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CHAPTER I
INTRODUGCTION

The topic of planning and development regions can be
approached from the standpoint of local people seeking to
organize themselves in ordsr to solve territorially defined
problems or from a point of view of Federal and State gov-
ernment seeking to decantralizetheir operations to an appro-
priate territory. In either case, area-wide demands for
provision of more and tettsr s2rvices,and the need for sol-
utions to an increasing number of inter-jurisdictional pro-
blems,calls for the development of a regional identifica-
tion and an effective regional planning and developﬁent
process.

Recently, the State of Michigan was desirous of estab-
lishing programs of research and planning, as well as a
policy making body on the regional level. 1In fact, the
policy of estaklishing a set of Planning and Dev-
elopment Regions was adopted bv theState and brought to
fruition. The rationale supporting the delineation of
uniform regions emphasized the fact that a uniform set of
regions enables the state to more effectively plan for
public investments. For example, such regions can be usad

by State agencies to provide a common base for comparing



and evaluating departmental prcgrams and measuring their
impact on desvelopment in various parts of thaState. Also,
these regions would serve as the basis of regional planning
and development policy-making bodies. On the date of
February 12, 1968, the Executive Directive No. 1968-1 dir-
ected all State agzncies to adopt the State Planning and
Development Regions and to use them for planning purposes.
In the State of Michigan there is presently a total

of thirteen (13) Planning and Development Regions. These

]

ragions, for th2 most par:t, sucpoort plannin 'S walch

4o

agenci
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are organized under Public Act 281 of 1945; a few agencies
are operating under Public Act 46 of 1966 which establishes
economic development destricts.

Popular projects for these agencies include law enforce-
ment and criminal justice programs, local land use planning,
FHA sewer and water planning, Housing and Urban Development
701 planning, comprehensive heal}h planning, and EDA and
OEO planning. Understandably,‘tge most significant duty of
a regional planning and development agency is to formulate
a "regional comprehensive plan". This task is paramount
since most Federal Grant-in-Aid programs and projects reguire
the existence of such a study in order to determine the mer-
it of proposed projects within the area.

Four years have passad since the initial delineation

of the State of Michigan into planning and development

regions has occurred. Understandably, the question is being



asked, "Is the system of planning and developmant regions

successfully providing for the managsment and coordination
of area-wide problems, as well as insuring the most effici-
ent development of a region's natural and human resources?"

"An Analysis of Michigan's Planning and Development

Regions,and Critique" will attemptto accomplish the
following:

1) To analyze the purposes, criteria, and constraints
which were considsred in the formulation of the
razions;

2) to identify current conditions, attitudes, and
trands which attack or defend the validity of
the logic used in the celineation of the regions;

3) to offer recormendations for the improvement of

the development of natural and human resources

within Michigan's Planning and Development Regions.

.3,



CHAPTER II

RESEARCH METHODOLCZY

Throughout the body of this report, it will be evi-
dent that the author is questioning, if not actually at-
tacking, thas results of years of effort on the part of

scme of th2 best 2nd m
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public administrators in the State of Michigan. To un-
derstand the validity of such guestioning, it is first
necessary to understand the position of the author. He
is first a student - not tied to the established opera-
tions and trained to be critical of traditional approach-
es and "locked in" planning procedures. Second, he is
a professional .who, for a period of time, worked within
a regional system the other pladnéfs had known only dur-
ing the theoretical development. We must all agree
that constructive criticism which, hopefully, will lead
to change for the better is an absolute necessity -
even for a system as new as the planning and develop-
ment regions in Michigan.

On June 14, 1971 the author joined the staff of the
Northwest Michigan Economic Development District under

the supervision of Mr. Billy G. Rowden, Director. MNr.
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owden, an eminent planner who has sp2nt many years

A

assisting in the development of Michigan's natural and
human resources, explained that the District had been
cesignated as the agency to plan and direct the imple-
mentation of the economic planning and development pro-
gram for the ten county region of Northwest Michigan -
Antrim, Benzie, Charlevoix, Emmet, Grand Traverse,
Kalkaska, Leelanau, Manistee, Missaukee, and Wexford.

One of the goals expressed in the District's Over-
all Economic Development Plan, "Prologue for Accelerat-
ed Growth of the Economy", suggest that the District re-
view all projects submitted to the Commission to deter-
mine project merit in relation to development goals of
the Comﬁission. ‘Pursuant to this goal, the strategy to
develop a system for evaluation of projects at the
District level, which would provide a method of rating
projects to determine priorities,*had been adopted by
the District.

Also, it had been noted that a great number of ap-
plications for proposed federal assistance programs and
projects, when being examined by various State, metropol-
itan and regional clearinghouses, have been evaluated by
by highly subjective methods. Therefore, the District,
a potential, regicnal clearinghouse, was concerned with
providing an expeditious and equitable system for evalu-

ation, review and coordination of applications for selected



federal assistance programs and projects.

Thus, the author was charged with the task of
formulating a system for evaluation, review and co-
ordination of selected federal assistance programs and
projects proposed by applicants with the District.

In addition to the formulation of a Project Evalu-
ation System, the author was charged with the responsi-
bility of analyzing and evaluating the district's role
in Michigan's system of Planning and Development Districts.
As a part of the total research methodology, it was re-
commended to establish communication links with the other
twelve Planning and Develogzment District policy-making
bodies in order to obtain and review their notification
procedures, instructions to applicants, guidelines,
project evaluation systems, etc. Much of the information
which appears on the following pages was obtained through
numerous telephone conversations and personal interviews
with the Directors and members of the staffs of the
Region's policy-making bodies. This aspect mus£ be em-
phasized in order to add strength and credibility to the
opinions and, in some cases, conjectures of the author.

Other valuable information for this report was pro-
vided by Mr. Mark Thompson, a staff member of the Program
and Research Section of the House Republican Office of
Michigan. Mr. Thompson had been charged b? a House sub-

committee, headed by Representative Joseph Swallow and

..61..



Represantative JosephiForbes, with the task of investi-
gating the existing regional planning commissions and
economic development commissions throughout Michigan.

Mr. Thompson's compilations of data; reports of
exigting agencies; and indepth case studies of selected
commissions have provided interesting and cnlightening
sources of information. Also, much information obtained
from candid conversations with Mr. Thompson is reflected in
many of the contentions found in this paper.

