Instead,
the Commissioners pay each volunteer and professional Fire
Department (excluding Fort Worth's department) in the
county a fee to answer calls in surrounding unprotected
areas, both incorporated and unincorporated. The fee to

each department is 31500 annually. Since the bil-city
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station will be an integral part of fire protection in the
City of Euless, it also will be involved in fighting fires
outside 1ts flrst-call area.uB

As noted, all professional departments in the county
are integrated into the "back up" system. DBecause of the
county-wide radio network, often there ls an informal
*helping hand" extended.“a

All departments in the county, volunteer and profes-
sional, operate within broad "mutual aid” agreemuarad:s.Lp5
These agreements provide that a city will render aid to
enotner communlity, or answer a fire alarm, but only at
the specific request of the Fire Chief of the community

involved. No station will respond to a call from a citi-

zen in another community without the request of the Chief

nBInterview with Hauger. The fee pald by the County
is the only source of income to many of the volunteer
departments. It is beneficial to them because they can
use the money to maintain equipment or to purchase new
fire fighting apparatus. Fort Worth does not cooperate
in this program. The Commissioners' Court apparently
believes that the money can be better used by the smaller
departments and that the smaller departments are generally
blessed with more idle time.

“uDuring an interview with Hauger in his offlice, a
call came in on the radio network. There was an alarm re-
ported in the Bedford city limits. Bedford operates a
volunteer depsrtment. Hauger attempted to contact the
Bedford Fire Department to determine 1f there was a reason
to send help. ¥e got no response. Hauger jmmediately dis-
patched one truck from his station in Euless to the site of
the fire. As it happened, on arrival at the flre site, the
Bedford company had the fire under control and help was not
needed.

45Interview with Bauger, Harch 26, 1965.
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of the requesting citlzen's municipality. Hauger, in the
example cited above, did not have the request of the Bedford
Fire Chief before he dispatched a truck to the scene, When
ne tried to reach the Bedford Fire Department by radio, he
was unsucéessful. ence, rather than walt, he dispatched

a truck to the fire site. Apparently, this type of unso-
locited assistance is rather wide-spread. Its use in any
given circumstance depends on the relationship of the fire
departments involved. The bil-city station will also be
involved in mutual aild agreements of both Euless and Fort
Worth. However, the exact relationship of the station to
municipalities in the area cannot be known until actual

operations are under way.

Conclusions

several conclusions can be drawn from the material
presented here. Denton wes the dominant figure in tne
contract negotiations. Further, nad Cowell attempted to
dominate the negotiations the contract would not have
been successfully completed, in all probability. This
is true because Cowell admittedly lacked the experience
or knowledge in intermuniclpal contracting to successfully
construct a workable agreement. Cowell acted with dellber-
ation and prudence. FEis concession to the staff officlal
from the larger city was in no small way responsible for

the success of the negotiations.
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Secondly, the contract as established provides a
certain amount of interpretation within which the individual
participants may function. The contract reads:

+ « « fire fighting and alarm procedures within

sald first response area shall be as mutually

established by the ﬁgspective Fire Chiefs of

the parties hereto.

This type of flexibility is desirable., If the existing
proposal does not function properly for some reason,
another program may be chosen, and so on.

This same clause may be the source of some contro-
versy. The contract specifically designates the control
of the firemen stationed in the bi-city station to the
City of Fort Worth:

The City of Fort Worth agrees . . . to assign

at said Fire Station a normel compliment [sic

of four (4) but no fewer than three (3) full-

time professional fire-fighting personnel per

shift, who shall B; controlled by the City of

Fort Worth. . . .

As shown in the establishment of the operational procedures,
Hauger and Owens agreed that Hauger should be ir charge of
fires occurring in the station's flrst response area inside
the Euless city limits. The gquestion that arises 1s whether
the Chiefs involved have enough authority in establishing
operational procedures to modify the intent of the contract.

Apparently, they do. The only interpretation of the %“control"

clause of the contract that is compatible with the actions

46Contract Number 5205. 47Ibid.




