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~ABSTRACT

AN EVALUATION OF.AN URBAN SERVICE POLICY:

A CASE STUDY OF THE GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN, METROPOLITAN AREA

by Charles Larry Tompkins

One of the most prevalent and important ecological changes in

American society during the past three decades has been the increased

concentration of peOple on the periphery of existing urban centers. This

concentration has gained predominance as an urban problem since 1950.

The problem area has been commonly labeled "the urban fringe." Fringe

development.has, to a large extent, represented attempts to avoid the de-

ficiencies and drawbacks of the central cities as development sites. yet

the continuation of peripheral concentration has precipitated still other

problems, both for the central cities and dor the fringe areas themselves.

The City of Grand Rapids, Michigan, and the surrounding fringe area are

confronted with typical problems as a result of peripheral concentration.

Most of these problems have resulted from haphazard land use deve10pment

and inadequate water and sewer services within the urban fringe. In an

attempt to remedy these conditions and hence eliminate the problems they

precipitate, the City of Grand Rapids initiated a unique informal agree-

ment with the surrounding governmental units in 1951 fer the dual purpose

of controlling land use development and providing adequate water and sewer

service. It was known as the urban service policy.
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In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the urban service policy,

it was first necessary to establish the nature of land use development,

land use controls, and service extension needs and practices in the

fringe prior to the urban service policy of 1951 as a background for the

evolution of’the final Declaration of Policy. This was done through the

use of data concerning changing land use patterns, subdivision platting

activity, changing population settlement patterns, utilization of land

use controls by fringe-area governmental units, and the way in which

water and sewer services were provided in the fringe. Sources of data

included published material, public documents and records, personal in-

terviews, and unpublished materials such as minutes, maps, reports, and

letters.

The urban service policy was then described with regard tIIits legal

basis, premises upon which it was based, goals it was intended to achieve,

and the way in which it Operated. The land use development, land use con-

trols, and service extension needs and practices in the fringe in the

nine-year period from 1951 to 1951 during which the urban service policy

was in effect were next examined fer purposes of comparison with the dec-

ade prior to its enactnent. Data for this study were similar to those

used to evaluate the fringe area conditions prior to 1951 and were gath-

ered from similar sources.

The final evaluation of the urban service policy was made in the

context of its premises, the goals it was designed to accomplish, and the

way in which it was applied in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area. While

the urban service policy was found to have made certain positive achieve-

ments as a metropolitan planning device, it was shown that some of the

premises upon which it was based were not entirely valid, it was not en-
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tirely successful in achieving its intended goals, and the way in which

it was applied was not as effective as it might have been. The fellowing

recommendations were made regarding the use of an urban service policy

as applied in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area:

1. The specific provisions of any service policy must be dependent

upon the problems and conditions characteristic of the area in which the

policy is to be implemented.

2. Although an urban service policy should not be used as a substi-

tute for*more thorough and comprehensive metropolitan planning, it can

be effective as a temporary or interim means of achieving certain goals

or alleviating certain metropolitan problems.

3. To be most effective, an urban service policy should be developed

on the basis of a metropolitan master plan.

4. An urban service policy Should be accompanied by a financing

plan adequate to provide for future eXpansion of existing water and sewa

er plant facilities.
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INTRODUCTION

American society has undergone many ecological changes during the

past three decades. One of the most prevalent and important changes has

been the increased concentration of people on the periphery of existing

urban centers. This concentration, while being recognized as early as

1910, has gained predominance as an urban problem only since 1950.1

The problem area has been commonly labeled "the urban fringe." The

urban fringe, for the purpose of this study, begins immediately outside

of the legal boundaries of'a central city and may extend to the outer

limits of the realm of influence of the central city. It is difficult to

determine the exact boundaries of any urban fringe. The area of demar-

cation is generally where a predominance of non-agricultural land use

deve10pment ends and agricultural use begins, although pockets of agri-

cultural land use may occur within the fringe. Both incorporated and

unincorporated suburbs also may lie within the fringe. Because of the

location of the urban fringe, it is possible for the policies of the

central city to stimulate, discourage, or directly regulate urban fringe

development.

The United States Bureau of Census recognized the urban fringe phe-

nomenon in 1920 and in the succeeding census years attempted to provide

more statistics on core cities and their fringe areas together as complete

 

1Proceedings of the National Conference on Metropolitan Problems held at

Kellogg Center, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Mich., April 29-

May 2, 1956. New York: Government Affairs Foundation, Inc.
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entities;2 In 1940 the U. S. CenSus determined the scope of the "metro-

politan districts" for all cities of 50,000 or'more population. The

Bureau of Census defined a metrOpolitan district for such cities as "all

adjacent and contiguous minor civil divisions or incorporated places

having a population density of 150 or'more persons per square mile....

A metrOpolitan district is thus not a political unit but is rather an

area including all of the thickly settled territory around a city or

group of cities."3 Fbllowing this definition, the metropolitan district

of Grand Rapids consists of the City of Grand Rapids, the cities of East

Grand Rapids and Grandville, and the townships of Paris,'Wyoming,‘Wa1ker,

and Grand Rapids, all located within Kent County, Michigan.“

The extent of urban fringe development is indicated by the U. 3.

Census figures for 1950 and 1960. In 1950, #1 percent of the total 83.8

million residents of the 169 standard metropolitan statistical areas

lived outside the central city.5 In 1960, within the 212 standard metro-

politan statistical areas containing 112,885,000 persons, h8.5 percent

of the pOpulation lived in areas outside the central city.6 Within the

total standard metropolitan statistical areas, the population outside

the central cities increased 48.6 percent between 1950 and 1960, whereas

the population within the central cities increased only 10.7 percent.7

 

2’Joseph A. warren, Jr. The Problem of Government in.Metropolitan Areas

a A lied to the Area Surroun ' the Cit of Grand Ra ids Michi an

(Ann Arbor, Mich.: Bureau of Government, University of‘Michigan, 1957),

p. 20

3Ibid.

“Ibid.

5U. 3., Bureau of Census, Statistical Abstract of the United States, 8lst

Annual Ehition, 1960, p. 15.

6Ibid., 8hth Annual Edition, 1963, p. 13.

7U. 8., Bureau of Census, U. S. Census of Population: 1960. Number of

Inhabitants. Final Report PC 1 - .
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The total percent of population increase within the standard.metropol-

itan statistical areas between 1950 and 1960 was 26.14-percent.8 It has

been estimated that by 1975, 63.6 percent of the pOpulation of the United

States will be contained within the standard metrOpolitan statistical

areas.9

The causes of the phenomenon of peripheral concentration have been

the topic of numerous studies. In brief, the causative factors most com-

monly indicated have been the increased mobility offered by the automobile,

availability of cheap land outside the city limits, lack of acceptable

land for development within the city, improved road systems that reduce

both time and distance, changing living patterns, and changing needs of

industry.10 Fringe development.has, to a large extent, represented at-

tempts to avoid the deficiencies and drawbacks of’the central cities as

development sites, yet the continuation of peripheral concentration has

precipitated still other problems, both fOr'the central cities and for

the fringe areas themselves. Problems of the central cities include de-

creased tax base as residents, businesses and industries move to the

fringe; incompatible land uses at the city limits where city jurisdiction

ends; increased demands on city services as poorly developed fringe areas

are annexed to the city; health hazards to the city as a result of in-

adequate sanitary services in the fringe; and the exchange of blight

between the city and the fringe areas. Typical of the fringe area prob-

lems are deficient legislative powers, inadequate financing ability,

 

8Ibid.

9Committee for Economic Development. Guidin Metro olitan Growth (New

Yerk: Committee for Economic Development, 19605, p. 56.

loBetty Tableman, "How Cities Can Lick the Fringe Problem," Public

Management, XXXIV (1952), p. 50. .
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political apathy, haphazard deve10pment, lack of development policies

and goals, inadequate public service facilities, differences in rural

and urban social and economic attitudes, and lack of public awareness of

emerging problems.11 Hence, it is in the best interests of both the cen-

tral cities and the urban fringe areas to take corrective and preventive

measures for the problems created by urban fringe development.

Attempted solutions vary from one metropolitan area to another,

depending upon the nature of the most pressing fringe problems. Some

approaches used in the past as possible solutions to urban fringe prob-

lems have included annexation, governmental consolidation, federations,

the exercise of extraterritorial powers by the central cities, agreements

for sale of services, governmental reorganization, interstate compacts,

creation of special districts, and intergovernmental cooperation. Inter-

tovernmental c00peration has been achieved through joint enterprise, the

mmishing of services by one unit of government to another, mutual aid,

or parallel action which is undertaken by formal or informal agreements

1‘2 Often, however, because of the competitivebetween governmental units.

relationship of the city to the fringe area, measures which offer solu-

tions for the city create problems for the fringe area and vice versa.

The Grand Rapids standard metropolitan statistical area in Kent

County, Michigan, includes a typical central city and surrounding urban

fringe development, and is confronted with typical problems as a result

of peripheral concentration. Most of these have resulted fran haphazard

 

llRichard W. Cutler, "Can Local Governments Handle Urban Growth?" Eig-

consin Law Review, ed. Ernest T. Kaufman, Charles D. Patterson, Wayne

R. La Vave, and William R. Smith (Madison, Wis.: University of Wiscon-

Sino 1959): I: PP. 7-90

12Donald H. Webster, Urban Plannin and Munici a1 Public Poli (New

York: Harper & Brothers, 1958 , p. 70.
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land use development and inadequate water and sewer services within the

urban fringe. In an attempt to remedy these conditions and hence eliminate

the problems they precipitate, the City of Grand Rapids initiated a unique

informal agreement with surrounding governmental units for the dual pur-

pose of controlling land use development and providing adequate water and

sewer service. It was known as the urban service policy.



CHAPTER I

THE GRAND RAPIDS URBAN FRINGE

PRIOR TO THE URBAN SERVICE POLICY

In order to evaluate the effectiveness of the urban service policy

as a means of guiding land use development and providing water and sewer

services to the Grand Rapids urban fringe, it is first necessary to es-

tablish the nature of land use development, land use controls, and ser-

vice extension needs and practices in the fringe prior to 1951 as a

background for the evolution of the final Declaration of Policy.

Land Use Development in the Grand Rapids Metropplitan Area

Changing Land Use Patterns

The use of land, in terms of agricultural and non-agricultural

development, has been steadily changing in Kent County over the past two

decades. While approximately 90 percent of the land area of the county

continues to be devoted to agricultural uses, large portions of land

have been converted from agricultural uses in areas surrounding incor-

porated areas, water bodies, and areas along existing roads and highways.13

Between 1940 and 1950 the number of farms in Kent County decreased from

 

lBStewart Marquis. The Need for Co rehensive Ph sical Develo ment Plan-

ning in Kent County Michigan (East Lansing, Mich.: Continuing Education

Service, Michigan State University, 1961), p. 19.

.6
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5,623 to 4,302, a total decrease of 23.5 percent. This decrease was due

primarily to the availability of urban employment and high wages which

resulted frcm the increase in manufacturing between 1937 and.l9h7. The

number of'manufacturing establishments in the Grand Rapids metropolitan

area increased 48 percent in that lO-year'period.14

The non-agricultural deve10pment in the periphery of Grand Rapids

occurred primarily along the major circulation routes. A random fillinga

in of development between these major access routes was in evidence

between l9h0 and 1950 (Figure l). The greatest cancentrations of non-

agricultural land use development prior to 1950 occurred in the south

and southwest sections of the metropolitan area in the direction of the

incorporated areas of Grandville and Cutlerville. Similar development

was occurring to:a lesser extent to the north and northwest of the cen-

tral city of Grand Rapids.

Large portions of the City Of Grand Rapids remained Open for various

types of deve10pment during the early l9h0's. After'Wbrld War II, howa

ever, the industrial and residential development trend.was toward sub-

urban.locations. The causal factors contributing to the location of

industry in the urban fringe area were the continual decrease in suitable

vacant land for industrial development within the city, changing indus-

trial space needs requiring single story structures, off-street parking

demands, and relatively cheap land in the fringe areas. The direction

of industrial growth was to the south and southwest, particulariy'Wyoming

wanship.l5 Although the bulk (908,685 sq. ft.) of the industrial build-

ing up to 1950 took place within the central city of Grand Rapids, such

 

luHOWBll Gilbert, Jr. Industrial Surve (Grand Rapids, MiCh.: Grand

Rapids City Planning Commission, 19585.

15mm.
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development was increasing most. rapidly in Wyoming Township, followed

by Grand Rapids Township, then Paris Township.

Causal factors contributing to the increase in residential develop-

ment in the urban fringe after World War II included an enormous demand

for housing as a result of wartime shortAges, decrease in suitable land

for residential deve10pment (especially large-scale deve10pment) within

the central city, relatively cheap land in fringe areas, federal mortgage

credits making possible inexpensive single-family houses, improved trans-

portation routes and increased mobility, and higher incomes.16

Commercial development followed the residential development into the

urban fringe. Prior to 1950, it spread out from the central city along

major thoroughfares, notably Division, Twenty-Eighth, Fulton, and Leonard

Streets.

Subdivision platting activity within the four-township fringe area

is one indicator of changing land use patterns. Prior to 1950 platting

activity was erratic. This activity dropped from a 30-year (1920-1950)

high of 88 plat approvals for the five-year period between 1925 and 1930

to a low of no plat approvals during the depression years between 1930

and 1935. Only one subdivision plat (in Grand Rapids Township) was ap-

proved between 1935 and 1940. Subdivision plat approval was also negli-

gible during the war years of 19m to 1945 when only eight plats were

approved. After the war, however, platting activity accelerated. Sixteen

plats were approved between 1945 and 1950.17

From 1920 to 1930, the decade of greatest platting activity, 1.10

 

l6Cutler, Wisconsin Law Review, I, p. 6.

17Michigan, Office of the Auditor General, Plat Division, Land platting

records, 1974-1963.
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subdivision plats were approved. airing that period Paris Township led

with 39 Plat approvals, followed by Grand Rapids Township with 29,

Walker Township with 25, and Wyoming Township with 17. Similar land

platting patterns were seen during the period of increased activity

between 1945 and 1950. Paris Township led with 8 plat approvals, followed

by Walker Township with 5, Grand Rapids Township with 2, and Wyoming

Township with 1. For the entire 30-year period between 1920 and 1950,

Paris Township experienced the greatest platting activity with ’49 plats

approved, followed by Grand Rapids Township with 33, Walker Township with

31, and'wyoming Township with 22.18

To accurately illustrate the changing land use patterns in the Grand

Rapids urban fringe prior to 1950, the number of plats approved must be

supplemented with the quantity and location of land platted. Die total

gross area platted in the four townships between 1920 and 1950 was 3,234

acres. Quantity of land platted by individual townships during the same

period was Paris Township 1,039 acres, Walker Township 1,000 acres, Grand

Rapids Township 839 acres, and Wyoming Township, 356 acres. Paris Town-

ship had the greatest number of plats approved and the greatest total

area of land platted. Although Grand Rapids Township was second in total

number of plat approvals, Walker Township was second in total area of

land platted.l9

Approximately 66 percent of a total 135 subdivision plats approved

during the 30-year period from 1920 to 1950 were for lots within an aver-

age size range of from 5,000 to 10,000 sq. ft. Within this size range,

lot widths ranged from 42 to 80 feet, the mode being 50 feet. Only 19

 

18Ibid.