Finally, through tae efiforts of the Office of Planning
Coordination, the agency responsible for the delineation
of Michigan's Planning and levalopment Ragions, an ex-
pressed desire of the State for a set of planning regions
was brought to reality. Mr. Dennis Conway, a member of
the staff of the Office of Planning Cooxdination, has
offered the author many insights into his expectations
and beliefs regarding planning regions. Mr. Conway's
assessments, based on observation and experience, of the
relative success, and in some cases, shortcomings of the
delineation have provided another source of data which has
been infused into this report.

Thus, this report synthesizes the thoughts of pro-
fessionals from various fields of interest, as well as
presents the author's interpretation of the situation

as found in Michigan today. Hopefully, this blending of



professional and the student will lead to a critical,

. .

yet practical,analysis of Michigan's Planning and

Development Regions.
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CHAPTIR III

PURPOSES OF PLANNING AND

DEVELOPMENT REGIONS

Intended Benefits Of The Regions

"Regional delin=ation is intended to serve two
basic purposas: first to provide an area-wide frame-
work for the ccordiinmaticon of planniag and programming
activities of state government; and second, to encour-
age coordination of planning and programming activi-
ties on an area-wide basis at thelocal level’l
The above two excressed purposes of regional delinea-

tion relate the often stated desires of the State and local,

as well as Federal Government. There exists a need for a

mechanism to solve the emerging problems which arise when

programs and projects are undertaken to assist in the develop-
ment of an area's physical and human resources. Recently,
many governmental initiated programs and projects have suf-
fered from duplication of facilities; interjurisdictional
conflicts; piece-msal solutions; and delays in project
completion.

Realizing this problem, the Federal government has cal-
ledfor a review power which s=rves to facilitate coordinated

development planning on an intergovernmental basis.? 1In sum-

mary, the review process (Project Notification and Review
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Systam) astabiishzd a network of Stats, regicnal and metro-
politan clearingncuses which participate in thenctification
and review process. These agencies, to k2 dssicgnated by
the Governor of the State, function to identify the rela-
tionship of any project to Statewide or area wide plans

and to identify the relationship of any project to the
plans or programs of particular State agencies or local
government.

Clearinghous=s, in the past, were governmental agencies
gensral planning capabilitw, However, in ordzar *o =limin-
ate the possibility of further duplication, conflicts, or
déiays, theFederal government suggests that the clearing-

houses' jurisdictions be conterminous with officially de-

signated, uniform state planning and development regions.

Coordination of planning activity between different levels

of government

Regional agencies may, in‘EZEt, provide the necessary
link in order to facilitate communication between local
and State government. With increased emphasis and activi-
ty in planning at all levels of government, it is becoming
more andmore difficult fcr the State to express its goals
and objectives with enough specificity to interest local
municipalities. 1In contrast, local goverrmental agencies
gain the impression thatthey are an insignificant member in

the galaxy oflocal political bodies.

wizth
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rolicy making which would facilitate tha translation of
State and federal policies and intents into local levals
or means of understanding. Also, thea Region should be
able to ezpress the desir=s of its local constituents
to the State and federal authorities. "It seems reason-
able that the problems and needs of thsamany localities
within a region could be more effectively analyzed and
expressed in terms of regional needs... and the State

could coordinata meox
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with hundreds of localities."3

Establishment of planning activity at the regional scale

The term "region", in contempory usage, is being
applied to metropolitan areas, politically defined areas,
watersheds, economic development areas, cultural areas,
and "natural areas” based on climate or physiography.
Each of these "types" of reg ions *are useful, however, for
the efficient development of aﬁ area's natural and human
resources the State chose to-lump units (counties) which
have an established political framework.

Some critics claim that planning regions should not
be subject to the rigidities of jurisdictional boundaries.
It is becoming increasingly apparent that many planning

areas (ie. solid waste, water and sewage facilities,

power sources, etc.) should be approachad at a scale
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The following section is to be placed in Chapter III
"Purposes Of Planning And Development Regions" following
the section entitled Establishment of planning activity at
tha regional scale, p. ll. —— -

Creation of common informational and statistical data units

Undoubtedly, the use of counties for data collection
units has been a long and vaiuable practice in the State
of Michigan. County boundaries are fixed; therefore, data
with the same base can be gathered and compared year by
year. Similarly, units (Regions) composed of groups of coun-

ties would accrue the same benefits.
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Qan thsmunicipal cr countylevel, yet less than
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he entire stat=s. A topic which will ke discusszad later

concerns the merit or wisdom of creating new political

units in an attempt to deal with problems which could not be sol-

ved within_the framework of the existing political entities.
Lastly, most directors of multi-county planning agencies

agree that definite econocmic benefits can be attributed

to providing services and activities at the regional scale.

Operation of public utility activities, health activities,

law enforcaenent azhti-rizizas, and outdoor ra

9}

reational acti-
ities on a regional level can provide for better and less
costly services. Savingsaccrue through economies of scale;

efficiency is achieved through specialization.

Development Of Communities Of Interest

"In order to serve effectively as a framework
for planning and plan implementation, state regions
should conform as closely. as,  possible to regional
'communities of interest' - areas bound together
by common interests and a sense of regional identity."4
The above expressed intention of delineation state
regions in conformance with regional communities of in-
terest appears to be an admirable goal. Unfortunately,
the Office of Planning Coordination, with a desire to
seek a type of region which has a maximum number of com-

mon interests, chose the urban-centered region. It must

be admitted that an urban-centered recion has been an

-12 -
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inter=sting and important factor in econonic tnought <On-
cerning spatial relationships affecting land us=. FHow-
ever, von Thunen realized that an almost incalculablea
number of adjustments would be necessary in order to ap-
ply this theory to a real life situation.?

