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ABSTRACT

ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES TO SOLVING METROPOLITAN SERVICE
PROBLEMS: THE PROBLEM OF WASTE WATER DISPOSAL
IN THE TRI-COUNTY REGION

by Robert N. Cummings

The dynamic growth taking place in urban areas of
the United States has resulted in many problems concerning
the performance of urban functions. The present structural
forms of local units of government often do not allow the
effective performance of certain areawide and local govern-
mental functions. This means that important urban needs are
not being effectively dealt with in our rapidly expanding
urban areas.

To emphasize the extent and complexity of the prob-
lems of public services in urban areas, this thesis appraises
the existing disparities in providing sanitary sewer service
within the urbanized portion of the Tri-County Region of
Central Michigan; this area includes the Cities of Lansing
and East Lansing and the surrounding Ten Township Area. It
also analyzes alternative methods for solving metropolitan
waste water disposal and other service problems of the area
by explaining the various methods available under Michigan
law for reorganizing local government to allow them to more

adequately meet the problems of expansion.



Robert N. Cummings

The thesis points out the need for greater intergov-
ernmental cooperation in order that solutions may be found
to the difficult problems of providing services to an
urbanized population. It outlines the role that region-wide
planning can play in bringing about greater intergovernmen-
tal cooperation by discussing the efforts of the Tri-County
Regional Planning Commission to do this, particularly for
water and sewer service. The thesis also discusses the
methods other communities are using to bring about greater
intergovernmental cooperation and region-wide planning, in-
cluding efforts in the City of Detroit, Michigan to create
a council of governments.

It is becoming apparent that we must begin to look
much closer at metropolitan problems to find new approaches
for their solution. This thesis affirms that there is no
one solution to the problem of reorganizing local government
in order to solve metropolitan service problems; sweeping
programs of governmental integration can not be achieved
immediately under any one approach, but such reorganization
must be achieved in a series or steps. This thesis con-
cludes that the logical first step in this process for the

Ten Township Area is the council of governments approach.
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INTRODUCTION
PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF THE THESIS

In recent years there has been a growing awareness
in the United States of the need to reorganize government in
order to solve metropolitan service problems. The need for
this change has been brought about by a greatly expanding
population growth, intense urbanization of the population,
and the public demand for a greater range of public services
at higher standards.

It is being increasingly recognized that certain
governmental functions such as air pollution control, water
supply and sewage disposal, land use planning and control,
and transportation, require areawide planning and implemen-
tation. Yet, the present structural forms of local units of
government do not allow the effective performance of area-
wide urban governmental functions.l This means that impor-
tant urban needs are not being effectively dealt with in our

rapidly expanding urban areas.

lAdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
Alternative Approaches to Governmental Reorganization in
Metropolitan Areas (Washington: Government Printing Office,
June 1962), p. 5. Hereafter this report is cited as Alter-
native Approaches.
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It is becoming apparent that we must begin to look
much closer at the problems and opportunities of the city
and find new approaches to solve the problems of metropol-
itan areas. The first step is to recognize the "systems"
character of a city, to realize that cities are continuous

urban systems which often overlap existing political and

geographic boundaries.2

This new attitude toward urban problems is perhaps
best summarized in recent remarks by Vice-President Hubert
Humphrey:

The changes in local government which lie
ahead amount to a small revolution. We are
moving toward a whole new concept of feder-
alism in our rapidly changing nation.

At the heart of this concept is the conviction
that our new programs must be tailored to fit
the particular problems we are attacking. We
are approaching water pollution control and
stream management for example more and more
within whole river basins.

Now the striking thing about this new approach
is that in almost every case, it sweeps across
the historic boundaries of our existing govern-
ments . . . state, county, and municipal. It
is oriented to problems.

What we are trying to find, as a result, are
entirely new forms of organization, and new

2John P. Eberhard, "Technology for the City,"

Science and Technology, September 1966, p. 16.
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patterns of cooperation, among our general-
purpose municipal and county governments.