116

of the two Chiefs is to interpret these actions to be
owen's delegation of the authority to oversee the fires
in the Euless city limits to Hauger. If this is true--
which it apparently is--then Owens automatically 1is
sccepting the responsibility for Hauger's actions at the
fire site. In this case, Owgns nas two sources of
control over Hauger's benavior: personal influence and
the fact that Owens can legally demand that the command
position at the fire site be returned to the Fort Worth
Fire Department.

Obviously, the success Or failure of the station
venture will depend on the day-to-day operation of the
facility. These dally operations raise some pertinent
questions. Will there be trouble between the Euless
volunteer firemen and the Fort Worth professionals?
Will there be command problems at the fire site when
Fort Worth firemen are commanded by Chief Hauger, &
Euless officer? In the event that one or both parties
to trhe contract fail to meet the requirements set forth
1n the contract, what recourse doesg tne damaged narty
nhave? These guestlons are analyzed in the following

chapter.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND CRITICISHNS

The development of cooperation between the cities
of Fort Worth and Euless has been presented, and the
atmosphere of municipal relationships from which the
cooperative venture stemmed has been shown. The major
factors contributing to the animosity that once charac-
terized Tarrant County municipal relationshlips culminated
in the administration of former Fort Worth City Manager
W. 0. Jones. The evolution of change-~the evolution of
public policy--has been presented in three sectlons: the
work of the Water Department of the City of Fort Worth,
the coming of I. P. Cookingham, and the proposals of
Scranton Jones. These factors were causal. They created
an atmosphere of cooperation. Together they laid the basis
upon which the bi-city fire station contract was negotiated.
These were the permissive factors that occurred leading to
the establishment of the station.

There were more direct forces, also. The need for
additional fire protection and the effect of the Municipal
Annexation Act have been reported and analyzed.

When the ovportunity for cooperation did emerge, 1t
did so by accident. But once the opportunity was dis-
covered, the principal participants in the establishment

117
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of the station wasted no time in arriving at a workable
agreement,

How important to metropolitan governments is this
study? What is the importance of the agreement in Tarrant
County, Texas? What problems are as yet unanswered and
unsolved, and will these problems prove to be detrimental to
further contract servicing in Tarrant County? And, finally,
are there any criticisms that should be made of the
participants engaged in the actlvitlies analyzed in this
study?

Pertinent Problems
There are several problems that have not been answered
by this paper. Some of them cannot be answered, some of
them are probed and probable solutions discovered. These
problems are varied and affect every level of municipal
cooperation in Tarrant County: the men in the "field,"
the interim administrator, and the chief executives of

every clity.

Performance Problems

Several questions are ralsed in the preceeding chapters
that demand attention here. Among these is the possibility
of command problems at the fire site. Will there be command
problems at the fire slte between Chief Hauger, a Euless

officer, and Fort Worth professional firemen? Thls question
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cannot be answered adequately until the bi-city fire
statlon is in operation. Judging from the personalities
of the two Fire Chiefs involved, the conclusion drawn 1is
that they can overcome any problem that might arise.

1 and

Firemen are trained as semi-military operatives,

as a result are quick to respond to commands from superior

officers. It can only be assumed that the discipline of

a trained professional fireman will permit him to be

responsive to command arrangements which are worked out

by his superiors. However, the chain-of-command and

general command responsibilities must be clearly under-

stood by all firemen engaged in the bi-city fire station's

operation and by those men involved in the fire-fighting

activities of the City of Buless. Only if this requirement

g met will this one possibility of confusion be avoided.
Another unsolved problem could be the possible inimical