19Ihid.
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lots of less than 50 feet in width were platted, and these were platted

between 1924 and 1927. Four percent of the plats between 1920 and 1950

were for lots within an average size range of from 2,500 to 1+,800 sq. ft.

Within this size range, lot widths ranged from 25 to 53 feet. The land

platted within this mail lot range was in Wyoming and Paris Townships

and was platted in 1925 and 1926, prior to the 1929 State Plat Act re-

quiring a ’40 foot minimum lot width. Eleven percent of the total plats

approved were for lots within an average size range of rrom 10,000 to

15,000 sq. rt. The remaining 19 percent of the subdivision plats between

1920 and 1950 were for lots within an average size range of from 15,000

to 103,000 sq. ft. Within this size range, lot widths were from 50 to

242 sq. ft.20

Changes in Population Settlement Patterns

Land use development patterns over time are reflected to a great

extent by rate, quantity, distribution, and direction of pOpulation

growth within a given area. In the Grand Rapids metropolitan area (as

defined by the U. S. Census of POpulation of 1960), the urban developed

land area has increased greatly since World War I. In 1920, 86.2 percent

of the total metropolitan population lived in the central city of Grand

Rapids. In 1930, 19m. and 1950 the central city population as compared

to urban fringe population decreased to 79.5, 76.8, and 71.0 percent,

Z].
respectively. By 1960, 57 percent of the total population existed with-

in the City of Grand Rapids. Although the city increased its population

 

20Ibid.

21
Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area Study. Final Report (Grand Rapids, Mich..

Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area Study, 1958), p. l.
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by 39,679 or 28.6 percent during the“ four decades since 1920, the central

city's proportion of the total metropolitan area population decreased

27.2 percentage points. The part of the metropolitan area outside the

central city grew by 108,597 persons or 52.5 percent for the 40-year

period between 1920 and 1960. Hence, the growth of the urban fringe area

was 1.8 times the growth within the central city.22

Of equal importance with the rate and quantity of population growth

are the distribution and direction of population growth. The following

table shows the population gains from 1940 to 1950 in the seven govern-

23
mental units in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area.

TABLE I. POPULATION BY UNIT, 1940 AND 1950

 

 

Unit 1940 1950 Percent Increase

Grand Rapids 16a,292 176.515 7.5

East Grand Rapids 4,899 6,403 30.8 .

Grandville l , 566 2, 022 22.5

Grand Rapids Twp. 6,069 9,2u1 52.3

Paris TWP. 6.14114 99578 49.“

Walker Twp. 6,237 9,028 28.8

Wyoming Twp. 20,396 28,977 42.2

 

Land Use Centrols in the Urban Fringe

Land use planning on a metropolitan basis is frequently suggested

as a solution to the problems of urban expansion. Physical patterns, once

developed, tend to last for long periods of time unless great amounts of

human and physical resources are expended to change them. Land use plan-

ning helps to guide policies, plans, and programs for the developmerz'i,

 

22L]. S. Census of Pomlation: 1960.

23Metropo1itan Grand Rapids Development Association. Population Data: Cit ,

Metropolitan Area, CountyL State, United States - 1940-1950 (Grand Rapids,

Mich.: Metropolitan Grand Rapids DevelOpment Association, 1950).
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of adequate circulation systems, traffic control, water and sewer facil-

ities, fire stations, schools, recreation facilities, and residential,

commercial and industrial uses. It is obviously necessary to forestall

serious problems of incompatible uses, traffic congestion, high mainten-

ance costs for urban services, and development of future slum areas.

Rapid land development in the fringe area of Grand Rapids prior to 1951

gave rise to many such problems as a result of a lack of or ineffective

application of land use planning and land development controls.

Prior to the adoption of the urban service policy in 1951, there was

little formal or official planning cooperation among the various govern-

mental units of the Grand Rapids metr0politan area. Planning coordination

was urged by planning consultants, and in the lO-year period from 1942

to 1952, a voluntary, unofficial citizens' group known as the Metropoli-

tan Grand Rapids Flaming Association (later called the Metropolitan Grand

Rapids Development Association) actively promoted the idea of metropoli-

tan planning coordination and cooperation. As the urban fringe develop-

ment accelerated in the late 1940's, its attendant problems became in-

creasingly apparent to the general public. The citizens demanded that

steps be taken to remedy the situation on a metropolitan level, but little

agreanent could be reached among the various governmental units. Most

planning prior to 1951 was done individually and independently by the

separate goverrmental entities.

There has never been a master plan for the entire Grand Rapids met-

ropolitan area. Hence, no area-wide guide existed for the location or

quantity of land to be allocated for the various land uses. Moreover,

the City of Grand Rapids was the only independent governmental unit to

have a master plan prior to 1950. This master plan was developed in 1923.

As a result of the lack of both a regional master plan and individual
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master plans, the land use controls enacted by the various units were

uncoordinated and lacked purpose and direction.

Many legal controls, such as zoning, subdivision controls, state

health codes, and building codes were available prior to 1951 for use

by the governmental units under Michigan law to prevent haphazard devel-

opment and its resultant problems. The governmental units of the Grand

Rapids metropolitan area adopted such controls and put them into effect

with varying degrees of success. All the units had zoning ordinances.

The earliest zoning ordinances were those of Grand Rapids and East Grand

Rapids, adopted in the early 1920's. The zoning of the City of Grandville

and Wyoming and Paris Townships was established in the 1930's. The two

remaining governmental units of Walker and Paris Townships set forth

their ordinances in 1939 and 1940, respectively. East Grand Rapids, Grand

Rapids, Wyoming Township, Walker Township, and Grand Rapids Township in-

cluded lot area requirements in their ordinances, but Grandville and

Paris Township did not.

The cities of Grand Rapids and East Grand Rapids were the only units

to have formally adopted subdivision regulations prior to 1951. The re-

maining units in the metropolitan area relied upon the lot area require-

ments of the zoning ordinances and county platting requiranents to deter-

mine subdivision standards. While townships had been granted the power

to review subdivision plats and approve or disapprove of them under the

Plat Act of 1929, many of the criteria by which plats were {judged within

the different townships were set forth by the Kent County Md Commission

rather than the township boards.24

 

2AKenneth Verberg. A Study of the Legal Powers of Michigan Local Govern-

ments (East Lansing, Mich.: Institute for Comunity Development and

Services, Michigan State University, 1960), pp. 20-21.
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The City of Grand Rapids first adopted a building code in 1924 as

a means of achieving higher construction standards which in the long

run could help to provide for the maintenance of a better man-made phys-

ical envirorment. The building code was also used by the City of East

Grand Rapids and the townships of Walker, Wyoming, and Paris. The build-

ing code and zoning ordinances were closely correlated in Walker and

Paris Townships and considered together for adoption by the people in

1940 and 1941, respectively.

Land development controls in existance in the Grand Rapids metro-

politan area during the two decades between 1930 and 1950 provided mini-

mal development standards to a limited extent. These minimal standards

were an indication that the various units considered land use controls

important. However, these controls were inadequate and sporadic in their

application with little consideration given to their relationship to the

total metropolitan area.

Utility Service Eictension Practices

An often-used approach to the problem of providing various utility

services to an entire metropolitan area is the municipal service contract-

ing plan. There are three variations of this plan, the Lakewood plan by

which cities contract with the county for services, the use of the public

utility, and the sale of services by the core city to outlying areas. 25

The last has been the general means by which water, sewer, and fire pro-

tection services were provided to various portions of the fringe area by

25Human Resources Research Center. Conmmnity_Leader§ Conference on Pro-

vidin Urban Services to the Kalamazoo Communit (Kalamazoo, Michu

Western Michigan University, 19 3 , pp. 2 .
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the City of Grand Rapids prior to 1951. The Grand Rapids city charter

limited city contracts to three years' duration.

'Water and sewage disposal rates to users outside the city were based

upon fonnulas involving operation, maintenance, taxes, depreciation, and

profit. The formulas were designed to treat the services as utilities

owned and operated by the city residents, on which the residents could

make a profit as though the services were privately owned.26

water

Grand Rapids water is taken from Lake Michigan via a pipeline built

in the 1930's. The supply is supplemented by water from the Grand River

on peak demand days in the summer. The City of Grand Rapids began selling

water to outlying governmental units in 1931, when contracts were made

with wycming and Grand Rapids Townships. water service to walker and

Paris TownShips began in 1939 and 1940, respectively.27 The franchises

with these two units were established for 30 years, but were later contes-

ted as violating the three-year limitation and were declared invalid by

the Grand Rapids city attorney in 1952.28 Walker and Grand Rapids Town-

ships were the only units which depended solely upon the City of Grand

Rapids for public water supply; Syoming and Paris Townships maintained

independent wells and water systems, but depended upon water purchased

from Grand Rapids in times of shortage (Figure 2). The cities of Grand-

ville and.East.Grand Rapids also maintained independent water supply

 

26Grand Rapids Herald, Oct. 25, 1952.

27Minutes of the Grand Rapids City Commission meeting Jan. 27, 1959,

Grand Rapids, Mich. No. 8254.

28Grand Rapids Herald, Oct. 20, 1952.
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systems. The water distribution systems were owned by the individual

governmental units and were neither planned, financed, nor constructed

on a metropolitan scale.29

Water rates for users outside Grand Rapids were 1.5 to 1.6 times

the rates for city residents.30’31 In a 1946 report on water facilities,

the engineering firm of Consoer, Townsend and Associates stated that the

Grand Rapids water rates both for residents and outside users were below

the average for cities of comparable size.32 The rates were maintained

at the same percentage levels until after the urban service policy came

into effect.

A deve10per desiring a city water extension prior to 1951 could

suhnit a request for a connection to the city system to the Grand Rapids

City Commission. If approved, the developer would pay the cost of the

connection. However, prior to 1951, the city generally followed a policy

of "no extensions without annexation."33

By 1948 the City of Grand Rapids was well aware of the ever-increas-

ing demand for city water and sewer services by the rapidly developing

urban fringe. In August of that year Mayor Welsh and the Grand Rapids

City Commission approved appointment of a comittee to study the possible

establishment of a metropolitan district as a means of supplying the ser-

vices. The committee contacted representatives of the six fringe area

 

29”Metropolitan Water Authority Vital to Area," Metropolitan Planner,

Vol. IV, Dec. 1947, p. 6. 1

3"Interview with Bernard anth, Grand Rapids City Planning Commission,

July 11, 1963, Grand Rapids, Mich.

31Interview with Donald Oakes, Grand Rapids City Manager from 1955.

1959. July 19. 1963. Lansing. Mich.

32Joseph A. Warren, Jr. Que Revenue Problem of the City of GrandRaRapids,

Michigan (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Bureau of Government, University of Michigan,

13 7 o p08

33Interview with Scott Bagby, former Director of Grand Rapids City Plan-

ning Commission, Jan. 27, 1964, Grand Rapids, Mich.
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governmental units and requested brief presentations on each unit's

water and sewer problems. Following is a summary of the presentations

concerning water service made at the October 13, 1948, meeting of the

study committee)“

Paris Township: Two areas seem to be satisfactorily served by the

city. The rest of the congested areas need water but do not wish

to pay for it. The industries located there need water.

Wyoming Township: Two areas seem to be satisfactorily served by

the city. But there is pressing need for expansion and no possi-

bility of agreement with the City with regard to rates. The chief

reason why rates to the user would be so high is the necessity of

paying debt service on existing mains. Wyoming now has bonded

itself to build its own water system, using wells as the source

Of Water..u

City of Grandville: Owns its own water system, using wells as a

source. The people are satisfied, though the firm of Winters and

Cramption want Grand Rapids water as the Grandville water is too

hard.

Walker Township: The Lake Michigan Drive area is satisfactorily

served by the City. The rest of the township is growing rapidly

and many districts need water.

Grand Rapids Township: In the southeast section City water has

been satisfactory, but due to rapid growth, pressure is becoming

too low. In the North Park area there is an old private water

distribution system, and there are wells. Both are not inadequate.

There is special need for water for fire protection for the 400

homes. The people who are serviced by City water are uneasy under

the brief three year contract.

East Grand Rapids: Owns their own water system with Reeds Lake as

a source. The system is good but becoming inadequate for further

growth of the comunity. EGR would like Grand Rapids water under a

Metropolitan District Authority.

These comments indicate a degree of dissatisfaction with the Grand Rapids

contract arrangements and an area-wide need for improved water service.

 

3“Minutes of the Metropolitan District Study Committee meeting Oct. 13,

1948, Grand Thpids, Mich.
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Sewer

In 1950 the City of Grand Rapids was the only unit in Kent County

operating a complete system of sanitary sewage collection, treatment,

and disposal.35 The sewage plant was constructed in 1931 after a per-

emptory order by the State Board of Health to install a modern sewage

disposal plant. It was designed to provide primary treatment of 32.5

million gallons a day.36 Between 1931 and 1940, the treatment plant and

sewers were periodically improved through bond issues and public works

' programs. Between 1940 and 1950, however, changes consisted mainly of

extensions of the existing systan.37

A court decree in 1932 established East Grand Rapids as a partner

in the Grand Rapids sewage plant.38 It paid its share of the cost of the

original sewage plant in 1931 and the trunk sewer from East Grand Rapids

to the plant. It also paid maintenance and depreciation costs and the

cost of treatment of its sewage.39

Prior to 1951 the Grand Rapids sewage plant received and treated

sewage from the cities of Grand Rapids and East Grand Rapids, the only

two units completely served by sanitary sewers, and from the parts of

Walker, Pans, Wyoming and Grand Rapids Townships which were served with

sanitary sewer systems. The City of Grandville owned its own sewer sys-

 

35Marquis, p. 29.

36Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area Study. Sanitary Sflage and Storm Water

Di sal (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area Study,

1958 , Report No. 9, p. 1.

37City of Grand Rapids, Mich., Eigineering Division. A Study of the

Grand Rapids Sewer System, 1958. P. 1*.

38Grand Rapids Press, Dec. 11+. 1955.

396mm Rapids Metropolitan Area Study, p. 14.
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ten and city septic tank. Sewage in the remaining metropolitan area was

disposed of by means of individual septic tank systems.ho

The sewage rate of $57.20 perwmillion gallons, establiShed in 19#2,¢l

was in effect prior to the urban service policy. The bill fer sewage

treatment, based on metered bulk flow, was paid by each governmental

unit receiving service.“2

A developer desiring a city sewer extension could submit a request

for a connection to the city system to the Grand Rapids City Commission.