The Office of Planning Coordination listed numer-
ous justifications in an attempt to explain why the city
or urban centered region is most suitable as a focus

for planning. 2 few e les are as follows: "... cities

"

arm
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tation and communication
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ara tha hubs of ragicn licisle)
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newworks; ... cities are the economic hearts of their
regions; ... problems associated with growth of the urban
centers and other communities within a region are shared
in varying degrees by all of the region's population;

... urban centers are the focua of decision making for
their regions."6 Understandably, it is difficult to
refute any of these statements when discussing them in

»

the context of the urban cente%ea'region. This question
should be asked, -is the urban centered region the best to use
solve regionally defined problems? And, since the
urban centers are the focus of decision making for
their region (as stated earlier), what will prevent
the urban areas frcm continuing to dictate policy for
the surroundirg region?
Without consideration of this methodological

question, an elaborate scheme for determinaticn of the

to
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ation, But, this qualification was stated, "These
mathods do not demonstfrate conclusively that a par-
ticular group of cities should be regional centers
to the exclusion of all others ... some cities seem
to be relatively important in some respects and un-

inmportant in others."7

Selection of ragional cantsrs

Ui
(v

(1}

nF - A st — Tt e~ A~ = M - m~ ~ 3
After dztermining r=gignai cant2rs rasad on five

categories of criteria - 1) county rankings, 2) den-

sely populated areas, 3) eifective population, 4) com-

final selection of the composite of selected regional
centers was "... also influenced by the cultural
character and homogeneity of different areas of the
state, the natural features and.the resources in var-
ious areas, and the degree of ecb;omic and cultural
integration of areas."8 Thus, the results ®ffered a
salected list of major Michigan cities located at dis-
tances far enough apart to influence at least a sur-
rounding three county area. (See Map 1, p. 15)

D2lineation of regional boundaries

the Cffice ¢f Planning Coordi
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Tha second pnase in the process of delineating com-
munities ofintarest involves, in accordance witn the
method formulated by the OfZIice of Planning Coordination,
the selection of boundary lines which separate the reg-
ional centers.

Admittedly, the approximatz location of each region has
been, to-a great degree, predetermined by the actual

selection of the regional centers. The strength of

the influenc=a o0f each r=gional centar on the surround-
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determines the size and the shape of each region.

In ordaer to determine tha strength of influence
of each regional center, five criteria were establish-
ed - 1) newspaper circulaticn, 2) inter-county com-
muting, 3) points of minimum traffic volumes, 4) grav-
ity model procedure, and 5) State Economic Areas. Sim-
ilar to the qualifications of tQ? rationale for the
designationof the regional center;, these five cri-
teria were not theonly considerations in boundary de-
lineation. Two constraints were expressed in the
methodology which was formulated in order to accomp-
lish boundary delineation. First, the boundaries
must adhere to state or county boundaries. Second-

ly, a region should be conterminous with existing

multicounty planning organizations.



Like the methodology emploved to determine the
raegional centers, each of the five criteria was ex-
pected to indicate the strength of influence of that
center on the surrounding area. A composite map re-
lating the different measurements of each criterion,
was then offered as the principal basis for delineat-
ion of the boundaries. (See Map 2, p. 18)

Several gqualifications, reiterating the atfore-

T 1

~aal - YA e oy ey ~ = e s vy~ - L, T 3 P P r -
TR2oTLoN2A COMSTIIZLINTS, aTlIzntlIndl O 2¥TiZin Tae 22X

ceptions to the closely Zfollowed methodology.

Fi}st, counties were exclude from the physical area

in which the composite mapz of the regional boundaries
indicated that they belonged if they did not participate
in the area's regional planning commission.? 1In addition,
boundary measures were "somewhat ambiguous” in the north-
ern two=thirds of the State. Reliance on natural factors,
transportation corridors, and dié%ance from growth cen-
ters overshadowed the adherence to the established cri-

10

teria. (Se= Map 3, p. 19)
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MAP 3
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CHAPTER IV

FRAILITIES OF MICHIGAN'S

REGIONAL APPROACH

Creaticn Of The Regions By Executive Mandate

Legislative inout

a2cuciva Dilrectiva NOo. 19%953-1, issuad on Fabruary
12, 1968, directed all state dzpartments and agencies
to adopt the State Planning and Development Regions
as areas to be used for planning purposes. This
executive mandate was prcompted and based on the study
and criteria that has been described earlier in this
report. The Office of Planning Coordination, with-
out documented input from outside of the organization,
A,

formulated the Regions. -

In recognition of the goal to structure regional
mechanisms to serva the nzeds of regicnal citizens,
it seems odd that little, if any, input into the pro-
cess or region selection was obtained from the state
legislature. These officials, who possess intimate
knowledge of the "communities of interests" through-
out the state, could provide an unlimited amount of

information concerning existing regional ties. In fact,

- 20 -
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interest. After many conversations with !lr. Thompson,

the author believes this is not being accomplished in Michigan.
One okvious reason for the ineffectiveness of

planning at the regional level is the lack of support

of the political interests that are necessary to in-

fluence andimpiement regicnal development. Since the

region has no volitical counterpart, it is forced into

U

ati~nal =nZ 535
aciztnas Znd ady
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without strong political su2port, many of the planning
ogéanizations's recommandations are not accepted as a
result of each organization's inability to reflect the
political interests of the region.

Politics and planning must have a complémentary

relationship. It appsars, with the absence of pol-

litical interest, the Planning and Development Regions

L)
7.

lack an important component which stalls the effcrt of
undertaking planning and development at the regional

scale.

"People input”

"People”" input or citizen participation revpre-
sents anothar element which was overlooked during the
formulation of the delineation methodology. The Office

of Planning Coordination may believe that it is not
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necessary for the citizen to directly ccntribute to

the identification of partinent hwsan issues since

his preferences were analyzed, interpreted, and dater-
mined by the planning technician. In opposition to
this viewpoint, the author feels that many citizens of
a region have a accurate perception of the existing
communities of interests. If given an opportunity to
work together and become familiar with the elements and
methodology of the prorzosad delineation process, the
citizen could surface hidden concerns, values, and

motives. With a personal undarstanding of the situation,

a planning technician would, hopefully, search for a pos-
sible or working solution rather than attempting to sec-
ure the most rational and scientific decipherment.

Participation in region delineation necessarily
arouses the expectations of thepersons involved. And,
reasonable expectations may help:in overcoming the apathy
demonstrated by many citizens within the Regions. More-
ovér, participation should be considered a matter of right
in order to ensure that the desires of a region's resi-

dents are met.

Lack of acceptance

According to the executive mandate, the Planning
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ing planning agencies have been charged with the a-
uthority to receive and, to som=2 extent, control
state funds. Therefore, the Regions have been ac-
cebted by thes local units ef government.

Many of the local government officials throughout the
state have expressed, ccnfidantially to the author, a con-.
cern with thesa agsncies but are hesitant to openly

losing

Fn

criticiza them pecaus2 cf the possibility o
State and/or Federal funding. Such a claim can easily
be supported since each of these agencies control State
and Federal grants by means of their charge to develop
"regional comprehensive plans". These regional plans
are beyond the scope oflocal government planning, and
are spacific enoucgh to praclude intervention from
the State through the Office of Planning Coordination
< v,

or the Office of Community Planning. Yet, most Federal
and State grants-in-aid programs and projects reguire
that all activities that take place within an area
be consistent with the regional comprehensive plan.