relationship of the Fort Worth firemen to Euless professional

and volunteer fire fighters. Again, this problem cannot

be answered adequately until the operation of the station

is a reality. Chief Hauger in Buless and the Fort Worth

Fire Chief, H. A. Owens, both antlicipate no problems from

the interpersonal relationships of the firemen from thelr

lInterview with H. A. Owens, fire chief, Office of the
Fire Chief, Fort Worth, Texas, April 13, 1965. Owens com-
mented that the penalty for the failure of a Fort Worth
fireman to follow commands could result in his dismissal
from the force. He believed that this fear would prevent
any unpleasant command problems between his men and Hauger.
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regspective fire departments.2 It is wldely known that the
Fort Worth Fire Fighters' Association is an extremely power-
ful public employee's union. Further, it i1s not an asso~
ciation that is "management minded."3 Will the professional
agsociation's officers attempt to force the unionization of
the Euless Fire Department, and in dolng so alienate Chief
Hauger and jeopardize cooperative relations? This also 1s
an unanswerable question. The local Fire Fighters' Assocla-
tion's officials--acting as officers of the state-wide
parent organization--have been instrumental in “"unionizing"
other departments in the state, and it is not unlikely that
the association's local officers might attempt to organize
the Euless Fire Department, particularly when the depart-
ment becomes larger and employs more men.b What effect

this will have on intermunicipal relationships between the

cities of Fort Worth and Euless is only conjecture.

2Interview with Jack Hauger, fire chief, Office of the
Fire Chief, Euless, Texas, March 26, 1965, Also, interview
with Owens, April 13, 1965.

30wens was a charter member of the Fort Worth Fire
Fighters' Association. However, when he was appointed
Fort Worth Fire Chief, he was no longer eligible for the
Assoclation's membership and was excluded from the ranks.
Apparently, Owens is somewhat compromised by divided loyal-
ties. His long membership in the Association could conceliv-
ably hamper his dealings with the Association in his capa-
city as Fire Chief.

uFort Worth Fire Fighters' Assoclation officlals went
to Mesquite, Texas, and successfully organized the Mesquite
Fire Department while the Fire Chief was on vacatlion.
Interview with George Schrader, Mesquite City Manager,
Denton, Texas, March 18, 1965.
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Administrative Problems

Because the contract specifies the responsibilities
of both cities and allocates financial burdens, many
administrative problems have been anticipated and accounted
for. This is particularly true in reference to the mutual
allocation of financial responsibility. However, at least
one possible remaining administrative problem remainss: If
one party to the contract falls to fulfill its contractual
obligations, what recourse is available to the damaged
party?

According to Fort Worth City Attorney S. G. Johndroe,
the enforceability of a municipal contract in Texas 1s
based on the municipality's authority to enter into that
particular cont‘ract.5 Johndroe continued, saying:

There is no prohibition in the statutes

of the State of Texas preventing a Home Rule

city from entering into agreements with other

cities. The City Council is free to act as

long as the Constitution of the State of Texas

is not giolated or does not prohibit the specific

action.

Johndroe knew of no constitutional prohlbition. He continued
to explain that the power of a Home Rule city is based
primarily in its city charter. Further, the authority of

a Home Rule municipality to act is not automatically absent

in the absence of permissive legislation. Although the

5Interview with 8. G. Johndroe, Jr., clty attorney,
Ofgice of the City Attorney, Fort Worth, Texas, July 2,
1965,

6Ibid.
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state government is the repository of the police power

and the state~municipal relationship is a unitary one,

there appear to be no statutory and constitutional pro-
hibitions.,

The Charter of the City of Fort Worth enumerates the

powers of the City's government. The Charter reads:

The City of Fort Worth . . . may pass such
ordinances as may be expedlent for maintain-
ing and promoting the peace, good government
and the welfare of the City, and for the
performance of the functions thereof.”

The “welfare" phrase of the enumerated powers is broad and,
acoording to Johndroe, 1s broad enough to sustaln an inter-
municipal fire agreement. The Charter provides an even
broader grant of power by saying:

The enumeration of particular powers in this
Charter shall not be deemed or held to be
exclusive, but in addition to the powers enu-
merated herein, implied thereby, or appropriate
to the exercise thereof, the City of Fort Worth
shall have and may exerclse all other powers
which are now, or may hereafter be, possessed
or enjoyed by cities of over five thousand
population under the Constitution and the
general laws of the State of Texas, and all

the powers of the City, whether expressed or
implied, shall be exercised and embraced in

the manner prescribed by this Charter, or

when not so prescribed, then iln such manner

as may be provided g§ ordinance or resolution
of the City Council.