If approved, the developer would pay the cost of the connection. As with

water service extensions, however, the city generally followed the policy

of "no extension without annexation.”3

As development accelerated in the urban fringe in the late 1940's

septic tanks became increasingly unsatisfactory. In large portions of the

metrOpolitan area soils were unsuitable for individual sewage disposal

systemsh4'(Figure 3). Many individual systems discharged contaminated

fluids onto the surface of the ground, into nearby wells, into county

drains, and into streams and rivers. In many sections, homes were build

on lots which were too small to accomodate absorption of septic tank

f1uids.u5

Following is a summary of the presentations on sewage needs made by

representatives of the governmental units of the Grand Rapids urban

 

hoGrand Rapids Metropolitan Area Study, p. l.

ulGrandville Alliance, Feb. 28, 1952.

uzGrand Rapids Metropolitan.Area Study, p. 14.

uBIntervieW'with Scott Bagby, Jan. 27, 196G.

agharquis, p. 24.

45Ibid., p. 27.
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fringe at the October 13, 19148, meeting of the Metropolitan District

Study Comitteeflé

Paris Township: Sewage service exists only on the north side of

the airport and around the County Infinnary. Even in these dis-

tricts the seepage and drainage is bad.

Wyoming Township: Sewage service, where it exists, is unsatis-

factory. The mains, built by the WPA, admit too much seepage.

Because of this, the City rates for sewage disposal service were

too high for Wyoming residents to pay, so they now dump their

raw sewage into Plaster Creek.

City of Grandville: Owns its own sewer system, which is apparently

adequate, with a secondary treatment plant where it is dumped into

the Grand River.

Walker Township: All but a small area on Lake Michigan Drive and

the Haskelite Plant (both served by the City) are in need of both

drainage and sanitary sewer systems. The areas are growing rapidly.

Grand Rapids Township: All sections appear to have satisfactory

sewage service from the City except the Mayfair area which does

not drain properly.

City of East Grand Rapids: Has satisfactory service through the

City. There is one problem area where part of the City of Grand

Rapids drains into East Grand Rapids and thus increases the East

Grand Rapids sewage costs.

These comments indicate an area-wide need for improved sewage collection

and treatment facilities.

Evolution of the Declaration of Poligy and the Urban Sarvice Line

The utility service problem in the Grand Rapids urban fringe had

reached serious preportions by 19118. Mayor Welch of Grand Rapids stated

in July of that year that "the present means of providing water and

sewer service on the metmpolitan level is limited and not definite

 

hélfinutes of the Metropolitan District Study Committee meeting Oct. 13,

19148, Grand Rapids, Mich.
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enoughdfl7 The metropolitan district plan of providing services on a

metropolitan level was the first area-wide solution proposed. It was

suggested and promoted by the Metropolitan Grand Rapids Planning Asso-

ciation and was studied by the mayor's Metropolitan District Study

Committee from August to December of 19148. City officials objected to

the plan on the grounds that (l) the city would lose control of its

already established waterworks and sewage facilities to other unitsh8

and (2) under a charter commission, provided for by state law for the

administration of metropolitan districts, the city would have only three

of the nine members and proper weight would not be given to the interests

of Grand Rapids residents.)+9 The Metropolitan District Study Committee

finally rejected the plan because it would "result in the setting up of

one or several new authorities in addition to our present govermental

units” and because there were ”a number of obstacles in the way of effec-

tuating the metropolitan plan, such as the setting up of a charter com-

mission, possible constitutional revision, and majority voter approval

in each of the areas involved."50

The committee recommended an alternative plan for the provision of

water and sewer services on the metroth level. Under the provisions

of Act No. 314-2 of the Public Acts of 1939, the County Board of Super-

visors is authorized to acquire, construct, maintain, and operate water,

sewer, and sewage disposal systens within or between cities, villages,

 

47Grand Rapids Press, July 11+, 1948.

uslbid” July 19, 19148.

49Ibid., Aug. 6, 1948.

5°Metropolitan District Study Committee. Final report to Mayor and City

Commission of Grand Rapids, Mich., Dec. 17, 1918, p. 3.
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and townships. The county would contract with the City of Grand Rapids

fer water and sewer services for all the surrounding cities, villages

and townships. The committee believed that.this plan, utilizing an

already existing governmental unit, would circumvent.most of the difficul-

ties of the metropolitan district plan.51

Although the Grand Rapids City Commission, the Metropolitan Grand

Rapids Development Association, and county and township officials indi-

cated approval of’this plan, no action was taken on.it,by'the Kent County

Board of Supervisors, the body that had to act to put.the plan into

effect.52 The supervisors felt they could not act until the townships

knew what the City of Grand Rapids intended to do about expanding water

and sewage facilities. City officials felt they would not know how much

to expand the facilities until the amount of outside demand was deter-

mined.53

Because the City of Grand Rapids could not economically plan water-

works and sewage plant expansion without knowing how big the market area

would be, where it would be, and what its service requirements would be,

the city commission indicated in 1951 that the city faced an economic

necessity of setting up a service area limit.around the city.5u This need

gave impetus to the development of the urban service policy by Scott

Bagby, Grand Rapids City Planning Director, and the City Planning Com-

mission.

The development of the urban service policy was also influenced by

the "werking Plan" adopted in 1950 by the Grand Rapids City Planning Com-

 

51Ibid.

52Grand Rapids Press, April 16, 1949.

53Ibid.

54Ibid., March 12 and 13, 1951.
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mission. This plan indicated that future development and prosperity of

the Grand Rapids area depended upon solving two basic problems, first,

incipient blight in the central city and, second, uncontrolled spread

deve10pment in the outskirts of the urban area resulting in wasteful

demands for urban services.55 As a solution to the latter problem, the

"working Plan” suggested the establishment of an urban service district.

As a first step in creating an urban service policy, the Grand

Rapids City Planning Commission studied.the type, value, and density of

all existing development in.the entire metropolitan area and probable

future land needs for the 60,000 population growth anticipated in the

next 20 to 30 years. Developable areas adjacent to areas which would

have to be served in any case were checked and their feasibility for

development discussed with the Federal Housing Authority, mortgage and

banking concerns, and the local governments involved.56

After completion of the basic studies, the Planning Commission

wrote a tentative urban service policy calling for (l) a definite ser-

vice 1ine beyond which the city would not extend water or sewage service;

(2) unifbrm townShip zoning beyond this.line calling for larger lots: (3)

uniform subdivision regulations which would require minimum lot areas per

family, with the minimum varying according to whether'the lot is provided

with both, either, or neither water and sewage service, and (4) submis-

sion of all subdivision plats to the Service Committee of the City of

Grand Rapids prior to official approval (Appendix I).57 The City of Grand

 

55Grand Rapids City Planning Commission. "Area Planning Can Be Accom-

plished" and "The Urban Service Policy." (In the files of the Commission.)

56Ibid.

57Ibid.
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Rapids used this policy as a temporary guide for the extension of water

and sewer services until August 31, 1951.58

Once the tentative urban service policy had been written, the City

Planning Commission appointed a special Urban Service and Subdivision

Committee composed of representatives of the City of Grand Rapids, the

townships of Walker, Paris, Wyoming, and Grand Rapids, and the Metropol-

itan Grand Rapids Development Association to study the policy and submit

recommendations which would lead to agreement on a final, uniform dec-

laration of policy. The committee in turn named subcommittees to analyze

and evaluate the particular points called for in the declaration.59

Subcomittees were named on township planning and subdivision reg-

ulations. They each suggested revisions in the subdivision regulations

proposed by the City Planning Commission and subnitted a consolidated

report stating their conclusions to the Urban Service and Subdivision

Committee in May of 1951 (Appendix II). The conclusions, which had been

unanimously approved and adopted by the majority of the members of the

township boards of Walker, Wyoming, Paris, and Grand Rapids townships,6o

were unanimously adopted by the Urban Service and Slbdivision Committee

as an expression of their thinking to the Grand Rapids City Planning

Commission.61 The Planning Commission then drew up a finalized form of

the declaration of policy which was suhnitted to the Urban Service and

albdivision Committee for approval. The committee made deletions and

 

58Minutes of the Grand Rapids City Commission meeting July 9, 1951, Grand

Rapids, Mich. No. 94059.

59Minutes of the Urban Service and Subdivision Committee meeting May 23,

1951, Grand Rapids, Mich.

6("Consolidated report of the Township Planning Comittee and Technical

Committee to the Urban Service and Subdivision Committee meeting July 25,

1951. Grand Rapids, Mich.

61Mim1tes of the Urban Service and Subdivision Committee meeting July 25.

1951, Grand Rapids, Mich.
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corrections (see Appendix I) and carried a motion to suhnit the revised

declaration of policy to the township boards and the Grand Rapids City

Commission.62 The Townships of Paris, Grand Rapids. and Wyoming form-

ally adopted the declaration. Walker Township first only approved the

general principles, but later formally adopted the declaration.63 The

City of Grand Rapids never formally adopted the declaration of'policy.6u’66

Another subcommittee of the Urban Service and Subdivision Cbmmittee

was appointed to determine the specific urban service line boundaries.

It was composed of representatives from the City of Grand Rapids, Grand-

ville, East Grand Rapids, the four surrounding townships, and professional

engineers.67 The urban service boundary line was to be considered in light

of (1) how much land would be needed for residential and industrial use,

(2) where land would be located in relation to existing small lot residenp

tial development, (3) the fact that small lot development, unless preperly

located, would be an economic loss, particularly to the townships, and

(h) relationship to existing industrial areas.68 The Planning Commission

prepared a tentative urban service line as a possible guide to the estab—

lishment of the final line, and each of the governmental units drew up

its own service line. The lines proposed by the individual units were then

presented and discussed by the full Service Line Committee. A final Urban

Service and subdivision Committee meeting was held October 2%, 1951, at

 

621mm. Aug. 22, 1951.

63Minutes of Urban Service Line Committee meeting Sept. 20, 1951, Grand

Rapids . MiCh o

6“Interview'with Keith Honey, former Director of Grand Rapids City Plan-

ning Commission, June 28, 1963, Lansing, Mich.

65Interview with Donald Oakes.

66Grand Rapids Press, June 20, 1958

671Minutes of Urban Service Line Committee meeting Sept. 20, 1951.

68Ibid.
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which time the final urban service line was presented and agreed upon

by all participants (Figure 9).69

 

691Minutes of Urban Service and Subdivision Committee meeting Oct. 24, 1951.

Grand Rapids, Mich.
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CHAPTER.II

THE URBAN SERVICE POLICY

The urban service policy was conceived as a metropolitan planning

instrument to insure orderly development of the Grand rapids urban fringe

area so that city services to the fringe could be economically provided.70

Before its effectiveness can be detennined, it must be analyzed with

regard to its legal basis, the premises upon which it was based, the

goals it was intended to achieve, and the way in which it operated.

Legal Basis of the Urban Service Policy

(he of the major hindrances to the solution of urban fringe prob-

lems is the fact that metropolitan areas do not constitute single legal

entities. Hence, the provisions of state constitutions pertain to the

powers of the state and the county, township, village, and city govern-

ments within it, and do not encompass entire metropolitan areas. Special

metropolitan area-wide authorities can be created by the state for speci-

fic purposes, but these, rather than supplanting existing govermental

entities, are superimposed upon them.71 Moreover, many of the constitu-

tional provisions relating to the various governments and their powers

lack connotations which would make them significant in the formulation

 

70Scott Bagby, "Urban Service District Policy Aids Flamed Area DevelOp-

ment," The American City, LXVI, Dec. 1951, p. 86.

7101arles W. Barr. Plannin the Count side (East Lansing, Mich.: Mich-

igan State College Press, 1950), p.-15.

31
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of legislation on metrOpolitan area problems.72 Express and implied

constitutional limitations are the framework within which any govern-

mental activity for the solution of metropolitan problems must work.73

It is basic legal doctrine that cities can exercise only those

powers granted them by state constitutions and that those powers may be

exercised only within the corporate limits of the city unless specific-

ally granted for extraterritorial use.74 The Michigan constitution of

1908 gave the legislature power to prescribe how any city or village

might sell or deliver water outside its corporate limits. Act 34 of

1917, as amended,75 authorized.municipal corporations to furnish water,

fix rates, enforce collection, and construct water mains through high-

ways outside their territorial limits. This act also authorized con-

tracts for water with other cities, villages, or townships having the

authority to provide a water supply fer their inhabitants. Act 47, 1941,76

authorized the township to contract with municipalities fer the provision

of water for domestic and fire protection service. In 1951 the authority

for cities to contract for sewage services outside their corporate lim-

its was found in Act 316 or 1931, section 5.2714, as amended.77 Act 129

of 194378 as amended authorized contracts between political subdivisions

relative to systems of sewers and sewage disposal and to validate exis-

ting contracts of such nature.

72John M. Winters. State Constitutional Limitations on Solutions to Met-

topolitan AreaProblems (Ann Arbor, Mich.: Legislative Research Center,

University of Michigan.Law School, 1961), p. 2.

73Ibid.. p. 1.

7""Ibid., p. 4.

75inchigan, Revised Statutes Annotated (Rice, 1959), Vol. 4A, p. 188.

76Ihid.. p. 191.

77Ibid.

78Ibid., p. 245.
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The power of a governmental unit to enter into voluntary coOpera-

tive agreements is a ramiiication of its power to enter into contracts.

When immediate solutions to fringe area problems must be found in the

face of legal or political obstacles, voluntary cooperation between gov-

ernmental units may be the most feasible solution. This particular solu-

tion lends itself well to the provision of urban services by the central

city to the urban fringe for two reasons. First, it permits the maximi-

zation of physical and human resources by the elimination of the duplica-

tion of effort and services which can often be more readily provided by

a single agency or facility. Second, it pennits the coordination and

planning of the metropolitan area as a single entity while acknowledging

the autonomy of existing governmental units.

The urban service policy was a voluntary cooperative agreement. It

did not constitute a contract or franchise for services with other gov-

ernmental units, nor did it alter the city's existing contracts and fran-

chises for services to other units (see Appendix I, IV). It was a state-

ment of the conditions under which the city would extend these services

to new areas of the surrounding goverrmental units. The policy in itself

did not have the force of law as an instrument of land use control. The '

township boards could not legally delegate authority to the Grand Rapids

79! a“

O

. ' i

The policy was a means of achieving agreement between the city and the

City Flaming Commission to approve or disapprove subdivision plats.

fringe area townships as to the specific land development regulations}.

needed. The power to enter into such agreenents is inherent in a cityié é"

- S"

ability to extend services for collaborative purposes.80 On the basi8;01' . 3

i.

 

79Minutes of Urban Service and Subdivision Committee meeting June 6, 1951,

Grand Rapids, Mich.

80Telephone conversation with John Damon, fonner Assistant City Attorney

or Grand Rapids, MiCho. Jane 10. 1961+.
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this agreement, the regulations called for were encorporated into the

zoning ordinances of Grand l-l‘apids,81 Wyoming,82 Paris,83 and Walker84

Townships. The urban service policy did not, however, obligate the City

of Grand Rapids to provide service extensions even though the regula-

tions might be complied with. The Declaration of Policy stated that the

city would provide the services “within the limits of its ability and

consistent with its obligations to its residents” if the standards were

legally in effect and complied with. Although the Declaration of Policy

was never formally adopted by the Grand Rapids City Commission, it was

used as the city's policy for extension of services to the fringe area

from 1951. to 1959.