There seems to be a very definite need for ac-
ceptance of a Region and the corresponding planning
agencies by the local units of government. Local ac-

ceptance would provide a new incentive to accomplish

true planning and development at the regional level.
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Both legislative and people inputs may b2 th2 nacassary
ingr=dients which conld facilitate that accaptance.

The aspect of lack of acceptance by thelocal units
of government can best be demonstrated by examining the
situation which is found in Region §:-Grand Rapids -
Muékegon. To date, the counties and municipalities have
been unable to decide upon or formulate any type of reg-
ional agency which is necassary to guids ths develop-

ment of that region. This indecision stems from the

'—'l

existence Oor twoO distiact communities of interests
which are centered around CGrand Rapids and Muskegon.
Unless re-delineation occurs in this part of theState,

it is doubtful that any Regional orgainzation will be

formed.

0]

Lack ofincentive to particiczat

"At the present time it appears evident that
some of the state departméents have made little
progress in a move toward the acceptance anduse
of these State Planning and Development Regions.
The various state departments have used different
regions for their purposes and, some departments 1
have further delineations for svecial functicns."l
The obvious lack of acceptance and use of the Region

on the state level results, primarily, from the fail-
ure of the Governcr to offer any motivation for such
action. Motivation for State department and agency use

of the regions could be provided in the positive sense

by the offering of fiscal incentives. Or, if the
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£i3c3l incentives falls to achieve utili-
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zation of the regions, a system of budgetory penal-

ties could k= established.

M2ed For Additicnal Criteria

The Governor's Special Commission on Local Gov-

ernment, after stating that it was not prepared to

1

undertake realignment of the existing boundaries, sug-

ct

gests that there is a nez=i Zor additional criteria to

i

be zcnsidared in or

(@]
s
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ar = :351ve regional conflict.
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"While considering many econcmic variables in formu-
laEing criteria, there seems to be a lack of emphasis
on the social and political characteristics of the
people within these units.1? The Commission continues
further and recommends that the State Planning and De-
velopment Regions be re-evaluated and re-aligned if any

region does not adhere to the following criteria:
E N
I
(a) Minimum Geographic Size - That State Planning
and Development Region$ minimum geographic
size be three counties.

(b) Existing Organizations - Where a regional body
composed of three counties or more exists with-
in a State Planning and Development Region and
has functioned effectively, its desire for con-
tinuing work as an entity should be reviewed.

(c) Attitudinal Aspects - To be ascertained after
meeting with local government represigtatives
in order to solicit local attitudes.

Although no attempt will be made to evaluate the

validity of the above criteria, their listing demonstrates
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orated into th2 d=lineation methcdoloc:

Envircnmental considerations

The Commission identified a lack of emphasis on
the social and political characteristics of the people
within each region. Several of these aspects have pre-
viously been discussed in this pavpar; another "over-
looked" considaraticn which has not been discussed is
the savironmsantal or 2colocical censidaration.

If the public acceots the premise that regional

boundaries must follow existing county and state lines,
little motivation can be provided for the utilization
of watershed areas, river basins, or geographic provin-
ces as the basis of regional delineation. Water and
related natural resources follow natural boundaries;
they respect no political boundaries placed on the land-
)
scape. Planning, conservation; u%ilization and manage-
ment of environmental resources may continue to be
severely handicapped if all activities must occur with-

in the confines of politically defined areas.

Absenca2 Of An Organizational Structure

In crder for the Planning and Dev=lopment Region
concept to be successful, the efforts of each regional

organization must be linked with the activities of State
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assistance to deal with the neads of the region. In or-
der to adequately link these activitiss, a structure of
organization must exist at different levels of government.

In Michigan, the author feels the present structure
is frail and poorly defined. At the local level the plan-
ning commission determines the details of how local needs
are to be met within the framework of the region and state
planning process. Beayond thils level the structure is not
as clearlv definzd4. Scm2 ars3zs in Michigan are without
any regional agency which would provide the necessary direct-
ions to manage its affairs. However, Mr. ConWay believes
the newly created Stéte Planning Department will most likely
provide the necessary guidance to coordinate planning efforts

at all levels.

Present control of State

During the initial period of formulation of the Plan-
nirg and Development concept, the Office of Planning Co-
ordination was responsible for pfoviding liaison between
local governments, regional organizations, and the State
government. This Office functioned as the official State
planning and raseaxch agency which orovided technical plan-
ning information and program assistance. The Office main-
tained channels for communication and in some cases co-
authored publications with regional and local planning

agencies.



The Office of Planning Coordination was housed in
the Executive Uffice of tha Governor. Recognizing the
n=ed for greater responsibilities to be placed on a plan-
ning agency at the state level and uron recommendation
by the Governor's Commission on Local Government, the
Governor has appointed a State Planning Department.

Mr. Conway believes that is is essential for an organi-
zaticn, at the State level, to be charged with the task
to perform a coordinatingrols concerned with inter-govern-

mental matters batwean locczal, r=gional, State and federal

levels.

Regional policy-making bodies in Michigan

The number of regional planning commissions in
Michigan have ran»idly besn increasing in the last sever-
al years. Many variations of regi?nal planning commis-
sions' membership are possible sinc; "... the Regional
Planning Commission Act requires joint resolution by
tw0 or more units of government."l4 oOne example, is Grand
Traverse County Regional Planning Commission which was
created purseant to Act 281, P.A., 1931. This organi-
zation has as one of its members, a township located in
Leelanau County. Grand Traverse County is a member of a

multi-county regiocnal planning commission, the Northwest

Michigan Regional Planning Commission.
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Similar situations prcmptad an  informational len-
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orandum entitled An Investigation of Iocally Establishad

Regional Bodizss which reported the following:

(a) Since the mid 1960's, there has been a rapid
increase in th2 number of multi-county region-
al bodies. As a result, erratic jurisdiction-
al patterns have resulted causing confusion
among local leaders.

(b) There were ninety-eight multi-county regional
bodies identified in the State, but only ten
percent are engacged in multi-functicnal plan-
ning and develcoment activities.

(c) Most cenzral-nur
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ance programs.

- (d) General-purpose nulti-county planning and dev-
elopment organizations face difficulties in ob-
taining an adsguate financial base, responding
to ambiguous and conflicting state and federal
policies, and meeting the local needs of the
region.l5

The abave information infers to the author that,
throughout Michigan, multi-county areas may be suffering
from policy-making bodies which have duplicated and
fragmented roles and responsibiil%ies. The Governor's
Special Commission on Local Government recommends that
"... for each State Planning and Developnent Region, only
one regional general purpose policy-making body shall be
established."% The general structure of such a general
purpose policy-making body shall be discussed later in

this paper.