The Charter delegates all power not prohibited by the con-

stitution or the statutes of the State of Texas to the

7The Charter of the City of Fort Worth, Texas, rev.
May 20, 1959 (Fort Worth, 1959), De 3

8Ibid., p. 52.
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City Council. Therefore, it can be safely assumed that
all the power necessary for a Home Rule municlpality to
enter an intermunicipal contract is available.

The judiciary has also supported the contentlon that
s Home Rule city may enter into interjurisdictional agree-
ments. Fort Worth's asuthorlity to sign an agreement to
provide water service to a suburban community was upheld
in Gillam v. City of Fort Worth, 1956.°

The authority for a Home Rule city to enter into a
contract with another municipality is established. And,
accepting Johndroe's assertion that a contract's enforce-
ability is dependent upon the authority to enter into that
contract, the contract between Fort Worth and Euless 1ls
an enforceable document. If a question of the contract's
interpretation arises, or if one party defaults, a suit
may be brought in the District Court. The remedy--monetary
reimbursement or whatever--would be dependent upon the
nature of the controversy and the extent of the damages.

Area-Wide Problems Discovered from the
Fort Worth-Buless venture

As has been noted, the opportunity for cooperation be-
tween the cities of Fort Worth and Euless was discovered by
accident., This was alarming to officials of the central

city. An Area Development Coordinator had been named

9
Gillam v. Citx gg Fort Worth, 287 S. W. 2nd.
494-L9G (19367, ’
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and yet his function was somewhat sterile without some
formal channels of communication between area communitles.
Shortly after the Euless agreement, City Manager Jerry
I.. Brownlee authorized the City Planning Department to
begin work on a "Comprehensive Plan.® The preliminary
Comprehensive Plan was approved by the City Council on
March 8, 1965,10
A significant aspect of the Comprehensive

Plan is that it projects the location of future

public improvements such as librarles, thorough-

fares, parks, schools, fire stations, etc., thus

permitting orderly development of these faclli-

ties as needed, and at the lowest possible cost.

In addition, it provides the basis for analyzing

land use patterns so that private and public

agencies can obtalin best possible use of avail-

able land space in the Fort Worth area.ll
The Plan, when finished, will be distributed to area
municipalities. The effect will be to provide a basic
outline of the core city's planned growth pattern. Thus,
a smaller community that is located next to the core city
will be able to plan its development with the possibllity
of cooperation with Fort Worth in mind. Cooperative
ventures wlll be possible in areas such as fire protection,
library services, and the correlation of thoroughfares. The
latter cooperative possibility if pursued could result in a

planned traffic flow program for the entire metropolitan area.

10jerry L. Brownlee and Staff, Fort Worth Monthly
Newsletter, VII, March, 1965, p. 3.

11

Ibid.
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A second source of area-wide communication is the
newly formed Council of Governments. It is & voluntary
Councll composed of area Mayors, Councilmen and chief admin-
istrative officials of the various communities that meets on
occasion to consider common area-wide problems., The Council
provides a vehicle for the exchange of ldeas and mutual
problems on a face-to-face basis. The origin of the Council
is well known. The Mayor of the City of Fort Worth proposed
the meeting and called area Mayors and other officials to a
conference in the spring of 1965.12 In a manner of speaking,
it is the implementation of one of Scranton Jones's proposals
made to the Fort Worth City Council as early as September,
1963, Jones, at that time, was ineffectlive in lmplementing
nis suggestion., Fort Worth Mayor Barr said this of the
Council of Governments:

I would not call the origination of the

Council of Governments s direct result of the

Town Hall project. It was a by-product. The

success of the area-wide Council of Governments

was a result of the 'spirit' of the Town Hall

movement,

Barr serves as the Chairman of the Executlve Committee of

Town Hall. The Fort Worth Mayor lis also a member of the

121terview with Willard Barr, Mayor, Fort Worth,
Texas, August 3, 1965.