Premises and Goals of the Urban §grvice Poligy;

The underlying goal of the urban service policy was to maintain the

health, safety, and general welfare of the inhabitants of Grand Rapids

and the governmental units of its urban fringe. The Grand Rapids City

Planning Comission, which framed the urban service policy, believed that

the city and adjoining townships together constituted one metropolitan

area and that conditions affecting the health, safety, and general wel-

fare of one part of the community similarly affected the entire community.

(see Appendix I, l). The Planning Commission also believed that the town-

ships were steadily increasing in population and residential development

and for that reason the health and welfare of the inhabitants required

 

8J'Minutes of the Grand Rapids City Commission meeting Oct. 15, 1951.

821mm. Oct. 22, 1951.

831mm, Oct. 29, 1951.

Burma. Feb. 18, 1952.
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water service and sanitary methods of sewage disposal (see Appendix I, 2).

Assuming that the City of Grand Rapids, because of its existing facili-

ties and contracts, was the logical unit to provide such services, the

Planning Commission's goal was to devise means by which this could be

accomplished economically (see Appendix I, 3 and h). The means are set

forth in the first two resolutions of the Declaration of Policy (see

Appendix I, I and II).

It was assumed.that annexation to the city would not be a feasible

means.85 Therefbre, the first resolution was fOr the establishment of a

service area, "in scale with the needs of the metropolitan community

based upon the amount of residential land needed to serve a reasonable

metropolitan population growth for the next 20 to 30 years," outside of

which the city would not extend services. It was assumed that since ”80

percent of the future suburban fringe development would be done by deve1-

Opers who would prefer to have city services,"86 deve10pment would be

most'likely to occur within, rather than outside of, the service area.

Consequently, the development would be in a location economically acces-

sible to the city services. Widely scattered development, which the City

Planning Commission believed to be uneconomical fOr the provision of city

services, would be kept to a minimum.

The second resolution was for the establishment of unifbrm minimum

township subdivision regulations calling for (1) a minimum lot width of

50 feet on the building or setback line and a lot area of not less than

6,000 sq. ft. fOr future residential Subdivisions served with both public

water and sewer, (2) a minimum width of 60 feet at the building or set-

 

85Grand Rapids City Planning Commission, "Area Planning Can Be Accom-

plished."

86Ibid.
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back line, a minimum lot area of 2500 sq. ft., and an average lot area

of not less than 8,000 sq. ft. for lots in future residential subdivis-

ions served with public water but not sewer, and (3) a minimum lot width

of 70 feet on the building or setback line and minimum lot area of 10,000

sq. ft. for future residential subdivisions served with neither public

water or public sewer. The City Planning Commission believed that these

regulations would prevent small-lot development which it considered a

cause of congestion and overcrowding, as well as a health hazard when

services are not provided. The regulations were intended to be an incenp

tive for development to occur within the service area because a developer

could offer more desirable lots to buyers by providing public water sew;

er services, and because a developer could getwmore lots per subdivision

within the service area where public services could be provided than he

would get outside where absence of’public services would.mean larger lots

were required.

The eration of the Urban Service Polic -- 1 -1

General Administrative Procedure

The administrative framework for implementation of the urban service

policy was similar to the plat approval procedure of the townships. A

plat was first sent to the township board for approval or disapproval.

If approved, it was then fOrwarded to the Kent County Road Commission and

the State Auditor General. Although the City of Grand Rapids did not

have the right to approve or disapprove subdivision plats outside its

legal boundaries, the Declaration of Policy required that."there Shall

be submitted to the City of Grand Rapids, a c0py of each platvsubmitted
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to the Township for approval" (see Appendix I, III). A plat was therefore

submitted to the Grand Rapids City Commission's Service Committee, which

in turn sent it to the Grand Rapids City Planning Director and City

Exagineer. They determined whether or not it complied with the provisions

of the urban service policy, recommended it approved, conditionally

‘ approved, or disapproved accordingly, and sent it back through the Public

Service Director to the Service Committee. The committee reported the

plat to the Grand Rapids City Commission which approved, conditionally

approved, or disapproved it according to the recommendations of the City

Planning Director and City Engineer. The resolutions used for this pur-

pose stated:87

The City Engineer and the Planning Director have approved (dis-

approved) Plat, which complies (fails to comply)

with the requirements of the Urban Service Policy and recommend

that the proposed plat be approved (disapproved).

If a plat failed to comply with the requirements of the urban service

policy, it was disapproved by the City Commission. It could, however, be

approved on condition that water or sewer service or both be installed,

thus putting the platted lot sizes in the proper category as provided in

the lot size regulations set forth in the Declaration of Policy. For ex-

ample, if a plat were submitted for a subdivision in which the average

lot area was not less than 8,000 sq. ft., the minimum lot area not less

than 7,500 sq. ft., and the minimum lot width not less than 60 feet, but

for which no public services were indicated, the City Commission could

approve the plat on condition that public sewer service be provided.88

Approval of the subdivision plat as complying with the requirements

 

87Minutes of Grand Rapids City Commission meeting Jan. 27, 1951, No. 8251+.

88Ibid., June 5, 1956 and April 9, 1959.
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of the urban service policy by the Grand Rapids Flaming Director and

City Engineer did not guarantee that such extension would be carried out.

It was the option of the City Commission's Service Committee to determine

whether or not the extension was within the limits of the city's ability

and consistent with its obligations to its residents (see Appendix I, III).

For example, there were many instances in 1958 and 1959 when a plat would

be approved by the Planning Director and City Engineer. The Service Com-

mittee would then report to the City Commission recommending approval

but stating that the city was not willing to extend services at that time,

and the City Commission would approve the Service Committee's report.89

Once a plat had been approved by the City Commission, the developer

suhnitted a request for service extension together with proof of funds

sufficient to cover the cost of the extension to the Comission. This in

turn was approved or disapproved.90

Financing Service Extensions in the Urban Service Area

The provision or water and sewer is often the most expensive service

maintained by a governmental unit. As a result, a central city furnishing

these services to the fringe area is concerned over extension policies

which could create an undue economic burden upon its residents. This

economic burden is the dilemma created in part by increasing municipal

service costs in relation to a stable or decreasing economic base of a

city which has a property tax as its primry source of revenue. The rea-

sons suggested for the increase in service costs are the demand for more

 

89Ibid., May 5, 1958 - May 1+, 1959 and May 1+, 1959 - May 2, 1960.

90Interview with Keith Honey.
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and better services, the central city bearing costs of providing facili-

ties and services to a total region without receiving commensurate

revenue contributions, rapid increases of expenditures due to mass p0p—

ulation migration, changing living patterns, and technological advances

such as mass production of housing.91 The urban service policy was in-

tended to keep the economic burden upon the City of Grand Rapids to a

minimum by encouraging deve10pment to occur within an area accessible

to city service extensions. 9

Once a plat had been approved under the urban service policy, a

developer was required to submit a request for installation of service

to the Grand Rapids City Commission along with proof of funds sufficient

to cover the total cost of the installation or connection of water or

sewer services. The amount was determined by the Public Service Director.

Thus the actual extension to the new deve10pment was paid for by the

developer, rather than by the city or township in which the subdivision

was located. Construction and maintenance were carried out by the City

of Grand Rapids.

The costs to the City of Grand Rapids increased, however, as the

number of new users increased and put heavier demands upon water and

sewage plant facilities and Sewer trunk lines. The financing of larger

trunk lines could be achieved by two methods. One was to establish an

agreement with the township whereby the benefitting area could finance

the cost of additional trunk sewer capacity in addition to the cost of

the installation of the local sewer. The other was financing by the city

from sewage disposal funds as they became available in anticipation of

 

91Ruth L. Mace. Municipal Cost-Revenue Research in the United States

(Chapel Hill, N. C.: Institute _of Government, University of North

Carolina, 1961).



40

additional revenues from added areas served.92 Additions to water and

sewage disposal plant facilities could either be paid for in anticipa-

tion of additional revenues from added areas served or by bond issues

after a referendum.

 

“City of Grand Rapids, Mich.: Engineering Division. A Study of the

Grand Rapids Sewer System (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Department of Public

Service, 1958 , p. .



CHAPTER.III

THE URBAN FRINGE FROM 1950 TO 1960

As a basis for the evaluation of the urban service policy, it is

necessary to examine the period during which it was in effect for pur-

poses of comparison with the decade prior to its enactment. The effect

of the urban service policy on urban fringe conditions, as well as the

effect of urban fringe conditions upon the urban service policy, can

then be analyzed.

Land Use Development

Changing Land Use Patterns

The ecological pressures affecting the entire GrandRapids metropol-

itan area become statistically evident when the U. S. Census of 1950 is

compared with the Census of 1960. During the decade between 1950 and 1960

the use of land for agricultural purposes and the number of farms contin-

ued to decrease in Kent County. The lands converted into nonpagricultural

use, while a relatively small proportion of the total area of the county,

were generally large portions of’the Grand Rapids urban fringe, lands

along major'highways, and lakefront areas. Between 1950 and 1960 about

16 sq. mi. were changed to non-farm use in the cities and townShips of

\

the Grand Rapids urban fringe.93 In 1960 between 50 and 60 percent of

 

93I'Iéu‘cmis. p. 22-

Lu
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the total area of the four townships surrounding Grand Rapids was in

non-farm use.94 Land use development within the fringe area took the fOrm

of a filling-in of buildabie open space near Grand Rapids between.the

existing developed areas which generally bordered the major access routes

to the central city (Figure 5). The factors which had caused the trend

for development.in.the late 1940's to occur in the fringe rather than in

the central city continued to Operate between 1950 and 1960, but at an

accelerated pace.

Approximately 81 percent of the total number of dwelling units in

Kent County in 1960 were located within the four cities of Grand Rapids,

East Grand Rapids, Grandville, and Wyoming (incorporated in 1959), and

the three townships of Grand Rapids, Paris, and Walker.95 Emurteen.pera

cent were in the three townships and 67 percent were in the fOur cities.

Residential subdivision platting activity in the fringe area during

the nine-year'period from 1951 through 1959 reached an allptime high

with 345 plats approved under the urban service policy.96 Subdivision plat

approvals for the four townships during that period totaled 102 for'wyo-

ming wanShip, 81 for Paris Township, 46 for“wa1ker Township, and 49 for

Grand Rapids Township. In total gross land area platted, walker Township

led with 970 acres, followed by Paris Township with 903 acres, wyoming

Township with 809 acres, and Grand Rapids Township with 514 acres.97 Thus,

while platting activity in terms of number of plate was greatest to the

southwest and southeast of Grand Rapids, platting activity in terms of

 

95Ibid., p. 20.

96Grand Rapids City Planning Commission, Annual Rgpgrt 1258 and Annual

Repgrtrlflfig (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Grand Rapids City Planning Commission,

1958 and 1959).

97Ibid., supplemented with platting records from Office of.Auditor Gen-

eral, Plat Division, for 1957-1957.,
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acres platted was greatest to the northwest and southeast of the city.

A comparison Of the total gross area platted from 1940 to 1950 with the

with the total from 1950 to 1960 shows that.in the former period 242

acres were platted as opposed to 3,196 in the latter period98’99 ITable

II).

During the nine years of the urban service policy, an interesting

locational pattern.was evidenced in the total number of subdivision

plats approved outside the corporate limits of Grand Rapids but within

the four-township area surrounding the central city. A survey of the p1ats

approved indicated approximately 47 percent were located within the urban

service area, 42 percent outside the urban service line, and the remain-

ing 11 percent were divided by the urban service line. Approximately 85

percent of these p1ats lay within a 1% mile radius of the central city

(Figure 6). In terms of area, 1,753 acres were platted outside the urban

service line and 1,443 were platted within the line. Supplementing land

platting activities with actual construction records of residential units

during the period from 1951 through 1959, a total of 8,600 new dwelling

units were begun in the metropolitan area.100

The City of Grand Rapids from 1951 through 1959 approved 67 subdivi-

sions within its corporate limits totaling 517 acres. The city had no

new subdivisions recorded during 1958.101 This absence of activity re—

flects the lack of vacant, undeveloped land within the city limits.

Water supply, sewers, and sewage disposal continued to be the most

 

98Ibid.

99Michigan, Office of the Auditor General, Plat Division, land platting

records from 1940-1950.

100Grand Rapids City Planning Commission, Annual Repgrt.125§.

lOlloid.
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102 Because of thecritical fringe area problems between 1950 and 1960

importance of the potential public health problem within the metropolitan

area, it is useful to note land development trends and practices in rela-

tion to soil conditions. Approximately 50 percent of the land area of

Grand Rapids and Walker Townships is covered with soils which have fair

to poor percolation characteristics. Similar problem soils cover 75 per-

cent of Paris Township103 and approximately 33 percent of Wyoming Town-

ship (see Figure 3). Of 167 plats surveyed of the total 345 plats approved

from 1951 through 1959 in the fouretownsnip area around.Grand Rapids, 67

plats or 49 percent were located wholly or in major portion upon problem

soils of fair to poor percolation characteristics. During that period,

Paris Township approved 79 Percent if its new plate on problem Soils,

Grand Rapids Township 75 percent, Walker Township 44 percent, and Wyoming

Township 18 percent.101+ Thus, because the lot size regulations of the

urban service policy contained no special provision for development on

problem soils, there were sections of the urban fringe where residential

construction without public sewer service could have occurred on lots too

small to sufficiently accomodate septic tank effluent if the lots were

platted to the minimum size allowed under the urban service policy.

The result of building on problem soils was evidenced in 1958 by

the Kent County Health Department report on 60 health problem areas where

septic tank drainage field overflow constituted a public health hazard.105

 

102Marquis, p. 6.

loBIbidu p. 20.

lOLPTo obtain these data, plat locations from 1957 through 1959 from the

Office of the Auditor General, Plat Division, land platting records, and

plat locations from 1951-1956 from the map I'Location of Plats Approved,‘.'

Grand Rapids City Planning Commission, Annual Progress Report 1956, were

superimposed upon the soil condition map in Marquis, p. 25.

10 .

5Marquls, p. 27.



48

Approximately 50 percent of the problem areas existed within the four

cities and three townships of the Grand Rapids urban fringe.106 Although

approximately 5,210 fringe area dwelling units were served by the City

of Grand Rapids sewer system in 1958,107 there were 27,700 individual

septic tank systems in operation in Kent County.108 Of this total, 18,600

or 68 percent existed within the City of wyoming and the townships of

Grand Rapids, Paris, Walker and Plainfield. Many of the systems needed

redesigning, cleaning, enlargement or replacement. Many of the new systems

installed as late as 1955 were inadequate because of increased domestic

wateraconsuming appliances.109

Industrial land use development patterns evidenced changes during

the nine-year'period of the urban service policy. Between 1950 and 1954,

Wyoming Township led in industrial building activity with 1,756,713 sq. ft.