This thesis attempts to illustrate the immense prob-
lems of providing public services in rapidly growing metro-
politan areas. The objective is to suggest alternative
approaches that local governments might use to solve certain
metropolitan service problems. The thesis emphasizes the
need for reorganization of local units of government, and
suggests the need for greater intergovernmental cooperation
and region-wide planning among these units of government in
order that solutions may be found to the difficult problems
of providing services to an urbanizing population.

While this thesis emphasizes the need to reorganize
government to more effectively provide all types of urban
services, the particular problem of waste water disposal
within the urbanized portion of the Tri-County Region of
Central Michigan is analyzed and discussed in detail.

The Tri-County Region is composed of Clinton, Eaton,
and Ingham Counties. Most of the population of the Region

is located in the central Ten Township Area.4 Lansing is

3Vice—President of the United States Hubert Humphrey,
"A Small Revolution," address made to the National Associa-
tion of County Officials, July 18, 1966, American County
Government, September 1966.

4The Ten Township Area encompasses the central
cities of Lansing and East Lansing, and the ten surrounding
townships of Watertown, DeWitt, Bath, Delta, Lansing, Merid-
ian, Windsor, Delhi, Alaiedon, and Oneida.




the Capital of Michigan and an industrial center. The
campus of Michigan State University is located in East
Lansing.

This thesis is organized into six chapters. Chapter
I discusses the reasons why local government must be reorga-
nized to solve metropolitan service problems. Chapter II
points out the extent and complexity of the problems in-
volved in providing metropolitan services by appraising the
existing methods of waste water disposal in the Ten Township
Area. Chapter III discusses the factors influencing inter-
governmental cooperation, i.e., recent state and federal
legislation requiring greater intergovernmental cooperation.
Chapter IV analyzes the alternative methods for solving cer-
tain metropolitan service problems by explaining the various
methods available under Michigan law to reorganize local
government to allow them to more adequately solve metropol-
itan waste water disposal and other service problems. Chap-
ter V discusses the role of the regional planning commission
as an agency of intergovernmental cooperation. In summary,
the thesis suggests some specific courses of action local
units of government in the Tri-County Region might take to
solve metropolitan service problems such as waste water

disposal.
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Because of the growing awareness in recent years
that the best way to bring about the effective performance
of areawide governmental functions is to change the struc-
tural forms of local units of government and to work toward
greater intergovernmental cooperation, there has been a
great deal written about the subject.5 The unique contribu-
tion of this thesis is that it discusses this vast amount of
literature in the context of a particular problem (waste
water disposal) for a particular area. More important, the
alternative solutions to this problem are discussed in the
context of their feasibility under Michigan law.

This thesis is viewing an immense and complicated
field. It does not attempt to cover the entire field. 1Its
purpose is to create a greater awareness of the need, par-
ticularly in the Tri-County Region, to find solutions to
service problems, particularly waste water disposal. It is
hoped that this thesis will be used by the public officials
of the Tri-County Region, and others, to better understand
their particular problems, and to recognize that solutions

to these problems are available under Michigan law.

5For a summary of the important steps in the devel-
opment of intergovernmental relations and an excellent bib-
liography of the literature see: Graves V. Brooke, Inter-
governmental Relations in the United States: An Annotated
Chronology of Significant Events, Developments, and Publica-
tions with Particular Reference to the Period of the Last
Fifty Years (Washington: The Council of State Government,
1958) .
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CHAPTER I

THE NEED FOR GOVERNMENTAL REORGANIZATION

IN METROPOLITAN AREAS

As background for the discussion on methods of
reorganizing local government to solve metropolitan service
needs, it is necessary to understand the problems facing
metropolitan areas today. In this chapter the growing
importance of metropolitan areas, reflected by the greatly
increased population growth in these areas, and the major
problems created by the emergence of these centers is dis-
cussed. In order to better understand the resulting need
for reorganizing local government, an examination of the

optimum methods of providing urban services is included.

Growth of Metropolitan Centers

The growth of metropolitan problems has been largely
a result of the tremendous population increase in urban
areas. This growth has been a natural product of over a
century of industrialization accompanied by increased agri-

cultural prod.uctivity.l

lGeneral Report (East Lansing: National Conference
on Metropolitan Problems, 1956), p. 9.