13Ibid. The Town Hell project was Barr's idea
originally. Through hls efforts, Town Hall has received
nation-wide recognition. It was the focal point of Fort
Worth's presentation in competlition for the All America
City award.
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ovef-all coordinating committee of Town Hall, which
includes all area Mayors, representatives of the Com-
missioners' Court and civic and professional organlza-
tions.

There is no doubt that the effectiveness of the
Town Hall movement which included representatives of
all area municipalities contributed to the initial
success of the Council of Governments. Scranton Jones's
proposal to adopt a policy of cooperation was accepted by
the Fort Worth City Council, but he was ineffective in
implementing his proposal to create the regional Council
of Governments.

The Town Hall movement itself and its wide-spread
support contributes to the communication between area
officials. It has been successful in its campalgn for
a Tarrant County Junior College, recognizing the need
for junior college facilities for the entire area. Be-
cause of Town Hall's initial acceptance by the metropolitan
community, it could be utilized as the vehicle necessary
to foster the concept of a public need, the psychological
umbilicsel cord that ties the central city with lits
exurbia. To date, the Town Hall Junior College Connittee
has been very successful in fostering thils concept of
an area-wide common bond based on the need for effective
metropolitan plamning and effective metropolitan cooper-

atlon.



127

Evaluation and Criticism
who, then, makes pollicy? Wwhy, the council

mekes it, the manager makes 1t, the department

heads meke it, their subordinates make it, mem-

bers of the public make it by the action that

takes place--a statement or resolution followed,

an order carried out, a custom practiced, a

decision made, a service performed, or an action

taken. They make it also by an action that does

not take place. Understanding of this poknt

gets at the heart of the policy process.l
Much emphasis has been placed in this paper on the formula-
tion of public polilcy. Brown's statement exemplifies the
type of public polilcy formulation that this paper has pre-
sented. It is not asserted that "pragmatic policy
formulation®™ is the revelation of all policy developument.
Policy-making 1s & process. This is the only assertion.
In this example of pollcy formulation; the Water Depart-
ment of the City of Fort Worth 1is credited with laying
the basis of cooperation. Perhaps the credit assigned the
Water Department is misplaced, but this is doubtful be-
cause of the wealth of information that indicates that it
was in that Department that the concept of an area-wlde
public need first began to emerge, a concept that 1s so
vital to the development of area-wide solutions to common
problems.

The city managers involved 1n the establishment of the
bi-city fire station also merit praise. Brownlee and Cowell

are both managers who realize the need for approprilate

11*Davfld 3., Brown, "The Heart of Policy Development,"
public Manegement, XLV (April, 1964), 81.
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area-wide planning. It is this kind of c¢ity management
to which Healy refers when he writes:

And the leaders in the professlon are the ones

who recognize the need for cooperation with

other clities throughout their own states, not

Just council-manager clties but all cities,

large and small. . . .

There is no question that these managers are men of thought
and men of action., They are men capable of approaching
new problems with current ideas, and they realize that
municipal isolationism 1s archalc. They are not of the
old school of management theory that separates policy

from administration; both are keenly aware of the nature

of the policy process. And, iastly, they are men who
believe that through cooperation and compromise meny
common problems may be solved.

They are not infallible., Brownlee should not have
allowed the Fort Worth City Council to be uninformed
about the progress of the negotiations that led to the
establlishment of the bi-city station. He should have
“checked in" with the Council., He should have reported
formally or informally to the Council about the proposed
cooperative venture. This oversight could have Jeopardized

an important development in intermunicipal cooperation in

Tarrant County.

lSPatrlck Healy, "Managers Must Plan Beyond the
Borders of the City," Public Management, XLVI (November,
1964), 264-265,
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Cowell, a&s noted, refused to recognize the chlef
executive of the Euless Fire Department as "Fire Chief,*
preferring to relegate the officer to the rank of
"Fire Lieutenant." Cowell's reasons were based in the
fact that Hauger, the EBuless executive officer, 1s not
pald a comparable scale to that of a fire chief in a
comparable city. But Cowell expects a chief's duties
from Hauger, a8 do Hauger's men, and as does Chief Owens
of the Fort Worth Fire Department. Cowell should be
more aware of the function of ¥status" and how keenly
sensitive men in organizations are to status symbols.16
Although the conflict in professional title has had
no repercussions in the planning of the joint station,
it could be the source of serious command problems when
the Buless "chief" is commanding Fort Worth officers.