This almost doubled the central city's figure for the previous five years.

The City of Grand Rapids was second in industrial square foOtage devel-

oped, followed by Paris Township, Walker Township, and Grand Rapids Town-

ship. Between 1955 and 1957, Paris Township led in industrial building

activity with 1,277,490 sq. ft., followed by wyoming Township, the City

of Grand Rapids, Walker Township, and Grand Rapids Township.110

Changes in POpulation Settlement Patterns

The population settlement trends evidenced in the 1950 Census of

Population were borne out in the 1960 Census. The 1960 Census classified

 

lo61bid.. p. 29.

107Ibid.

108Ibid.. p. 27.

109Ibid.

lloHowell Gilbert, Jr.
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the pOpulation of'the State of'Michigan as being 73.4 percent urban and

26.6 percent rural. As in the 1950 Census, all population residing in

urban fringe areas and in incorporated and unincorporated places of

2,500 or*more population was classified as "urban" in 1960. The p0pu1a-

tion not classified as urban was "rural." The percentage of pOpulation

living in Michigan cities of 50,000 or more from 1950 to 1960 declined

from approximately 40 to 33 percent, while the number of people living

in the fringe areas more than doubled.111 Fringe areas in 1960 contained

nearly 30 percent of the state's population.

The Grand Rapids metropolitan area, consisting of the four cities

of Grand Rapids, East Grand Rapids, Wyoming and Grandville and the three

townships of Paris, Grand Rapids, and walker contained a population of

294,395 persons or 81.2 percent of the entire population of Kent County

F

in 1960. This increase in population was the fourth highest in the state

112 The following table shows the population gainsbetween 1950 and.1960.

from 1950 to 1960 in the seven governmental units in the Grand Rapids

urban fringe.

TABLE III. POPULATION BY UNIT, 1950 AND 1960

 

 

Unit 1950 1960 Percent Increase

Grand Rapids 176,515 177,313 0.5

East Grand Rapids 6,403 10,924 70.6

Grandville 2,022 7,975 294.4

Grand Rapids TWp. 9,241 16,738 81.1

Paris Twp. 9,578 19,235 100.8

'Walker Twp. 9,028 16,381 81.4

City of Wyoming 28,977 5,829 58.2

00“!» hmqr~

 

 

lumen Beegle et a1. Michi n Po ulation 1 60 (East Lansing, Mich.:

Michigan State University, 19 2 , p. 9.

1120. 3. Bureau of Census. U. S. Census of Population 1960: Number of

Inhabimnts o
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Some of these changes are due in part to annexations which occurred

after 1950. Parts of Grand Rapids and Paris Townships were annexed to the

City of Grand Rapids, and parts of Wyoming Township were annexed to Grand-

ville and the City of Grand Rapids. A study of past annexations to the

city from April 2, 1859, to April 1, 1963, shows a history of piecemeal

additions to the city.113 Three annexations occurred prior to 1916 which

totaled 13.25 sq. mi. in area. From 1916 through 1927, five annexations

took place which totaled 6.55 sq. mi. There were no annexations frmn

1927 to 1952. The annexations to Grand Rapids which occurred during the

operation of the urban service policy totaled only 0.30 sq. mi.

Service Extensions Effectuated Under’the Urban Service Policy

The central city extended water and sewer lines to areas outside its

corporate limits only upon request and only if the area to be served lay

within the urban service area and the p1at.met the lot size requirements

of the urban service policy. Between.May, 1951 and May, 1959, the Grand

Rapids City Commission received a total of 166 requests for water and

sewer extensions.lln Of this total, 119 or 72 percent were for water

extensions and services. The remaining 27 or 28 percent of the total re-

quests were for sewer extensions and services. Ten or 6 percent of the

total requests were disapproved, primarily on the grounds that the lot

size was inadequate. Grand Rapids and Walker Townships, which maintained

no public water or sewer services of their own, requested and received

 

113Grand Rapids City Planning Commission, map of ”History of Growth,”

1963. (In the files of the Commission.)

llL‘Minutes of the Grand Rapids City Commission meetings from MEY5 1951'

to MaYa 1959.
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the greatest number of water and sewer extensions (Figure 7). Ninety-one

and 64 requests were approved for those townships, respectively. Paris

Township requested and received 11 water and sewer service extensions.

The cities of Grandville, East Grand Rapids, and Wyoming Township made

no extension requests under’the urban service policy. All of the exten-

sions granted under the urban service policy were to p1ats adjacent to

or close to the Grand Rapids city limits.

Land Use Control§%in the Urban Fringe

Planning programs during the decade from 1950 to 1960 took on new

emphasis within the individual governmental units comprising the Grand

Rapids metropolitan area. While there was little formal or official coop-

eration among the seven units of the metropolitan area,115 the informal

planning efforts increased through the efforts of the Grand Rapids City

Planning Commission to assist surrounding units with planning activities

and through the influence of private consultants and the County Road

Commission.

Master plans to guide land.use development, previously conspiculously

absent, were developed for'the townships of walker and Grand Rapids.and

the city of Grandville by the same private planning consultant, Scott

Bagby, fOrmer Grand Rapids Planning Director. Hence, a degree of planning

uniformity and coordination existed among the master'plans of those units.

A master plan for Paris TownShip was prepared in June of 1958 by Charles

E. Hatch and Associates of Toledo, Chio. The master plan prepared for the

 

115Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area Study. Plamnng, Zoning and Building

Codes in the Grand Rapids Metropolitan A ea (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Grand

Rapids Metropolitan Area Study, 1958;.
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City of Grand Rapids in 1923 by Harland Bartholomew-and Associates was

supplemented by a new plan in 1962.

Emphasis and recognition of planning as an important community

activity also influenced the revision of existing land development con-

trols and the adoption of new zoning ordinances. The revision of exist-

ing zoning ordinances of six of the seven governmental units of the

metrOpolitan area occurred between 1954 and 1957. The City of Grand

Rapids had revised its zoning ordinance in 1951. Because of the influence

of Scott Bagby as a consultant in the preparation of the zoning ordin-

ances of the cities of Grandville and East Grand Rapids and Walker and

Grand Rapids Townships, the ordinances of those units were quite similar

in major details and wording. The zoning ordinances were the controls

through which the requirements set forth in the Declaration of Policy

were effectuated. It is interesting to note that in the revised zoning

ordinances of all seven fringe area govemmental units, the minimum lot

size requirements exceeded the requirements set forth in the Declaration

of Policy.

Every governmental unit within the metropolitan area had a building

code which was updated or adopted during the period from 1955 through

1957.116

Most units borrowed from the Building Officials Code and used other unitst

There was similarity among the building codes of all units.

codes as models with alterations to suit newer ideas of construction and

local needs. All units required building permits for any type of building,

remodeling, or enlargement.

All units in the metropolitan area regulated subdivision development

to some degree between 1950 and 1960. In the townships, limited regula-

 

116Ibid., p. 18.
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tions were in effect and were enforced by the Kent County Road Commission.

While the County Road Commission insured some degree of similarity of

regulations regarding deve10pment, the regulations were limited to streets.

gutters and storm sewers.

During the decade from 1950 to 1960, land use controls became more

prevalent in all governmental units of the Grand Rapids urban fringe.

Although there was still no master plan for the entire metropolitan area,

unofficial coordination and cooperation among the various units had in-

creased considerably since the preceding decade. The urban service policy

was the only planning device operating on a metropolitan level.

 

Factors Contributing to the Elimination of the Urban Service Polig

Implementation of the urban service policy began to encounter diffi-

culties in 1952. In April of that year the Grand Rapids City Commission

had begun to table applications for water and sewer services pending ess-

tablishment of revised rates for outside users by City Manager George

E. Beam:L17 The demand for revision of rates arose from a long-standing

rate dispute between Grand Rapids and Wyoming Township. The controversy

had begun in 1940, various attempts at settlement had failed, and Wyoming

Township had discontinued use of Grand Rapids sewer service on November 1,

1943, thereafter dumping raw sewage into Plaster Creek. The State Stream

Control Commission demanded the situation be corrected and after a series

of deadlines and extensions, final action was called for by the end of

118
March, 1952. In February of that year Grand Rapids offered sewer ser-

vice to Wyoming Township at the 1942 rate of $57.20. At this point the

 

118Grandville Alliance, Feb. 28, 1952'
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City Commission became concerned over the overloading of facilities119

and the costs of installing new trunk sewers to accomodate the township

sewage.120 Moreover, the city had been ordered by the water Resources

Commission in 1949 to discontinue discharging raw or inadequately treated

sewage and industrial wastes into the Grand River. In April, 1952, the

Superior Court of Grand Rapids upheld.the order and required the city to

remedy inadequacies in its existing treatment plant and to construct and

Operate a secondary treatment.p1ant. Contracts for construction were to

be made not later'than January 1, 1954.121 Faced with the expense of

providing the required facilities, the Grand Rapids City Commission be-

came concerned over the low rates charged to outlying users. They felt

it was unfair for'the city residents to have to pay most of the cost of

the new facilities, since they had been.made necessary by the increased

demands put upon the existing sewage treatment plant by the increasing

number of users in outlying areas.122 By September, 1952, the city had

passed an ordinance raising the sewage rate to $110 per million gallons

to outside users.123 By October, 1952, the city had approved raising the

water rate to outside users to the regular city rate plus 60 percent.12u

Applications for extension of city services were then accepted again in

accordance with the urban service policy.

The townships of Grand Rapids, Paris, Walker, and Wyoming utilized

119Ihid.

12°Grand Rapids Herald, Feb. a8, 1952.

12lMinutes of the Grand Rapids City Commission meeting April 28, 1952.

No. 95632.

122Grand Rapids Herald, April 22, 1952.

123GrandVille Alliance, Sept. 4. 1952-

12'LFM'inutes of the Grand Rapids City Commission.meeting Oct. 27. 1952-
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city sewage disposal services to a. minimal extent and relied mainly on

individual septic tank systems. Wyoming and Paris Townships, however,

maintained independent water systems, even though some water was purchased

from the city. Disagreements with the city over rates, the suspensions of

water and sewer extensions by the city, and local water shortages provided

incentive in the early 1950's for the townships to improve and expand

their own water systems. Paris Township sought a completely independent

water supply in January of 1953.125 Wells were found and bonds issued

for a reservoir and 20 miles of mains. All Paris Township residents were

to connect to the new water system so that only emergency water connec-

tions would be left with the City of Grand Rapids.lz'6 By fall of 1954 the

system was in operation.127

By 1955, however, the townships were having difficulty keeping up

with their growing service demands. A pipeline to Lake Michigan had been

proposed in 1953 by Wyoming Township as a joint solution to the water

supply problems of Grandville, Hudsonville, Paris Township, Zeeland,

Holland Township, and Holland, but implementation of the program had met

with legal, political, and financial setbacks. Low pressure,1‘28 contamin-

ation of wells,129 and dropping water tables plagued the individual town-

ships' water systems as denand increased.130 Plats continued to be sub-

mitted to the city from all parts of the urban fringe for approval of

service extensions.

 

125Southkent Negg, Jan. 22, 1953.

126Grand Rapids Press, Feb. 25, 1951+.

127Southkent News, Nov. 18, 1954.

128Grand Rapids Press, June 3, 1955.

129Southkent News, Dec. 1, 1955.

130Ibid., Oct. 18, 1956.
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A request from Paris Township‘in March of 1957 for sewer service to

a rapidly growing residential area touched off serious questioning by

the City Commission of the city's ability to continue extending water

and sewer 1ines'.131 A sharp dispute also occurred at a Commission meet-

ing in May of 1957 over extension of water to a part of Walker Township

at a time when a sprinkling ban seemed iminent in the city. Mayor Paul

G. Goebel requested a study on the advisability of extending services

132 Water service extensions were held up begin-beyond the city limits.

ning in July of 1957 on recommendation of the Public Service Director

that service be limited to the present area until a new water supply

could be found.133 That same month City Manager Donald Oakes suhnitted

a report to the Commission relative to furnishing additional water ser-

vice to neighboring townships.13’+ He recommended that the City Counnission

consider carefully the water requirements of present customers and the

city's ability to fulfill them before making additions to the customer

load. Although extensions of sewer services were to continue in accordance

with the urban service policy, an area of Walker Township was denied such

an extension in October of 1957 on the grounds that the trunk sewer to

the area was already at capacity.135 Extension of watermains was reinsti-

tuted in December of 1957 to 21 suburban residential developments which

had had applications on file.136 In June of 1958, Grand Rapids Township

 

131Grand Rapids Press, March 19. 1957-

132Grand Rapids Herald, May 15. 1957.

133Ibid.. July 17, 1957.

134Minutes of the Grand Rapids City Commission meeting July 23, 1957.

135Grand Rapids Herald, Oct. 9. 1957.

136Ibid., Dec. 18, 1957.
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asked the Grand Rapids City Commission for a reviewof the urban service

policy because of confusion arising from inconsistent application of the

policy.137

In July of 1958 the following resolution was adopted by the City

Comission in an attempt to find a solution to the shortcomings of the

urban service policy.138

Whereas the City of Grand Rapids has been receiving numerous re-

quests from areas outside the city for extension of water, sewer,

and other services, and has been providing these services because

of the inability of these areas to provide the services forethem-

selves; and students outside the city have been attending schools

in the city because of lack of educational facilities in areas in

which they live; and Grand Rapids needs greater land area in order

to provide facilities for industry seeking to locate here and for

the expanding needs of its own citizens; and there is urgent need

for thorough study of problems confronting the greater Grand Rapids

area with respect to growth, education, public service, public

safety, and the reciprocal needs of Grand Rapids and surrounding

areas; therefore be it resolved that the mayor is hereby author-

ized to appoint a committee of two members of the Grand Rapids

City Commission and three citizens at large to study the problens

involving school district consolidations, annexations of areas

surrounding Grand Rapids, and the benefits resulting from such

consolidation and annexation.

In January of 1959 the Annexation Study Committee, chairmanned by

Councilman Roman J. Snow, submitted a final report (thereafter known as

the Snow Report). Its recommendation for extension of water and sewer

service stated that no further commitments of sewer and water service

should be granted at that time (Appendix III). This conclusion was based

on the belief that (l) demands for services were increasing without a

corresponding contribution to the Grand Rapids tax base and without pro-

vision for future capital outlays that may be required as a result of the

demands, and (2) that the municipal facilities of Grand Rapids were paid

 

1371mm, June 20, 1958.

138Minutes of Grand Rapids City Commission meeting July 8, 1958. No. 7441.
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for or were bonded for by its citizens and any use of these facilities

by people in the metropolitan area tended to depreciate the investment

made by the people of the city. It was the opinion of the Annexation

Study Committee that the solution to the need for sharing the burden of

services in the metropolitan area was either annexation or formation of

a metropolitan city.