In 1960 nearly two-thirds, 112.9 million persons of
the nationwide total of 179.3 million, lived within metro-
politan areas. The 212 areas designated as “metropolitan"2
in 1960 accounted for 84 per cent of all the increase in the
nation's population between 1950 and 1960. Population in
these areas increased by 23.6 million persons, or 26 per
cent; while the population in the remainder of the country
only increased by 4.4 million, or 7 per cent. During the
previous decade, 1940-1950, these same 212 areas accounted
for nearly 80 per cent of the total population growth of the
United States.3

It is interesting to note that in 1960 only about
half of the inhabitants of metropolitan areas in the United
States, 58.0 million out of 112.9 million persons, lived
within the central cities of these areas. Most of the popu-

lation growth of metropolitan areas between 1950 and 1960

. - 4
took place in suburban areas around central cities.

2This term refers to Standard Metropolitan Statisti-
cal Areas. The U. S. Bureau of the Budget has established
certain criteria for these areas. In general an SMSA is a
county or group of counties which contains at least one city
of 50,000 inhabitants or more, or twin cities with a com-
bined population of at least 50,000. In addition, the
county or counties containing such a city or cities are in-
cluded in an SMSA if, according to certain criteria, they
are essentially metropolitan in character and are socially
and economically integrated with the central city. For a
complete definition see: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1960
Census of Population, Report P.C.(S-1)-1 (Washington: Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1960).

3

4

Ibid. Ibid.



Growth in the Tri-County Region

The Tri-County Region is one of the 212 areas in the
United States designated as a metropolitan region. Popula-
tion growth in this region has closely followed the national
trends. Between 1950 and 1960 the population of the Tri-
County Region grew from 244,195 to 298,949 persons, an in-
crease of 22.4 per cent. During this same time period the
population of the Cities of Lansing and East Lansing in-
creased by 25,551 persons, or 22.7 per cent, while the Ten
Township suburban area surrounding Lansing and East Lansing
increased by 17,845 persons, or 29.5 per cent. A major
reason for the large growth in the Cities of Lansing and
East Lansing is the rapidly increasing student enrollment
at Michigan State University.5 The population growth of
Lansing, East Lansing, and the surrounding Ten Township Area
between 1950 and 1960 is illustrated in Appendix A.

Rapid growth is expected to continue in the Tri-
County Region. The population is expected to reach 600,400
by 1990, more than double the 1960 population. It is esti-
mated that the population of Lansing and East Lansing will
reach 292,900 by 1990, a 112.2 per cent increase over the
1960 population, while the population of the surrounding Ten

Township Area will reach 169,400, a 116.5 per cent increase

5Tri-County Regional Planning Commission.



over the 1960 count.6 Future population estimates for
Lansing, East Lansing, and the Ten Township Area are illus-

trated in Appendix A.

Metropolitan Growth Problems

Metropolitan growth presents problems associated
with changing technology, the lack of room in the central
city, the economies of mass housing, government housing
policies, and the suburban desire to have single family
homes surrounded by large open spaces.

Local government is encountering the problem of
urban sprawl and is finding itself unable to provide mean-
ingful solutions.7 It is evident that we must reassess the
relative authority and responsibility of local government to
solve such metropolitan problems as urban sprawl. It ap-
pears logical that certain governmental functions, espe-
cially those pertaining to urbanism, must be dealt with on
a larger-than-local basis.

One of the major problems in metropolitan areas is
waste water disposal. The suburbs present the most critical
sewer problems. The tremendous growth in suburban areas has

far outrun the ability of most local governments to provide

® Ibid.