In the negotiation of the contract, both Denton
and Cowell should be praised for their behavior. Cowell's
behavioral adjustment to accept the administrative assistant
from the larger city as an equal contributed to the success
of the contract negotiations. This was not necessarily a

rational or "voluntary" concession. It was an adjustment

16There have been many studlies emphaslzing the func-
tion of "status" in organizationsl behavior. For a popular
study see Vance Packard, The Status Seekers (New York,
1956). For a more scholarly interpretation, see Robert
Presthus, The Organizational Society: An Analysis and a
Theory (New York, 1965).
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that was made automatically by an interpretation of
his role as the manager of a small suburban city in

relation to the officials of the larger municipality.

The interjurisdictional contract is a successful
instrument of intergovernmental cooperation. It is
extremely flexible in its application and 1ls adaptable
to almost any set of clircumstances. The greatest weakness

of the contract mechanism is summarized by Norman Beckmsn.

A basic weakness of joint agreements lis

that they are practical only when both parties

can reach agreement and the immediate local

interest of each participating unlt is not

likely to be in conflict with the broader

interjurisdictional interests.l
The contract is useful only when there is some area of
mutual agreement with which to begin. This can be a
particularly serious limitation when a situation demands
attention and the circumstances reveal that there is
no apparent area of mutual agreement.

The contract for the bi-city fire station was well
written and eanticipated some problems that could have
occurred--particularly problems that centered around the
allocation of financial responsibility. The contract
provided a solution to these problems by inserting clearly

the responsibilities of all parties concerned.

17Norman Beckman, "Alternative Approaches for Metro-
politan Reorganization,” Public Management, XLVI (June,
1964), 130.
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The bi-city contract provides a precedent for further
interjurisdictional agreements in Tarrant County. If the
venture proves successful in its operation--as in all
probability it will--the contract will serve as a pattern
for cooperation in service areas. As noted, the Compre-
hensive Plan will make available much planning information
of the central city for surrounding municipalities which
will open new avenues of possible cooperafive ventures

sinilar to the bi-city fire station.

The Soclal Significance of This
Cooperative Venture

Though our dawning sense of interdepend-
ence and unity comes too belatedly to repair
all the damage that has been done, we see
that even the resldue of past cultures still
holds more values than any single nation has
yet created or expressed. By his very con-
sclousness of history, modern man may free
himself at last from unconscious compulsions,
derived from situations he has outlived,
which continue to push him off the highway
of development into rubbish-filled alleys.
Yet 1f he achlieves a fresh understanding of
the potentialities he has buried through his
own fallure to know himself, he may repair
his shattered confidencg in his future and
throw open new vistas.t

What has happened in the Fort Worth region is a
reallzation--conscious or unconscious--of the potential-
ities of men and thelr creative prowess. A simple example

1s found 1in the cooperative venture that led to the

18ewis Mumford, The Transformation of Man (New York,
1956), p. 162,
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establishment of & bi-city fire station. Outslde Tarrant
County, Texas, the fire statlon 1is of very little impor-
tance. What has havpened here may not be repeated
elsewhere with equal success., Nor 1s the same solution
necessarily appllcable to like situations. What is
important about the Fort Worth-Euless experiment is the
process of solution, the process this paper has attempted
to present. The study has indicated why the cooperative
venture was undertaken, how the venture developed, and
it has isolated permissive and directing factors that
led to the establishment of the station. The purpose
ig to reveal the workable solution at which these
administrative officlials arrived.