The report was not adopted by the City Commission. The idea that

elimination of service extensions would encourage annexation or consoli-

dation was challenged and a dissenting report was filed calling for

evaluation of all eventualities before a new policy would be adopted.139

Requests for service extensions continued to be submitted to the City

Commission, but no further extensions were made under the urban service

policy after the presentation of the Snow Report.lm

Metroglitan Reaction to the Elimination of the Urban Service Polig
 

A review of the period from 1959 to 1963 when the urban service

policy was no longer in effect affords a better understanding of what

the policy accomplished during its years of operation. A comparison of

the 1951 to 1959 period with the 1959 to 1963 period gives perspective

to an evaluation of the effectiveness of the application of the urban

service policy in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area.

The Snow Raport of January, 1959, touched off a serious re-evalua-

tion by the Grand Rapids City Commission of the city's role in extending

water and sewer services to the urban fringe. little new development

was taking place within the central city, but the urban fringe was

 

139Grand Rapids Herald, Jan. 28, 1959.

lchrand Rapids Press, Dec. 16, 1959.
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developing rapidly. The City Commission was particularly concerned about

two factors. First, they doubted that,the outlying units were paying en.

ough in water and sewer rates to cover their share of the plant facilities

necessitated by the increasing fringe area demand.lu1 Second, industries

had moved from the city to fringe area locations, thus diminishing the

city's tax base, but still desired city services}!+2 Since there was little

open land left within the city limits in 1959, and thus no way for the

city to augment its tax base through new development, there was consid-

erable pressure within the City Commission in favor of the policy of "no

services without annexation."

The Commission then faced a dilemma. Should services be provided to

the fringe, annexation would be discouraged.'Yet if they should refuse

to provide services, problems would arise affecting the health, safety,

and welfare of all citizens of the metropolitan areal“3 As a means of

encouraging annexation, a "new city" consisting of Grand Rapids, East

Grand Rapids, and.Wyoming, and Walker, Paris, and Grand Rapids Townships

was proposed, and the citizens of those units were to vote in December

of 1959 indicating whether or not they wanted to become a part of the

new city. By July of 1959, the independent water systems of the cities

of KWyoming and East Grand Rapids and Paris Township had become seri-

ously inadequate and all three units had requested to purchase Grand

Rapids water. Grand Rapids replied that their distribution system could

not supply them at.that time. The requests were to be held in abeyance

until the city could revise its total distribution system and determine

 

lulGrand Rapids Herald, Feb. 10, 1959.

luzIbidu Feb. 11, 1951.

143Minutes of the Grand Rapids City Commission meeting Jan. 27, 1959.
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the total area to be served under the proposed new city.144 The new city,

however, was unanimously voted down by all the governmental units except

Grand Rapids,lu5 and the units made renewed efforts during 1960 to pro-

vide their own services. Petitions were filed in Paris Township seeking

incorporation as a city, and the township board authorized a sanitary

sewer system survey by an engineering firm.1u6‘wyoming undertook a top-

ographical survey preliminary to designating routes for its own sanitary

sewer system.147‘Walker Township, with the aid of federal funds, comple—

ted plans for a township-owned sewer and water system.148 Petitions were

filed in Grand Rapids Township seeking a vote on incorporation as a city

and the township board began studying sanitary sewer needs.“9 The City

of Grandville was well underway with plans for construction of a new

sewage disposal plant and was discussing cooperative operation of the

plant with Paris Township and lrJFyoming.15O These efforts to provide sera

vices were not entirely successful. Consequently, in order to obtain

services, thirteen annexations were made to the City of Grand Rapids

from portions of Grand Rapids, walker, and Paris Townships between.Auga

ust 2, 1960, and.April l, 1963. These annexations totaled 13,062.4

acres (Figure 8). Most of the remaining portion of Walker Township be-

came incorporated as a city in 1962.

 

lwlbid” March 10, 1959, April 7, 1959, and July 21, 1959.

lh5GrandVille Alliance, Dec. 10, 1959-

1%Grand Rapids Press. May 8, 1960.

lMIbid.

luBIbid.

149Ibid.

l5OIbid.
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CHAPTER IV

EVALUATION OF THE URBAN SERVICE POLICY

Many planning philosophies have been proposed in the past six dec-

ades and many programs executed with varying degrees of success, but

few have been evaluated in terms of planning values and accomplishments.

The urban service policy offers a unique opportunity to analyze an effec-

tuated planning device. Since any planning program is designed to reflect

the characteristics of the particular area in which it is to be imple-

mented, it is only logical to evaluate planning programs within such a

framework. Hence, the urban service policy will be considered in the

context of its premises and the goals it was designed to accomplish, and

the way in which it was applied in the Grand Rapids area.

Signifipance of the Declaration of Policy

The Declaration of Policy in itself is perhaps the key concept to

be evaluated in a planning sense. The policy was the result of interaction

by three important groups, (1) the public, (2) profesSional practitioners,

and (3) governmental leaders. Although the citizens of the Grand Rapids

metropolitan area had for years been seeking solutions to their common

problems, they had not found satisfactory solutions on a metropolitan

scale prior to the urban service policy. Many studies had been made by

civic-minded citizens or their hired private consultants and many sugges-

tions offered, but none had been acceptable to all governmental entities.

63
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Hence, no coordinated, cooperative policy had been brought to bear, and

the problems were handled independently by each governmental unit. The

Grand Rapids professional planning staff defined the metropolitan prob-

lems, utilized.planning methods to conceive a policy fOr their solution,

and presented the policy in such a way as to make it acceptable to those

who must implement it. The local decisionamakers of the various fringe

area units studied the policy, altered it in light of their respective

units' needs, agreed unanimously upon the final Declaration of Policy,

and took the steps necessary to enact its requirements. The Declaration

of Policy, then, was an achievement in itself in that it brought all

fringe area governmental units into agreement on.a plan of action in the

relatively short time of six months. Perhaps the greatest advantage of

the urban service policy was that it could be quickly implemented to

alleviate a problem which called for immediate action.

It was ironic in light of the role of the Grand Rapids City Planning

Commission in creating the policy that the central city of Grand Rapids

was the only participating unit which did not officially adopt.the urban

service policy. The only definite reason indicated by Grand Rapids for

non-ratification was that the city charter limited water and sewer con-

tracts to three years. Hence, it was felt by the city that agreements to

furnish extensions to units where only three-year contracts existed would

be'unsat.isfactory.l51 Although the city charter was amended in 1956 to

allow for longarange water and sewer contracts up to 40 years' duration,

the urban service policy was still not adopted. This was due to the fact

that by 1956 the Grand Rapids City Commission had begun to doubt the ad-

visability of extending services at all.

 

151Grand Rapids Herald, June 20, 19.58.
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Since the City of Grand Rapids utilized the urban service policy as

the basis for its decisions concerning service extensions from 1951 to

1959, the fact that it was not officially adopted.was significant only

in that it indicated a lack of faith on the part of the city in a metro-

politan area-wide solution to the service problem and cast doubts as to

the city's ability to provide service extensions. Hence, the township

officials could not tell developers with certainty whether or not city

152
services would be available to them. This weakened the effectiveness

of the township officials in providing guidance to developers.

Validity of the Premises of the Declaration of Policy

The Declaration of Policy, the nucleus of the urban service policy,

sets forth as its over-all goal the promotion of public health, safety,

and general welfare in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area. Several general

premises were used as a basis fOr developing the means of achieving this

goal. One general premise stated in the Declaration of Policy was that

the townships were rapidly and steadily increasing in population and res-

idential development, and the health and welfare of the inhabitants re-

quired water, sewer, and sanitary sewage disposal service. This premise

was valid on the basis of observation of existing conditions, p0pulation

projections, and knowledge of public health considerations and require-

ments. A second general premise of the Declaration of Policy was that

the City of Grand Rapids, because of its existing facilities and contracts,

was the logical unit to provide water and sewer services to the entire

metropolitan area. This was correct in that the city had the most com-

 

1521bid.
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plete water and sewer facilities in the area, it was centrally located,

and it had active contracts with most of the surrounding units for ser-

vices. Moreover, the suggested use of a metropolitan district or Kent

County as the unit to provide services had been rejected by the units

concerned. The city services, however, could not supply the entire met-

ropolitan area and considerable reliance was placed by developers upon

the independent water systems of Paris and Wyoming Townships and indivi-

dual septic tank systens. A third general assumption was that annexation

would not be a satisfactory means by which the city could provide ser-

vices to the fringe. This was valid in that as of 1951, no annexations

had occurred since 1927. Moreover, annexation would be a solution to the

service problems of the areas annexed, but not for the metropolitan area

as a whole.

In order to make it economically possible for the city to provide

services to the fringe area, two basic requirements were set forth in the

Declaration of Policy; first, the creation of an urban service area out-

side of which no city service extensions would be made, and second, crea-

tion of uniform land use controls for the residential development within

and outside of the urban service area. The need for these two require-

ments was determined on the basis of certain specific premises, some of

which proved to be valid, and some not.

Effectiveness 931; the Urban Service Line

It was assumed that the scattered development would be uneconomical

for the adequate provision of city services. This was true because

scattered development would require more watermains and sewer lines of

greater length and greater construction and maintenance costs than would
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development adjacent to the city. it was also assumed that an urban

service line outside of which no city services would be extended would

encourage most development to occur close to the city because "80 per-

cent of the future suburban fringe development would be done by deve1-

Opers who would prefer city services."153 However, between 1951 and 1959,

42 percent of the land subdivided existed completely or in major portion

outside the urban service line. While it may have been correct to assume

that most developers would prefer to have services available, it did not

necessarily follow that these services must be provided by the City of

Grand Rapids. During the years of the urban service policy, the two town-

ships of Wyoming and Paris which maintained independent water systems

had almost twice as many subdivision plats approved and almost twice as

much total gross land area platted as Walker and Grand Rapids Townships

which depended solely upon the City of Grand Rapids for services.15u

Moreover, Wyoming Township submitted no requests for service extensions

from Grand Rapids under the urban service policy and Paris Township made

only 11 requests or 6 percent of the total number suhnitted. Walker and

Grand Rapids Townships submitted 91» percent of the requests.155

Since only 28 percent of the extension requests submitted to the

City of Grand Rapids between 1951 and 1959 were for sewer services, it

appears that water service was the main concern of developers. It there-

fore seems that the water systems of Wyoming and Paris Townships competed

with the Grand Rapids city water system as a lure to development. The

Grand Rapids water system was at a disadvantage because of the indefinite

 

153Grand Rapids City Planning Commission. "Area Planning Can Be Accomp-

lished."

maps. p. 36.

lSSSupra, Po “'1.
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nature of the urban service policy. first, it had not been adopted

officially by the City of Grand Rapids. Second, a provision was made in

the Declaration of Policy that services would be extended only within

the limits of the city's ability and consistent with its obligations to

its residents. The City Commission took advantage of this provision in

1952 when it suspended the extension of services until the rates to out-

side users could be raised, and again in 1957 when water was in short

supply.”6 The three changes in city administration in Grand Rapids

between 1951 and 1959 also contributed to the uncertainty in the appli-

cation of the policy, since some administrations were less inclined to

grant service extensions than others. Thus, a developer could not be

certain that the City of Grand Rapids would extend services to his sub-

division, even though the plat was within the service line and met all

the requirements of the urban service policy. The urban service policy

was thus not an adequate means of assuring water and sewer service to

the urban fringe, and the bulk of development tended to gravitate toward

the independent water systems of wyoming and Paris Townships. These sys-

tems were constantly being expanded and improved between 1951 and 1959,

while the application of the urban service policy became increasingly

uncertain.

Another assumption regarding the need fOr'an urban service line was

that a reasonable metropolitan population growth for the next 20 to 30

years, based on projections by the Grand Rapids City Planning Commission,

was 60,000 persons.”7 The urban service area was to be delineated on the

basis of the amount of land needed.to accomodate residential development

 

1SbrSclpra. pp- 31-32.

1”Grand Rapids City Planning Commission, "Area Planning CanBe Accom-

pliShedo"
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for that many more people. As it happened, however, the metropolitan

area population increased by 52,631 persons in hnly 10 years between

1950 and 1960. The city had hoped that by creating an urban service area,

it could estimate the amount and location of demand for services and

plan expansion of facilities accordingly. But since the growth occurred

at a much faster rate than anticipated, the expansion of facilities which

was expected to be needed over a 20- to 30-year period became necessary

within a lO-year period. The urban fringe development which was eligi-

ble for city services under the urbanhservice policy created demand so

rapidly that the city believed it was being economically exploited by

having to meet it. This belief was one of the main reasons why the City

Commission suspended the urban service policy in 1959.

Effectiveness of Lot Size Regulations
 

It was assumed that the lot size regulations set forth in the Dec-

laration of Policy would encourage and guide land use development into

the urban service area for two reasons. First, a developer could offer

lots which would be more desirable to a buyer if both water and sewer

were provided. Second, a developer'could obtain more lots to sell per.

subdivision within the urban service area than he could outside the area

where larger lots would be required. This was true in Walker and Grand

Rapids Townships which depended on Grand Rapids for services and in which

no public services were available outside the urban service line. In

Paris and Wyoming Townships, however, which maintained independent water

systans, a developer could create a profitable subdivision outside the

urban service line by using the local public water services because the

participating townships did not agree to limit extensions from their



.70

independent systems to within the urban service line. Even though the lot

size requirements of the urban service policy had to be observed, the

necessity of limiting the development to the urban service area in order

to obtain services was avoided.

The regulations were also intended to eliminate small-lot development

which could create a health hazard if public sewer services were not pro-

vided. The Grand Rapids City Planning Commission originally prOposed

one-acre lot sizes outside the urban service area. Likewise, the Declara-

tion of Policy contained a provision for development on problem soils

requiring a minimum lot area of 15,000 sq. ft. when neither water nor sew-

er services were to be provided. Both proposals were eliminated by the

Urban Service and Subdivision.Committee in its review of the Declaration

of Policy and were not included in the final version adopted by the town-

Ships. The minimum lot size required by the urban service policy for lots

with neither water nor sewer service was 10,000 sq. ft. If water but not

sewer service was to be provided the minimum lot size required was 7,500

sq. ft. These sizes were assumed to be adequate fOr the disposal of efflu-

ent from prOperly functioning septic tanks in soils of good percolation

characteristics. However, soils of fair to poor percolation characteris-

tics covered 75 percent of Paris Township and 33 percent of wyoming Town-

ship where most fringe-area development was occurring and where public

sewer service was notably absent.158 Of the plats approved in Paris Town-

Ship between 1950 and 1960, 79 Percent were on problem soils. In wyoming

Township 18 percent were on problem soils. Thus, the possibility of a

health hazard existed in spite of the regulations of the urban service

 

l583upra, p. 56.
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policy where lots were platted to the minimum size required without

sewer service on problem soils.