10nS

a

Durlication 0f Func

An examination of the tnirteen Planning and
Davelooment Regicns reveals several instances of dup-
lication of functions. Within a few of the regions
several organizations are struggling for recognition
by the Governor as the A-95 clearinghouse- for part of
the Region. One organization combined three State Plan-
ning and Development Regions into another regional plan-
ning organization in order to bargain more effectively
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maining portion of this chaster offers two case studies

of situations in which ex=
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of duplication of func-

tions exist at the regional level.

Example #l1l: UPCAP - Regions 11, 12, 13

— o com—

The Upper Peninsula Committee For Area Progress was
officially organized in Septsmber, 1970, as both a
Regional Planning Commission aad:én Zconomic Development .
District.

Multi-county crganization under two acts is common-

place in Michigan since certain Fecderal agencies reguire

Y8

area planning and development commissions to consist of
a3 certain membershivo. For example, the Farmers Home Ad-
ministration (FHA) is reluctant to accept Public Act 46
as the basis for funding an organizaticn to undertake

sewer and water planning. The economic development



commissions craated undar Act 49 "... consist of not less

o

than 3 nor more than 11 members ... membarship of a reg-
ional commission shall be apportioned according to the
population of the respective member counties."17 FHA
claims that a larger representative membership of the
rural area must be involved and suggests that economic
development districts also organize under Public Act 281,
the Regional Planning Cormission Act. Inorder to obtain
the FHA sewer and water grants and other federal plan-
ning grants-in-aid, ranv z:=gional econcmic devalopmant
district commissions hold theirmeetings and on comple-
tfbn, adjourn, at which time the regional planning com-
mission convenss bringing in the membership required un-
der FHA or other federal guidelines.

UPCAP, composed of all 15 Upper Peninsula counties,
appears to duplicate the functions of the organizations
which correspond to Planning and Developmant Regions -
11, 12, and 13. Ironically, eééh’of these regional
organizations is organized under both Act 281 and Act 46!
And, each organization is partially funded by the Econom-

ic Development Administration, as is UPCADP!

Example #2: Traverse Bay BRPC - Region 10

The Traverse Bay Regional Planning Commission was
organized in April, 1969, under Act 281l. Traverse Bay

is thename given to the ten county region (Region 10)



located in Northwestern Micnigan; the countles inclued:
Antrim, RBenzie, Charlevoix, Emmet, Grand Traverse, Kal-
kaska, Leelanau, Manistes, (lissaukee and Wexford. Inter-
estingly, Traverse Bay Regional Planning Commission is
composed of only Traverse City and eight of thirteen
townships in Grand Traverse County.
The Northwest Michigan Regional Economic Develop-
ment Commission and the YNorthwest Michigan Regional

Planning Ccrmmission is th2 organization which cor-

ized under Act 281 and Act 46. Since the Northwest Mich-
igan Planring and Develorment District (as this "two-
hatted" organization preferes to be called) includes
Grand Traverse County as onre of its members, the town-
ships are represented by a county board of supervisors
which, in turn, established the Economic Develcpment
District Commission and Regional Planning Commission.
o

Thus, the eight townships which h;ve membership in the
Traverse Bay Regional Planning commission are being
represented in two, often conflicting, organizations.

The situation is becoming more unfavorable because
both organizations, the Traverse Bay Regional Planning
Commission and thaNorthwest Michigan Planning and Devel-
opment District, are attempting to influence Governor

Milliken into designating each of them as the A-95

clearinghouse for their respective areas. According



to guidelines pursuant to the Q0ffice of !Managoement and
Budgat circular A-95 (Revised)- regional clzaringhouses
should ke consistent with officially designated state
planning and development districts.l8 Therefore, it
would seem logical if the Northweét Michigan Planning
and Development District is designated as the A-95 re-
view agent. But, Traverse City's large population of

approximately 20,000 persons contributes to the contro-

tn

versy in favor of Traverse Bay Regional Planning Com-

mission. T

by

0"

v2rs2

! Citrr 1=z czzrtainly a thriving city;

why should an organization - Northwest !Michigan Planning
aﬁa Development District - which represents so few per-
sons per total area be designated to review applications
for projects and programs which are being proposed with-
in the jurisdictional boundaries of the Traverse Bay
Regional Planning Commission? For some reason unknown to
the author, Governor Milliken refuses to take any action
or offer an opinion concerningit%is s;tuation. Sone
critics claim, "The CGovernor (a native of Traverse City)
can't turn his back on T.C.; if he does, the .residents
of T.C. will turn their back on MILLIKEN'S." (FILLIKEN'S
is cne of Traverse City's mcre attractive department
stores which is operated, in part, by Governor Milliken's
family.)

By simple examination of the staffs of these two

agencies, it can be demonstrated that the Northwest ilichigan



Regional
theless,

planning

and D=velopment District is more fit to under-
A-95 raview proczsss. In fact, Travarsa Bay
Planning Commission has a staff of one! Never-
controversies of this type continue to plague

and devleopment efforts at the regional level.



CHAPTER V
DESCRIPTIONS OF THE REGIONS

Individual Regionslg

Region 1: Datroit

Pegional Pooulation: 4,721,655 Regional Center: Detroit
53% of State Population: 1,620,000

o Bk N = -
31% of Rexyion

Land Area: 4554 square miles
Counties: St. Clair, Macomb, Oakland, Livingston,
Washtenaw, Wavne, Monroe
The Detroit Region is the most populous of all of the
Planning and Development Regions. For the most part, the
seven counties have a relatively high population density which
averages approximately 1,000 parsons per sguare nile.20
All of the counties are connected by transportation
links which provide for adequaﬁe interaction between them.
Also, many of the counties hold membershio in.several nat-
ionally recognized organizations (ie. Southeastern iichi-
gan Council of Governments - SEMCOG; Detroit Area Trans-
portation and Land Use Study - TALUS). Both of the above
factors suggest that this region possesses common inter-
ests. Also, this cohesive geographic area supports a

functioning regional planning and develooment organization.