Metropolitan area problems--those problems that
face Mumford's "modern man®--are complex. They are so
complex that they defy classification and explanation,
because the problems from one metropolitan area to
another are only similar, they have only some charac=-
teristics in common. Thus, concrete solutions for one
region's problems are not the solutions necessarily for
another area's problems, even though their problems may
be similar snd reveal some common characteristics. It
is the process of solution, the workings of administrators
in theilr sometimes futile attempts to discover workable
solutions that are important. These processes demand

attention, and through an understanding of these processes
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"modern man" may be able to understand his potential.
This is the social significance of this cooperative venture.

The search for workable solutions as a torch of the
social theorist is not new. Thorstein Veblen, C. E. Ayres
and other “maverick" economists have long argued for the
abandonment of the competitive model in economics as a
non-workable market, and have urged for the realizatlon
that men make markets work.19 Men have to make markets
work in order to survive. In political theory thils
approach to problems is called pragmatism because it
rejects the ideal as an accurate measure, However, prag-
matism is not the antithesis of theory, nor of asplration.
The appeal to the pragmatic scilentific humanism of Veblen
and Ayres reveals the value orientation of these two
theorists--the ultimate values of change and of aspiration
as being characteristic of the human experlence,

Thus, the process of discovering workable solutlons
to common metropolitan problems is more easily understood.
One must realize that the solution today willl not be the
solution tomorrow. One must understand that the answers
to social problems change as the particéipants in the human
experiment change. One must realize that the asplration
to an ultimate solution is necessary, but one must also

realize it will never be attalned.

19Thorstein Veblen, The Theory of the Leisure Class
(New York, 1899). Also, C. E. Ayres, The Theory of Economic
Progress (New York, 1944).
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I found 'with the voyagers in Browning's
Paracelsus that the real heaven was always
Seyona.' As the years have gone by, and as
I have reflected on the nature of the judiclal
process, I have become reconciled to the un-
certainty, because I have grown to see that
the process in its highest reaches 1s not
discovery, but creation; and that the doubts
and misgivings, the hopes and fears, are
part of the travail of mind, the pangs of
death and the pangs of birth, in which
principles that have served thelr day expire,
and new principles are born.<

The nature of social problems, the nature of workable

solutions, 1s no different,

zoBenjamin Nathan Cardozo, The Nature of the Judicial
Process (New Haven, 1921), pp. 166-167.




APPENDIX A

CITY SECRETARY
CONTRACT NO._5205

THE STATE OF TEXAS
COUNTY OF TARRANT

WHEREAS, the City of Euless and the City of Fort Worth
desire to provide adequate fire fightlng service to the
citizens of both citles in the most convenient and econonmical
manner; and,

WHEREAS, the City of Buless and the City of Fort Worth
desire to continue the extension of fire protection and
assistance across the corporate boundaries of each city
in accordance with existing mutual agreements of both cities
with the Tarrant County Fire Fighters' Assoclation; and,

WEEREAS, the City of Euless and the City of Fort Worth
desire to cooperate in the statloning of personnel and fire
fighting apparatus of the City of Fort Worth in facilities
owned by end located in the City of Euless; NOW, THEREFORE,

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS:

That this contract made and entered into by and between
the City of Euless, Texas, hereinafter called Buless, and
the City of Fort Worth, Texas, hereinafter called Fort Worth,

WITNESSETH::
1. It is agreed by and between the partiest

A. That the boundaries of the first response
area for the extension of fire fighting
gervices on a mutual aid baesis shall be
as shown on Exhibit "A" which is attached
hereto and made a part of this agreement;

B. That fire fighting and fire alarm procedures
within said first response area shall be as
mutually established by the regspective Fire
Chiefs of the parties hereto;

C. That each city shall provide to the other such
mutual aid as may be necessary to protect life
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and property in each of said cities, without
regard to the corporate boundaries of same; and

That this agreement shall be in full corce and
effect for a period of five (5) years from and
after the date of occupancy of Fire Station by
Fort Worth, subject to cancellation by elther

city upon one (1) year's notice.