The elimination of small-lot development was not entirely attri-

butable to the subdivision requirenents adopted by the townships in

accordance with the urban service policy. Prior to 1950, the State Plat

Act of 1929 stated that lots could not be platted with widths less than

40 feet. Only four percent of the total subdivisions approved between

1920 and 1950 contained an average lot size between 2,500 and 5,000 sq.

ft. and the majority of these were platted in 1925, 1926, and 1927. The

State Plat Act of 1929 was amended in 1954 by Act 130 to read, uNo resi-

dential lot shall be less than 60 feet in width at.a distance of 25 feet

from the front line," and further, that "lots may be less than 60 feet

in width but not less than 50 feet in width at the setback line... where

public sanitary sewer and water facilities are installed."

By 1957, all fringe-area governmental units had adopted or were pro-

posing to adopt.minimum lot area and lot width requirements for single

family development, both with and without water and sewer facilities,

which were far in excess of the standards set fOrth in the Declaration

of Policy. As of 1956, average lot area requirements had increased from

the original requirement of 5,000 sq. ft. to an average of 7,700 sq. ft.

in Walker, Grand Rapids, and wyoming Townships and the cities of Grand

Rapids and East Grand Rapids. In Paris Township the average lot area re-

quirement had increased to 6,000 sq. ft. The lot size requirements of

the urban service policy, however, were not changed to conform to the

1954 amendment to the P1at.Act.

The concept of relating lot size to provision of services was also

put into the master plans of the fringe area governmental units in 1956.
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While the urban service policy regulations applied the concept only to

single family residential deve10pment, the master plans developed by

Scott Bagby in 1956 for the City of Grandville, Walker Township and

Grand Rapids Township applied the concept to three basic service areas

known as (l) the primary residential service area, (2) the secondary

residential service area, and (3) the industrial or non-residential

service area. The panary service areas were where "the majority of the

city-type deve10pment is proposed to be encouraged,"159 and in general,

they coincided with the two most restrictive residential zones. Within

the primary service area, sliding-scale type subdivision standards

regarding lot sizes were related to services provided as follows:160

Where both water and sewer are available lots of at least 7,200

sq. ft. with a minimum of 60 feet width at the building line

are permitted.

Where one utility, but not both, is available lots of at least

10,000 sq. ft. with a minimum 75-foot width at the building

line are permitted.

When neither utility is available at the time of platting, lots

of at least 13,600 sq. ft. with a minimum 90-foot width at the

building line are permitted.

It became obvious in some parts of the primary service areas where water

and sewer facilities were available, development at the minimum regula-

tions of the service policy would be out of character with existing

development. This situation was realized and as a result the zoning dis-

trict was correlated with the urban service area in order that development

of similar character would be encouraged.

 

159Scott Bagby, Lon Ran e Plans for the Townshi of Grand Ra ids (Grand

160500“; Bagby, Walker Township Plans for Its Future, Long Range Plua_n__s

for the Township of Grand Rapids, and A Long Range Plan for the Grand-

ville Area.
I
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Secondary service areas were locations "where existing development

is of such character and density that a medium standard of service will

have to be provided."161 To encourage similar development near it, pro-

posed lot sizes were such that a public water supply, but not sanitary

sewer service, would be required. Hence, the density standard, regardless

of whether water was available er not, required "lots of at least 18,000

sq. ft. with a minimum llO-foot width at the building line.”162 Utility

services to residential areas in retail and industrial zones would be

denied in order to premote development of compatible uses.

The master’plan developed fOr Paris Township in 1958 was by a con-

sultant other than Scott Bagby. While an urban service line was not

establiShed in this master plan as it was in the other townships, the

concept of lot size to service relationship was evident. The lot area

required, however, was 9,000 sq. ft. if both water and sewer were pro-

vided for single family deve10pment. Twelve thousand square feet was

required if neither were provided.

Grand Rapids Township was the only unit participating in the urban

service agreement to adopt a separate and complete ordinance which com-

bined service extensions and subdivision controls as a tool in guiding

land use development. This ordinance, adopted in October of 1957, was

known as the "Land Subdivision and Utility Extension Ordinance." The

ordinance prescribed minimum lot sizes and plat.improvement regulations,

limited density of population, and was to promote public health, safety,

and welfare. It further was to relate the increasing density and concen-

tration of population to the ability of the township to obtain water and

 

161Ibid.

162nm.
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sanitary sewer services from approved public utilities and to furnish

all the other public services within the platted areas. The procedure

for approval of subdivisions did not mention the submission of a copy

of a preliminary or final plat to the City of Grand Rapids as set forth

in the urban service policy. General provisions of the land Subdivision

and Utility Extension Ordinance did explicitly state its adherence to

the previously adopted primary, secondary, and industrial and agricul-

mral service areas, and these were made a part of the ordinance. Re-

quired improvements concerning water and sewer service depended upon the

availability of services from the central city.

Although the townships had enacted more exacting land use controls

between 1951 and 1959, enforcement of the controls was inadequate. The

townships relied extensively upon part-time employees for administrative

and technical services. As of 1957, the cities of Grand Rapids and East

Grand Rapids had approximately seven full-time officlals for each 1,000

population. Walker and Grand Rapids Townships had only 0.1+ full-time

employees for each 1,000 population, and Paris Township had 0.8, Wyoming

Township 2.1, and Grandville 2.2.163 Full-time and part-time employees

in the four townships totaled 3.5 for each 1,000 populationfwIL Hence,

the townships were attempting to provide administrative and technical

service with only half the labor force considered adequate in the cities

of Grand Rapids and East Grand Rapids. In 1957 only Grand Rapids and Walker

Township/had ftfll-time inspectors to enforce zoning, building, and sub-

division regulations. While it is impossible to determine the exact

extent to which enforcement of the land use controls was lacking in the

 

163Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area Study. Planning, Zoning and Building

Codes in the Grand Rapids Metropolitan Area.

l6L‘Ibid.
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Grand Rapids urban fringe under'the urban service policy, it can be

assumed on the basis of the number of township employees available that

enforcement was inadequate.

Metromlitan Application of the Urban Service Policy

One weakness in the metrOpolitan application of the urban service

policy was that it did not have equal significance in all four of the

townships surrounding the City of Grand Rapids. The intended results of

the application of the policy were most nearly achieved in Walker and

Grand Rapids Townships which were entirely dependent upon the City of

Grand Rapids for public water and sewer services. In these townships the

lot size regulations were in effect and most development occurred within

the urban service area where extensions could be made economically by

the city. The lot size regulations were also in effect in Wyoming and

Paris Townships, but the availability of independent public water systems

made the urban service policy less significant there.

Another weakness of the application of the urban service policy was

that it did not achieve its goal of making service extensions to the

urban fringe economical for the central city. Full consideration was not

given the financing of the expansion that would be needed in the water

andsewage disposal plants as demand for services increased. No provis-

ion was made in the Declaration 6f Policy for sharing the costs of such

expansion proportionally among the units using city services. The impor-

tance of the fact that the city residents would have to finance expan-

sion for the benefit of outside users was evidently not recognized at the

time of adoption of the policy. When this fact did become apparent after

the policy was in effect, it caused considerable dissatisfaction with
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the policy among the Grand Rapids City Commissioners and was one of the

main reasons for its eventual elimination.

Perhaps the greatest weakness of the metropolitan application of the

urban service policy resulted from the city's ability to suspend the ex-

tension of services, which made application of the policy sporadic. The

provision of the Declaration of Policy which stipulated that services

would be made available within the limits of the city‘s ability and con-

sistent with its obligations to its residents, while a necessary safe-

guard from the point of view of the city residents, made the application

of the urban service policy seem arbitrary to the township residents. The

best interests of the city were put before the best interests of the town-

ships. This was to be expected, since these interests were often in con-

flict. For example, it.may have been in the best interests of a township

to have services extended to a subdivision to prevent a health hazard

and improve the township's tax base, but at the same time it.may have been

in the best interest of the city to deny the extension to avoid lowering

the water pressure in part of the city or to avoid overloading a sewer

trunk line. To successfully achieve the goal of'promoting the health,

safety, and general welfare of the citizens of the Grand Rapids metropol-

itan area, the interests of all participating units would have to be

considered equally. This was not achieved under the urban service policy

as applied in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

While the urban service policy did make certain positive achieve-

ments as a metrOpolitan planning device, it has been shown.that it was

not entirely successful in achieving its intended goals and the way in

which it was applied was not as effective as it.might have been. The

adoption of the Declaration of Policy marked the first time all fringe-

area governmental units agreed on a common means of solving some of

their'mutual problems. It allowed a degree of uniform metropolitan plan-

ning coordination and at the same time acknowledged the autonomy of

existing governmental units. The subdivision regulations it set ferth

were not only the first such uniform regulations to be adopted by all

feur of the townships surrounding the City of Grand Rapids, but were also

the strictest subdivision regulations in effect in the townShips in 1951.

However, the urban service policy did not assure adequate provision of

water and sewer services to the Grand Rapids urban fringe, it did not

eliminate small-lot development which could lead to a health hazard, and

it did not.make the provision of services economical for the central

city.

Planning has been described as "a process of understanding human

needs and of influencing and shaping future public policy to serve those

needs most effectively."l65 A policy, then, is developed as a result of

ijebSter, p o 1'“.
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and on the basis of a plan. This was not true of the Grand Rapids urban

service policy. The urban service policy set forth the central city's

criteria for extensions of city services and attempted to use the cri-

teria to achieve certain planning goals of metropolitan scope -- adequate

provision of services to the urban fringe, uniformity of subdivision reg-

ulations and hence orderly development in the urban fringe, and economy

for the city in extending services. However, ll'here was no underlying

comprehensive plan of metropolitan scope as a basis for these goals.

They were established by the Grand Rapids City Planning Commission on

the basis of limited studies of the metropolitan area.166

Although the urban service policy appeared to be a first step in

the evolution of metropolitan planning cooperation, advantage was not

taken of the spirit of cooperation which existed in 1951. The urban ser-

vice policy acted as a panacea for the service provision and development

problems of the urban fringe and more comprehensive metropolitan plan-

ning was not pursued until the Snow Report of 1959 focused attention on

its shortcomings. The Municipal Planning Commission Act (Act 285, P.A.

1931) provides for the development of a master plan for the physical

deve10pment of a municipality, including areas outside its boundaries

which bear relation to the planning of the municipality.167 Since the

City of Grand Rapids considered the health, safety, and general welfare

of the urban fringe essential to its own in 1951, it should have pro-

ceeded with the deve10pment of a comprehensive metropolitan master plan.

With the master plan as a guide, such metropolitan planning devices as

 

165mm, p. ZL.

167Michigan Chapter, American Institute of Planners. Laws Relating to

Planning: State of Michigan (Lansing, Mich.: Arnerican Institute of

Plarmers, 1959), p. 9.
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a metropolitan service district or completely coordinated and unifbrm

township zoning and subdivision regulations developed by a metropolitan

planning commission could have achieved as much if not more toward the

solution of the problems of the urban fringe than the urban service

policy. However, such devices take considerable time, effort and willing-

ness to effectuate because of the number of’points which must be agreed

upon by all governmental units and the extent to which all units must

cooperate. The urban service policy offered an expedient,means of alleVu

iating the problans at hand and presented no great difficulties in

effectuation. Had it been developed and effectuated on the basis of a

metropolitan.master plan, many of its shortcomings which resulted from

limited planning studies could have been avoided.

On the basis of a study of'the urban service policy adopted for use

in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area, the following recommendations can

be made regarding the use of such a policy as a metropolitan planning

device:

1. The specific provisions of any service policy'must be dependent

upon the problems and conditions characteristic of'the area in which the

policy is to be implemented.

2. Although an urban service policy should not be used as a subSti-

tute fOr’more thorough and comprehensive metropolitan planning, it can

be effective as a temporary or interim means of achieving certain goals

or alleviating certain metropolitan problems.

3. To be most effective, an urban service policy should be developed

on the basis of a metr0politan.master plan. .

n. An urban service policy should be accompanied by a financing plan

adequate to provide for future expansion of existing water and sewer

plant facilities.
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An urban service policy as applied by Grand Rapids, Michigan, is

not without,merit as a metropolitan planning instrument. The political

situation in the Grand Rapids metrOpolitan area, as in other'metropolitan

areas throughout the United States, was typified by fear of central city

domination on the part of the fringe area units. The possibility of

achieving metropolitan unity has always been and continues to be remote

in the Grand Rapids metropolitan area. This was confirmed by the rejection

of'the proposed.metropolitan district.and.county plans of’providing ser-

vices to the fringe and by the defeat of the proposed new city by all

townships in the 1959 referendum. Moreover, the trend throughout the 1950's

was toward further separation, rather than consolidation of the fringe

area governmental units, as illustrated by the incorporation of'wyoming

Township and a large portion of Walker Township into cities. In a demo-

cratic society, the public is the final arbiter in such decisions. If the

public does not desire metropolitan cooperation, metropolitan cooperation

will not be achieved, regardless of its desirability from a planning

standpointm Therefore, while the professional plannerzmust continue to

encourage comprehensive metropolitan planning through education of the

public and should seek to implement it whenever*possible, political reali-

ties often necessitate the utilization of less ideal methods of achieving

planning goals. The urban service policy as applied in Grand Rapids, Mich-

igan, affords a practical lesson in the application of such a method.
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APPENDIX I

DECLARATION OF POLICY

The City of Grand Rapids and the Townships of Grand Rapids, Paris,

Wyoming, and Walker of Kent County, Michigan, by their respective gov-

erning bodies, do each adopt the following resolution as a joint dec-

laration of policy:

WHEREAS:

(1) The Townships adjoin the City and together with the City consti-

tute one metropolitan community in which conditions which affect the

public safety, health and general welfare of one part of the community

in like manner affect the entire community;

(2) The population of the Townships is steadily increasing and as

such Townships become more urban in character and are built up with

residences the health and welfare of their inhabitants require that water

service and sanitary methods of sewage disposal become available:

(3) The City owns and maintains a water works system and a sewage

disposal plant and system for its own inhabitants and has furnished water

and sewer facilities to certain areas in the Townships. Due to the growth

of the population in the Townships, there is occurring and it is be-

leived that there will continue to occur subdivision of vacant lands de-

signed for residential purposes, and there is occurring and it is believed

there will continue to occur a large amount of residential construction,

all of which will result in increased demand for water and sewage dis-

posal facilities;
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(4) The ability of the City to furnish such facilities is limited

and it is recognized by the governing bodies of the City and the Town-

ships that it is essential to the public health and welfare of the in-

habitants of the Townships and of the City that such subdivisions and

residential construction shall not be permitted to so develOp as to

result in congestion and overcrowding or wasteful scattering of small

lot residential development over an uneconomically large service area

which can force undue expenditures of public funds for'puhlic improve-

ments and services and thus make it impossible to have available to

the future residents of such subdivisions adequate water and sewage

disposal facilities.