Regional Population: 262,064 Ragional Center: Jackson
tat Population: 51,000
20% of Region
Land Area: 2060 square miles

Counties: Jackson, Hillsdale, Lenawse

The City of Jackson is the largest city in Region 2;
and, it is centrally located in Jackson County. Although
the southern two countizss, Eillsdale and Lenawese, lie at
the northern fringe of thes corn belt, they are strongly

+4 + Tar~lg R e + .
tied +to the Jackscn infuastrial agr=2a b=2cause o2
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proximity of location. XNo major porblems have developed
in this region which would preclude the functioning of a
multi-county planning and development policy-making

organization.

Region 3: Kalamazoo-Battle Creek

Regional Population: 466,977 Regional Center: Kalamazoo
5% of State . », Population: 89,000
19¢ of Region
Land Area: 2839 square miles -

Counties: Barry, Kalamazoo, Calhoun, St. Joseph, Branch

Region 3 is often thought of as possessing two import-
ant urban areas - Kalamazoo and Battle Creek. Both urban
areas are located along the I-94 Interstate highway cor-
ridor which runs east and west through the region. Two
north-south multilane highways enable residents of the
southern, agricultural counties and the northern, sparsely

populated county to gain easy access to the major urban

- 36 -



areas within the region. Like Region 2, nc major prcblems
have developed in this regiocn wnich wculd preclud= thz
functioning of a multi-county planning and development

policy-making body.

Reéion 4: Benton Harbor - St. Joseph

Regional Population: 263,360 Regional Center: Benton
3% of State Harbor and St. Joseph
Land Area: 1675 sguare miles Population: 38,000

14% of Region
Counties Berriesn, Cass, Van Buren

Since this three county area is located in such close
pr;ximity to South Bend and Chicago, a strong interest is
shared by the three counties. This southern region is
dotted with many smaller cities (ie. Niles, Buchanan, Paw
Paw, etc.), however, a diversity of activities occur with-
in this region. Manufacturing, fruit-production, and
recreational activity are all characteristic of this region.

It appears that this threQIZSunty region could, in

regard to its location, support a multi-county regional

planning and development organization.

Region 5: Flint

Regional Population 559,733 Regional Center: Flint
6% of State Population: 242,000
43% of Region
Land Area: 1840 square miles

Counties: Genesee, Lapeer, Shiawassee



R2gion 5 surrounds the Regional Center, the City of
Flint. Flint, a highly specialized industrial center, is
located near the intersection of a north-south Interstate
Highway (I-75) and two east-west multilane highways. The
central location of the City of Flint and the influence
it holds over the surrounding area provides an adequate'
base for a three county planning and development organi-
zaticon, however, there is a tendency for portions of Lap-

eer County *to associate with thes r

3

nore agriculturally ori-

n

antad countises lccatad o th=z east; and, som2 pdrLions o
Shiawassee County identify with the Lansing Region. But,
these areas do not warrant r=-delinesation of Region 5 be-
cause of the overpowering goal to maintain county bound-

aries during region delinsatiocn.

Region 6: Lansing

Regional Population: 399,500 Ragional Center: Lansing
4% of State . %, Population: 138,000
35% of Rsgion
Land Area: 1967 square miles

Counties: Clinton, Eaton, Ingham

Region 6 has often been reifered to as an example of
the potential success which can accrue to planning and
development regions. The Tri-County Planning Commission,
organized undar Act 281, has been planning for the develop-
ment of this this three county region since 1956. Very

few persons openly and seriously criticize the accomplishments
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solid waste plan, and numerous others.

The City of Lansing, which is located near the point
whare the threse counties share a commcn boundary, pro-
vides a strong anchor for the region.

The total success of the Region and effectiveness
of Tri-county Planning Ccmmission can be somewhat doc-
umentad since this crganizaticn has been designated by
tha Governor as th2 A-33 m2trozolitan clearinghouse for
the area.

-

Region 7: Saginaw Bay

Regional Population: 620,281 Regional Center: Saginaw
7% of State Population: 110,000
16% of Region
Land Area: 8600 square miles
Counties: Roscomron, Ogemaw, Iosco, Clare, Gladwin,
Arenac, Isabella, Midland, Bay, Gratiot,
Sagnas, Tuscola, Huron, and Sanilac
Region 7 is the largest of the 13 regions in land
area. The fourtean counties can, however, be catagorized
into three general types. First, the three "thumb" coun-
ties cf Huron, Tusccla, and Sanilac are well known through-
out Michigan for their fertile agricultural lands. But,
within these three counties there is no major regional

center. According to the delineation methodology formu-

lated by the Office of Planning Coordination, each region

-39 -
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enter. Therafors, inst:
of these three counties being designated as a rural plan-
ning and developmant region, thesy were lumped together
with another type of region, the urban-manufacuring-trade
area of Saginaw, Bay City, and Midland.

The second type of counties are those that support
one of'the manufacturing cities and are greatly influenced
by presence of these urran-manufacturing-trade areas.
Saginaw County, Midland County and Bay County are exam-
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separates these three urran-manufacturing-trade areas,
these three counties should be grouped into support of
a metropolitan-type regional planning organization.

To the extreme west, the Counties of Gratiot, Isa-
bella, and Clare are linked in a north-south direction
by the presence of Interstate 75. These counties, which
are of an agricultural and recreational nature, face a

-
similar problem of a tremendous highway corridor penetrating

through the center of each county. In addition, the like

t

hese thres counties and the three counties

rature of

D

bordering to their west is striking.

The remaining five counties of Arenac, Gladwing,
Roscormon, Cgemaw, and Tosco are sparsely-populated
agricultural-recreational areas which do not support a
regional center. However, the similarity certainly war-
rants their delineation as a rural planning and develop-

ment region.
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Pegion 3: Crand Raoids - Musk=zon

Regional Population: 965,813 Regional Center: Grand Rapicds
119 of State Population: 224,000
23% of Region

ILand Area: 7648 square miles
Counties: Mason, Lake, Osceola, Ociana, newaygo, lecosta,
lluskegon, Ottawa, Kent, Montcalm, Ionia, Allegan
Region 8 is the second largest of the 13 regions; its

12 counties fall into 3 categories and must be considered

as diverse as Region 7: Saginaw Bav. In a description of
Region 8, th2 Officz Cf Planning Coordination states the

following:
-  "The southern part of the region is well within the
influence areas of its principal cities of Grand

Rapids and Muskegon, koth of which have SMSA status
n2] .

Recognizing that two principal cities exist in this region
is commendable, however, the following statement erases
the importance of the identification of two regional centers:
... this region is large and diverse, but retains a
unique identity centered ons Grand Rapids, whose eco-
nomic and cultural influsnce extends throughout west-
ern Michigan."22
Why not delineate only one region in western Michigan with
Grand Rapids as the Regional Center? The result would be
the same - the existence of a large region with many dif-
ferent interest groupos which cannot establish a regional
planning and development policy-making body.