City of Euless agrees:

To provide for the use of the City of Fort Worth
a building, herein designated "Fire Station,"
which shall be suitable to house fire-fighting
apparatus and personnel, such faclilities to be
located at or about the intersection of Pipe
Line Road and State Highway 183;

To provide such furniture and appliances for
sald Fire Station, other than fire-fighting
equipment, as may be reasonably necessary to
accommodate not less than five (5) fire-
fighting personnel in a comfortable manner;

To pay all utility costs incurred in occupancy
of saild Fire Station by Fort Worth personnel up
to One Thousend, Five Hundred Dollars ($1,500.00)
per snnum;

To pay all costs which may be incurred in the
repair or maintenance of sald Fire Station; and

To pay such eosts as may be lncurred by the use
of water from fire hydrants located in Euless
by Fort Worth personnel while providing fire
protection services in Buless on a mutual aid
basis.

City of Fort Worth agrees:

To equip sald Fire Station with adequate fire-
fighting apparatus within a reasoneble time after
saild facilitlies are made avallable for occupancy.
Said fire-fighting apparatus shall include two
(2) vehicles equipped as follows:
(1) One (1) truck-mounted water pump with
s rated capacity of not less than 750
gallons per minute; and
(2) One (1) truck-mounted water storage
tank with a capacity of not less than 500
gallonss
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B. To assign to and maintain at sald Fire Station
a normal compliment of four (4) but no fewer
then three (3) full-time professional fire-
fighting personnel per shift, who shall be
employed, supervised and controlled by the City
of Fort Worth, within a reasonable time after
gald facilities are made available for occupancy;

C. To furnish all housekeeping equipment and
supplies necessary to protect and conserve the
original condition of said Fire Station prenises,
building and furnishings subject to reasonable
allowances for normal wear and tear; and

D. To answer all fire alarms in the first response
area of said Fire Station without regard to the
corporate boundaries of the citles of Euless and
Fort Worth.

This writing constitutes the entire agreement between
the parties, and no written or oral contract exists to
modify sane,

EXECUTED in duplicate originals in Tarrant County, Texas,
on this 30th day of November , A. D. 1964,

CITY OF EULESS
ATTEST: By

Mayor

City Secretary

APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

City Attorney
CITY OF FORT WORTEH

By,
ATTEST: Mayor

City Secretary
APPROVED AS TO FORM AND LEGALITY:

City Attorney
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APPENDIX B

CITY OF FORT WORTH
STATEMENT OF POLICY
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION

Subject

City policy and internal program to promote and
encourage effective metropolitan cooperation through
intergovernuental agreements.

Policy

Area-wide cooperation is necessary to effectively pro-
vide proper services, develop the metropolitan region and
to achieve coordinated action among local governments re-
garding the meeting of many critical needs.

This city's approach to metropoliten cooperation is
to resch agreement for joint actlon on common problems
through voluntary arrangements among existing governmental
units.,

In any such arrangements this city believes that no
one jurisdiction should attempt to dominate the other and
that local government officlals should continue to exer-
cise their full power and responsibllities.

Intergovernmental agreements offer the best possibili-
ties for initiating and enlarging cooperation pursuant to
this policy. This approech is a valuable device to achieve
coordinated action on area-wide problems while preserving
the many benefits of strong local government.

Purpose

The City of Fort Worth presently has a number of
matually beneficial agreements with neighboring govern-
ments, and it desires to achieve more extensive and
effective cooperation in meeting problems area-wide 1ln
scope through a comprehensive continuing and coordinated
program of intergovernmental assistance. All city depart-
ments and officials concerned with intergovernmental
agreements and relatlions should remain aware of existing
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and proposed agreements to avoid conflict and duplica-
tion. All such agreements must be consldered as integral
parts of the city's policy for metropolitan cooperatlon.

Procedure
There shall be appointed an Area Development Coordi-

nator within the office of the City Manager to implement
this program and policy.

(Adopted by the City Council September 30, 1963.)
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