(5) That, for these reasons, the City, in order to make it possi-

ble to serve the residential area within the Townships with water and

sewage disposal facilities as the need therefor arises, must require

that proper steps be taken to insure a residential development in said

TownShips which will not result in congestion and overcrowding or waste.

ful scattered distribution of residential population;

(6) The TownShips have the authority to so legislate as to promote

the public health, safety, morals and general welfare, to encourage the

use of lands in accordance with their character and adaptability, to

limit the improper use of land to avoid overcrowding of population, to

provide adequate light and air, to facilitate adequate provision fer

sewage disposal, safe and adequate water supply, and to conserve the

eXpenditure of funds for public improvements and servic es to confonu

with the most advantageous use of land resources and property.

New therefore, be it RESOLVED:

I

That an Urban Service Area be drawn jointly by a committee composed
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Now therefore, be it RESOLVED:

[I

That an Urban Service Area be drawn jointly by a committee composed

of Township and City officials and practicing subdivision engineers.

This service area will be in scale with the needs of the metropolitan

community based.upon the amount of residential land needed to serve a

reasonable metropolitan population growth for*the next twenty to thirty

years. This Service Area shall also include adjacent areas adaptable

for industrial development.

II.

That the following standards applicable to residential property in

in TownShips are agreed to be reasonable and necessary for the purpose

hereinbefore mentioned:

(1) That in all future subdivisions in the Townships in which both

public water service and public sewers and sewage disposal services are

provided, the minimum lot requirements fer each family shall be: A width

of nottless than 50 feet on the building or setback line and an area of

not less than 6,000 sq. ft.;

(2) That in all future subdivisions in the TownShips in which a

public water supply is provided but public sewage disposal service is

not provided, the minimum lot requirements for each family shall be: An

average area of not less than 8,000 sq. ft. for all lots in the subdivi-

sion; a minimum lot area of 7,500 sq. ft. and a minimum width of 60

feet on the building or setback line;

(3) That in all future subdivisions in the Townships in which nei-

ther public sewer nor public water are to be provided, the minimum lot

requirements for each family shall be: An average lot area of not less
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than 12,000 sq. ft. for all lots in the subdivision; a minimum lot area

of 10,000 sq. ft. and a minimum width of 70 feet on the building or

setback line; that in such subdivisions the minimum lot area be 15,000

sq. ft. if the soil is pmarily clay or is of such permeability that it

will not permit ready drainage.*

(4) That all plats within the Service Area shall provide public

water service or meet the conditions of sub-paragraph (3) hereof.

LIZ

To accomplish the purposes hereinbefore stated, the City establishes

the policy that within the limits of its ability and consistent with its

obligations to its residents, it will make available, public water and

sewage disposal and sewers in the Service Area, (except where other

public services of that character are available), but that it will be

able to furnish such services only if the standards set forth in Para-

graph II hereof are legally in effect and are complied with.

To facilitate the procedure necessary to carry into effectthis dec-

laration of policy, there shall be submitted to the City of Grand Rapids,

a copy of each plat submitted to the Township for approval.

IV

That this resolution is not intended to constitute a franchise or

other grant of authority by the Townships to operate and mrnish water

services and sewage disposal facilities in the Townships, nor to consti-

tute the agreement by which the same shall be mmished, and the furn-

ishing of such services and facilities shall be in accordance with

existing contracts and franchises or contracts and franchises made and

granted in the future.

*The minimum lot area requirement for subdivisions on problem soils was

not included in the final version of the Declaration of Policy.



APRENDIX II

CONSOLIDATED REPORT OF TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMITTEE

AND TECHNICAL COMMITTEE TO THE URBAN SERVICE.AND SUBDIVISION COMMITTEE

JULY 25, 1951

This is a consolidated report of the committee on "TownShip Plan-

ning," appointed by Chairman George 8. Clarke of the Urban Service and

Subdivision Committee, which held its first meeting at the Wyoming Town-

Ship Office at 7:30 p.m., Tuesday, May 29th, 1951, and a Technical Com-

mittee, composed of Chairman.Blandford and Messrs. Critter, Todd, Williams,

and Sdhnackenberg, which met on June lst and 5th.

Purpose of the joint.meeting of the committee and the township boards

was:

a. To analyze the proposed subdivision regulations as recommended by

Scott N. Bagby, City Planning Consultant and the City Planning

Commission, for adoption by the Metropolitan area townships as a

requisite for the planning and extension of urban services to

these districts by the City of Grand Rapids.

b. To agree, if possible, on an alternate proposal for a suggested

compromise should the several townships find all of the proposed

city subdivision regulations impractical to adOpt.

The following conclusions and recommendations were unanimously appro-

ved and adopted by the majority of the members of the township boards of

the four MetrOpolitan area townships,'Walker, wyoming, Paris and Grand

Rapids, and the chairman.was instructed to summarize the proposals in a

report to the Urban Service and Subdivision Committee:

1. In analyzing the city's proposed subdivision regulations the "Fore-

word" and "Procedure" outlined in Section 2, was interpreted to

mean that all township plats must be approved by the City Planning

Commission.

It was the general opinion.that it would not be legal for one gov-

ernmental unit to adopt an ordinance or regulations to be admin-
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istered by a different governmental authority. Attorney Robert

Verdier concurred in this opinion.

.The townships then agreed that any subdivision regulations must be

adopted and enforced by the townships with such regulations and

standards as are acceptable by the City Planning Commission for the

urban area.

The question of the most immediate and effective manner by which

townships could adopt and administer subdivision regulations was

then discussed with the fbllowing conclusions reached:

a. Amendments to the present township zoning ordinances to provide

for subdivision regulations in the residential zoning classifi-

cations were agreed upon as the most effective legal method for

townships to enforce subdivision regulations. Under this plan

all subdivisions and plats must be submitted to the respective

township boards for approval and must conform with the regulations

provided in that township's zoning ordinance. This plan of subdi-

vision regulation is not in force in Wyoming Township.

b.This means of subdivision control could be adopted within approx.

imately 90 days by amendment to township zoning ordinances and

would greatly expedite Metropolitan district subdivision agree-

ment.

The matter of standards fer different types of subdivisions was then

discussed with the following conclusions reached:

a. The proposed standards fOr'large lot or acreage subdivision as

proposed by Scott Bagby were considered unacceptable by the town-

ships as the land area requirements in those districts outside of

possibly urban service areas were too great to permit.profitable

platting of the land and the natural result would be to stifle

growih or expansion in these districts.

' The minimum requirements which the townships feel would be both

acceptable and practical were as fellows:

1. Any proposed subdivision in an area where both sewer and water

are available shall have not more than 6 lots per acre; 90% or

more of which shall be not less than 50 ft.‘wide on the build-
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ing or setback line; and contain not less than 6,000 sq. ft.

or area.

2. Where only .sewer or water is available, subdivisions shall have

not more than 5 lots per acre; 90% or more of which shall be

not less than 60 ft. wide on the building or setback line; and

contain not less than 7,500 sq. ft. of area.

3. Where neither sewer or water are available, the subdivision shall

have not more than 1+ lots per acre; 90% or more of vhich shall

be not less than 70 ft. wide on the building or setback line and

contain not less than 10,000 sq. ft. of area.

5. Road and street requirements were then discussed and since all town-

ship roads and streets are under the control and authority by state

law of the Kent County Road Commission, it was generally agreed that

all road and street standards should be as acceptable to the County

Road Commission.

The above specific suggestions of the proposed method and standards of

subdivision regulations and controls by the townships, working in cooper-

ation with the City's subdivision regulation ordinance, is submitted as

an alternate and immediate means of effecting cooperation in the adoption

of subdivision control regulations by the several governmental units in

the Metropolitan area.

Realizing that a long-range study of land use and zoning would be

valuable to these townships in the Metropolitan area, it was unanimously

agreed by Walker, Wyoming, Paris and Grand Rapids townships to adopt the

proposed project of a comprehensive land-use study of the Metropolitan

area, as outlined by Willis W. Atwell, Encecutive Secretary of the Metro-

politan Grand Rapids Development Association and a Townships Planning

Committee, composed of two members of each metropolitan area township,

was formed to supervise each township's participation in the land-use

study project.

Complete anaylsis of the principles and details of improvement stan-

dards has not been made by this committee. We believe that a study should

be made of .these standards at a later date.

Your committee trusts that this report of the joint meeting will pro-
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vide the basis of a working agreement between the city of Grand Rapids

and the Metropolitan area townships for the adaption of subdivision reg-

ulations agreeable to all units of government.

Respectfully sutmitted.

TWNSHIP PLANNING CCMMITTEE

Kenneth P. Jones, Chairman

TCMNSHIP SUBDIVISION & TECHNICAL COMMITTEE

I. R. Blandford, Chairman



APPENDIX III

ANNEXATION STUDY COMI‘ITEE REPORT TO THE

GRAND RAPIDS CITY CCMMISSION

JANUARY 9, 1959

Prepared by Commissioner Man J. Snow, Chairman

The Annexation Study Committee was organized pursuant to City Com-

mission Resolution No. 71441 on July 8, 1958.

The Committee has held numerous meetings and has reviewed the prob-

lems of sewer and water extensions, area fire protection and area fire

agreements, area police protection, metropolitan planning facilities,

area school problems and various suggestions and recommendations as to

solutions to these may problems.

This Committee has found that in the four township areas immediately

surrounding Grand Rapids, there are three cities and over forty school

districts; approximately fifty units of government operating in the four-

township area, with one unit of goverrment having nearly 70% of the pop-

ulation, the only sewage treatment plant, an adequate water system, safety

services based on national standards, recreational facilities and programs

adequately staffed and serviced, wall-grounded planning facilities, a com-

plete educational program, an excellent museum, a top-rated library system

and an adequate tax base from which to Operate not only the absolutely

necessary governmental services, but also all govermental services neces-

sary to make a complete city. The Committee also found that the metropol-

itan areas depend to a large extent on these services of the City of

Grand Rapids, but that these services are for the most part taken for

granted and not fully appreciated, with the charges for these services

being, in some cases, resented as an undue burden on the areas being ser-

viced. It is the opinion of this Committee that the burden placed on the

taxpayers of the city of Grand Rapids by virtue of the extension of these

services is not fully and in some cases not at all understood.

'9?
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It became apparent to this Committee, after much discussion, that

not only the manner of extending services but also the very extensions

themselves were critical points for decision, with the effect upon the

future economy of the people of the City of Grand Rapids being a deter-

mining factor in arriving at any recommendations to the City Commission.

The Committee feels that in view of ever-increasing demands for

services without contribution to the tax base of the City of Grand Rapids

and without provision for future capital outlays that may be required

as a result of these demands, it has no alternative but to make these

recommendations. The City of Grand Rapids provides adequate municipal

facilities which its citizens have paid for or are bonded for. Any use

of these facilities by people in the metropolitan area tends to depreci-

ate the investment made by the people of the city of Grand Rapids. The

solution to a need for sharing the burden of services in the entire area

is, in the opinion of the Committee, either annexation or fomation of

a metropolitan city. _

This Committee believes that the potential growth and economic de-

velopment of this area is dependent on the provision of these services

by a metropolitan city. This conclusion is not unique in thd: it is not

contrary to policies of other cities throughout the State known for their

growth and individual deve10pment.

The Committee urges the City of Grand Rapids to welcome overtures

by any individuals or groups seeking to arrive at a solution to the

entire community problem.

The Committee emphasizes that this Report specifically excludes any

request by industry either in, or seeking to locate in, the metropolitan

area and the Committee recommends that every effort be made by the City

of Grand Rapids to encourage industry and educational institutions to

locate anywhere in the metropolitan area.

As a result of a review of all these problems, the following recom-

mendations are made:

1. EXTENSIONS OF SENER AND WATER SERVICE

No further commitments of sewer and water service should be granted

at this time.
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In reviewing the extensions of water and sewer service the Committee

finds that there has been no general plan for the extension of this ser-

vice, other than that proposed plats comply with the so-called Urban

Service Policy. Many of the extensions of sewer and water service were

granted for vacant land and have not resolved the existing sanitary sew-

er and water problems in the metropolitan area. It is our opinion that

arbitrary approval of extensions with no plan of the total area to be

served could very well dissipate the available capacities of our present

sewer and water systems and render us incapable of serving any areas

desiring to be annexed, in addition to weakening our potential of serving

the needs of the citizens of the city of Grand Rapids.

Our recommendation takes into consideration the capacity of our

present Sewage Disposal Plant, our Water Filtration Plant, our Sewer and

Water Distribution System, and our present source of water supply from

Lake Michigan.

It is our further recommendation that a survey be made of the addi-

tional requirements necessary for complete and adequate sewer and water

services in incoming areas in the event large-scale annexation should

develOp; and that the City Commission go on record as promising full and

complete deve10pment of these systems for the benefit of any incoming areas.

2. SCHOOLS

The people of the city of Grand Rapids in 1951 voted an additional

Z-mill levy for twenty years in order to promote a school-building pro-

gram. A review of the building program indicated that since that time five

units have been added in addition to replacement of a number of existing

facilities, with all of the total number being populated by more than 1200

students from areas outside the city of Grand Rapids.

We recommend that the City Commission request the Board of Education

to give consideration to the termination of acceptance of students from

areas outside the School District of the city of Grand Rapids, inasmuch

as the present practice provides for a utilization of the tax base of the

City represented in capital outlay, by non-residents without the responsi-

bility for providing the capital investment required for school facilities;

that the citizens of the city of Grand Rapids are in effect supporting

school districts other than the one in which they live.
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3. FIRE PROTECTION AGREEMENT

Contracts with adjoining townships and cities should be carefully

reviewed to determine whether the City of Grand Rapids is assuming any

undue liabilities, based upon the exposure of the City's manpower in

these emergency situations. From the very nature of these agreements,

calls from surrounding areas are not made to the City until fires have,

in many cases, surpassed the normal danger involved in combatting them.

Fires can best be handled on the basis of immediate attention and the

delay by adjoining areas in requesting these services results in a hazard

which we can ill-afford.

LP. POLICE SERVICES

Police services, such as training, radio communication, etc., should

be placed on a realistic cost basis for the purpose of achieving uniform—

ity and a proper base for the rendition of services.

Much of the service in the way of police-training, communications,

etc., is not taken for granted by area police departments; the tax dollars

of the citizens of the city of Grand Rapids reflected in the training of

our Police Department should be in some measure returned from others re-

ceiving the benefit of that training.

5 . PLANNING

The City of Grand Rapids should be cooperating with other units of

government in order to insure pmper area planning; reasonable charges

should be made, however, for planning services rendered to those units of

government outside the city of Grand Rapids. Although uniformity in area

planning is extremely desirable, these planning activities should be ren-

dered with the understanding that the decisions made in these units are

the decisions of their elected officials and Planning Commissions and not

by the City of Grand Rapids or its planning staff.

In conclusion, let us repeat what a newspaper columnist recently said:

"Some sensible planning for the whole region is imperative. Otherwise, the

city will become a place occupied only by the very rich and the very poor;

and the suburbs will become middle-class slums, with all the urban prob-
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lems they sought to escape - plus fantastic taxes. Unless the inner city

and the suburb can find a way to work and live cooperatively only the

temites will inherit the earch."