Furthermore, any individual, who possesses even super-

ficial knowledge of this area, realizes that Muskegon and



Grand Rapids have very differesnt arsas of influence, as

H

well as being somewhat competitive for the power of in-
fluence over the areas lying between them. Grand Rapids
is located in the center of Kent County and strongly in-
fluences the bordering counties of Ionia, Ottawa, and
Allegan. In contrast, the City of Muskegon strongly in-
fluences, of course, Muskegon County in which it is loc-
ated, but also has strcng ties with the four counties
which lie to the North - Ociesana, Newaygo, Mason and Lake.
Tae major TorLtions ¢ Thzse Iour, northern counties con-
sist of National Forest Land which is sparsely populated
and possesses many lzkes and streams.

The remaining three counties of Osceola, Mecosta,
and Montcalm are strikingly similar in comparison to the
three counties presently found in the Saginaw Bay Region,
which border to the east. Undoubtably, the requirement
of each county having to belong to a region with a Reg-

C

ional Center prohibited the joining of these six counties

into a rural planning and development Region.

Region 9: Alpena

Regional Population: 94,107 Regional Center: Alpena
1% of Statse Population: 14,000
15% of Region
Land Area: 4837 sguare miles

Counties: Cheboygan, Presque Isle, Otsego, Montmorency
Alpena, Crawford, Oscoda, and Alcona



rh

This sparsely populated, forested, eight county
region occupies the entire northeastern portion of the
lowar peninsula. The only diversity in thisarea ressults
from the location of a few cities which ars situated along
the Lake Huron shore or along the I-75 corridor which
borders on the western edge of this region. Typically,
streans and lakes can be found scattered through the area
and seasonal hcmes will als) be found scattered near these
natural features.

- oani itz corrasponding planning and
development aagsncy - North2astern Michigan Regional Plan-
ning and Development Commission seems to be functioning

at a reasonable level, in so far as insuring the proper-

development of the area's human and natural resources.

Region 10: Travearse Bav

Regional Population: 158,333 Regional Center:
2% of State - Y. Traverse City
) Population: 20,000
Land Area: 4837 13% of Region

Counties: Emmet, Charlevoix, 2ntrim, Leelanau, Benzie
Grand Traverss=, Xalkaska, Manistee, Wexford
and Missaukee
Traverse Bay, composed of 10 counties, occupies the
entire northwestern portion of thelower peninsula. This
region is best known for its scenic shorelines and hilly

topography; and, the long narrow lakes and bays resemble

the fjords of Scandinavia.



The clties whict
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border th=e shoreline, for the nost
part, depend on recreation and tourism, however, Traverse
City does have several light manufacturing industries and
canning factories which prepare the cherriss and other
fruits that are grown in Crand Traverse, Leelanau, Benzie,
and other counties of the Region.,

The Northwest Michigan Planning and Development Dis-
trict has had great succass in encouraging participation
by representatives from all of themember counties and local
COoVESIMTISAT

ts of govszn S .

(9]

_TaTicns suprzcert the content-

ion that this organizaticn and Region sould remain intact.

Region 1l1l: Sault Ste. Mari=

Regional Population: 48,816 Regional Center: Sault Ste.
1% of State Marie
Population: 18,000
Land Area: 3508 square miles 37% of Region
Counties: Luce, Chippewa, Mackinac

3
» Y e

Region 11 is composed of the three most eastern coun-
ties of the Upper Peninsula. The sparsely populated area

maintains a uniform, forested character throughout the

Because of thelow population of this area, there are
only 5 planning commission organizations in this Region.
The two-hatted regicnal planning organization - Eastern
Upper Peninsula Regional Planning Commission and Eastern

Upper Peninsula Economic Development District - has been
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lanning for the development of the natural and human
resources of this Region since June of 1968. This organ-
ization and Region appear to hava be=2n accepted by the

residents of this area.

Ragion 12: Marqguette - Iron Mountain - Escanaba

Regibnal Pooulation 165,744 Pegional Center: Undetermined

Land Area 7119 sguare niles

Counties: ?hoqlcraft, Celta, Menominee, Alger, Marquette,
n be!

This six county region was re-delineated by the
Governor on December 32, 1870. Basically, the 6 central
counties of the Upper Feninsula were joined together to
form one region rather than constituting two regions as
had been origionally designated.

The gently rolling, forested land which is dotted
with slow moving streams andshallow lakes, support three
cities, Marquastte, Iron Mountai;i.and Escanaba on the
fringe of the area. However, no one city exerts enough
influence over the entire area to ks designated as the

regional canter.

Ragion 13: Houghton-Ironwcod

Regional Population: 89,724 Regional Center: Houghton-
Hancock
Land Area: 3,911 square miles Population: 8,000

10% of Region
Counties: Keweenaw, Houghton, Barage, Ontonagon, Gogebic
Iron,
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14 is a spars=2ly populated, forested region. However,
there is mining activity taking place in certain areas
of this Region. Also, the many scenic, natural attract-
ions invite many tourist every summer.

Like the other Regicns of the Upper Peninsula, .a two-

hatted planning organization is in existence. No further

re-evalueation of the ragicn seems necessary.

<P
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CHAPTER VI

RECOMMENDATIONS

After analyzing the purposes, criteria, and con-

straints which were consid=2red in the formulation of

(L
W]
Il

‘_.J

~h

tar

oY)

Michigan's rFlanning =n ~mment Paaions; and,
examination and identification of several shortcomings
of the existing Regicns, the following recommendations

for improvement in the process of planning for the de-

velopment of resources within Michigan are offered.

Delineation of Planning Regions

After consideration of the paterial presented in
the previous five chapters, with ;n emphasis on Chapter
V - Descriptions and Shortcomings of the Regions, it
is recommended that multi-county planning agencies be

encouraged to establish in the regions delineated as follows:

Region 1 - The counties of Wayne, Washtenaw, Monroe,
Livingston, Oakland, Macomb, and St. Clair.

Region 2 - The counties of Jackson, Hillsdale and Lenawee.

Region 3 - The counties of Barry, Kalamazoo, Calhoun,
St. Joseph and Branch.



Region

* Region

* Region

Region

Region

Region

Region

Region
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Tre counti=s

O
tn

The counties

'y

counties of Clinton, Eaton, and Ingham.

Kant and

Fh

Tha counties o
Ottawa.

Allegan, Ionia,

The counties Huron, Tuscola, and Sanilac.

H

(

h:

.

v

counties of Saginaw, Midland, and Bay.

The
Al ~ o~
FArS =4y

counties cf Gratiot, Montcalm,
sta, Clar=z, Cscoela.

Isabella,

The coun
Lake,

o !Muskegon, Oceana, Newaygo,
AN

The countises of Arenac, Gladwin,

OCgemaw, and Roscommon.

Iosco,

The countiss of Manistee, Wexford,
Kalkaska, Crand Traverse, Bensie,
Antrim, Charlevecix, and Emmet.

lissaukee,
Leelanau,

The counties of Alcona, Oscoda, Crawford,
Otsego, Montmorency, Alpena, Presque Isle,
and Cheboygan.

The counties of Luce, Chippewa, and Mackinac.

The counties
Me ‘omlnee,

cf Schoolcraft, Delta, Algen,
ckinson, uarquette.

The counties of Iron, Barage, Goegbic,
Ontonogan, Houghton, and Keweenaw.

* These Regions differ form Michigan's existing Planning

and Develoonment Regions.

p. 50)

Delineation of Regions will

(See Map 4, p. 47 and Map 5,

Develooment Recional Commissions

1=

not correct all of +he deficiencies
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that have been identified in Michigan's regional plannirg
J 3 P J

and develonment system. Therzs is a need for th

()

aponoint-
ment or establishment of a single, regional planning and
development policy-making body for each of the designated
Regions. This organization would be chargsd with a multi-
plicity of tasks, however, the coordination of planning
and development activities undertaken at the local level
is paramount.

First, a dJdevelopment strategy, which spells out how

, . c e e e .
the Raglon will uczilize avallialsle resourc

(

5 to meat pre-
sent and future needs must be formulated. For some Re-
gions this task has adeguzately been accomplished; for
other Regions, several dififierent strategies have been de-
veloped by competing agencies (ie. Economic Development
Commissions, Regional Planning Agencies, and various sin-
gle purpose agancies); and, others have been unable to
formulate any type of future—orﬁgnted strategy. Thus,
each region must be required to formulate or approve a
development strategy which would provide the base for
evaluation of projects and programs that are proposed
within the area.

It is important that developmental projects be co-
ordinated with similar projects in the Region for more
effective utilization of resources. With this end in

mind, the United States Office Of Management and Budget's

Curcular A-95 outlines a Project Notification and Review



Srscen.  Therefore, it is recurmandad that each Regioa's
clanning and developmant policy-making body be designatad

by the Governor to administer the A-95 review process. Also,
all State departments and agencies must be directed to inform
and/or work with the regional volicy-making body in matters
pertaining to planning and development.

, In ordzar for a regional policy-making body to deter-
mine the neads and iden*tify the concerns of local govern-
ment, as well as proviZz for and guide regional plannin
v - 3

and davelcoro 23, tha mambarshin ¢f the body

must be as representative c¢f the region as possible. There-
fore, it is recommended that the policy-making body consist
of at least 51 percent of eslected officials within the
Region. Elected officials are considered the official
spokesmen by residents of individual communities.

The county board of commissioners of each county in
the Regions sihiould appoint to the body an elected county
official, an elected official of *themost populace munici-
pality within the county, and é member of the county's
planning commission. Non-elected membership, which is to
be aprointed by the county board of commissioners of each
county, mucst rerxresent the private sector or interests of
that county. Non-slected membership should be apportioned
according to the population of themember counties, but no

county should have less than one or more that three non-

elected members.
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LCacih Regional body must appoint a d
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staff to provide needed technical assistance i

(¢}
3

O

A

to guide thes planning and development of each Region,

as well as providing technical assistance to local govern-
ments. Local governments should be helped to deavelop and

maintain the capability of effectively managing their af-

fairs. Assistance could be offered in the areas of plan-

ning and davelopmental issu=s; in analyzing and obtaining

Federal and State funds; in preparing sound budgets; and,

3. - U TR S-S a3 - . = ~ L~ - 7 N - A
In 3peCcizl o foaldlas, ©IoL.o=.3, and geovarnmantzl meaetin

(L

S.

Uy

S = PRI

Establishment of a single, regional planning and de-
véiopment policy-making body would impose a considerable
financial burden on thke counties and municipalities of
each Region. Therefore, is is suggested that the State
provide incentives in the form of funds on a matched basis

with the counties' share. If, however, no substantive

action is taken, by the counties or county of any Region,
(8

the State should withhold all grants-in-aid which are de-

signated for those local bodies of government.
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FOOTNOTES

Office of Planning Coordination, Bureau of Planning and
Program Development, Executive Office of the Governor,
State of Michigan, Michigan's Planning and Development
Regions: Delineation Criteria and Comments, March 1968,
p. 1.

See United States Governmsan

t's Office of Management and
Budget Circular A-95 (Revised)

February 1971.

Cffice of Planning Ceccrdiration, et. al., Planning and
Toczlopment Foations Tos ?if:;ggn: Tachrizal nR2TorT dua-
per 14, Fepruary, 1963, 2. 10.

Ibid., p. 21.

Barlowe, Raleigh, Land =sscurce Economics, (Prentice-Hall,

Inc., Englewood ClIffs, N.c., 1958), pp. 249-250, 259-261.

Office Of Planning Coordination, Planning etc., op. cit.,
pp. 21-22.

Ibid., p. 28.

-

Ihid., p. 46.

Ibid., p. 62. e,
Ibid., p. 64.

Commission On Local Government, Report Of The Governor's
Scvacial Commission On Local Govarnemnt, March, 1972, p. 23.

Ibid.

Ipid.

Office of Planning Coordination, et. al., Statewide In-
ventory of Community and Area Planning In Michigan, Feb—
ruary, 1970, p. 4.

Commission on Local Government, op. cit., p. 24.

Ibid.
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TCOTMOTES (CONTINULD)

Michigan Statutes, Act 46., P.A. 1966, Chapter 125.1232.

See the United States Government's Office Of Management and
Budget Circular A-95 (Revised), February, 1971.

Statistical data used in the section "Individual Regions"
has been abstracted form: Michigan's Planning And Develop-
ment Regions: Celineation Criteria and Comments, and the

Report of the Governor's Special Commission On Local Gov-:
ernment.

Office Of Planning Coordination, et. al., Planning ect., 0op.
cit., p. 5.
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