7Allen Tempko, "Looking Backward with Hope," Cry
California, Fall, 1966.




sewers. Many of these areas have relied on seemingly ade-
quate individual systems. Reliance on these systems has
allowed development to spread out, to leapfrog, across once
open areas. Development has taken place anywhere where sep-
tic tanks could be inexpensively installed. As this process
continues it will become increasingly difficult to provide
these new areas with sewer systems and other types of urban
services. The large lots required for individual systems
make it extremely expensive to provide utilities and other
urban facilities, especially sewers.8

There are three major reasons why local governments
as now constituted are unable to provide optimum handling of
urban services: (1) fragmentation and overlapping of govern-
mental units, (2) disparities between tax and service bound-
aries, (3) state constitutional and statutory restrictions.9

Fragmentation and Overlapping
of Governmental Units

The local government pattern in metropolitan areas

is unbeliveably complex. This is due not only to the large

8Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
Intergovernmental Responsibilities for Water Supply and
Sewage Disposal in Metropolitan Areas (Washington: Govern-
ment Printing Office, October 1962), p. 24. Hereafter this
report is cited as Water Supply and Sewage Disposal.

9Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,
Governmental Structure, Organization, and Planning in Metro-
politan Areas: Suggested Action by Local, State, and
National Governments (Washington: Government Printing
Office, July 1961), pp. 12-17. Hereafter this report is
cited as Governmental Structure.




number of governmental units, but also to their frequent
territorial overlapping.

One of the major reasons local government has not
been able to keep pace with the growing demands for sewer
service in metropolitan areas is because the responsibility
for providing sewage disposal facilities has been fragmented.
Fragmentation is primarily evident in suburban areas. Most
suburban sewage service areas are quite small, but rather
than to expand these existing systems there has been a ten-
dency to create more new smaller systems. This trend has
resulted in a number of problems, not the least of which
concerns public health. Many small municipalities often
fail to process wastes at all, or treat them inadequately.
Fragmentation has resulted in a great variation in the type
of sewage service provided, and great disparities in the
price levels of sanitary sewer service within a single metro-
politan area. Too often this has resulted in water supplies
and recreational areas in downstream regions of the water-
shed being dispoiled by the raw or inadequately treated
sewage.

Inadequate region-wide planning for sewer service
has often led to duplication of facilities in metropolitan
areas, and to increased developmental and operational costs.
Many limited sewer systems have been constructed which have
a rapid rate of obsolescence because they were only con-

structed to meet existing problems, not maximum or future



demands. Under these circumstances, coordination of sewer
systems with adjacent communities to create region-wide
solutions becomes very difficult.10
The Tri-County Region is an excellent example of
what has occurred in many metropolitan areas. The Tri-
County Region includes a total of seventy-eight local gov-
ernmental units, forty-eight townships, seventeen villages,
ten cities, and three counties. There are presently thir-
teen existing sewer systems serving this area, and twelve

more systems are proposed.ll

Disparities Between Tax and
Service Boundaries

The larger the number of independent governmental
jurisdictions within a metropolitan area, the more inequi-
table and difficult it becomes to finance those governmental
services which are areawide in character. This is espe-
cially the case with respect to such services as water
supply, sewage disposal, and transportation, which by their
nature require large and integrated facilities with service
boundaries economically dictated by population density and
topography. Even services which do not demand areawide

handling, such as education, law enforcement, and health,

loWater Supply and Sewage Disposal, op. cit.,
ppo 21_230

11

Tri-County Regional Planning Commission.



also involve serious problems of equity with respect to
financing, and awkwardness in administration where numerous
local governments are involved.

The greatest difficulties lie with governmental
units that rely on the local property tax to finance their
services. Small taxing areas, uneven distribution of indus-
trial property, and the low correlation between the location
of housing and the consumption of public services make the
taxing situation quite complicated. This situation has been
somewhat alleviated by increased reliance on state and fed-
eral aid.12

An excellent example of tax disparities among local
units of government is given by information on local govern-
ment receipts in the Tri-County Region. In fiscal 1958 the
combined total income for all local units of government
exceeded 15.2 million. Of this, the most important single
source was the property tax which accounted for 6 million,
or 39.3 per cent, of total income. There are, however,
striking variations existing between individual counties,
municipalities, and townships. 1In Ingham County the prop-
erty tax accounted for approximately 42 per cent of total
receipts, while in Clinton and Eaton Counties the property

tax provided only about 25 per cent and 28 per cent of total

income, respectively. In Clinton and Eaton Counties state

2Governmental Structure, op. cit., p. l6.




aid is the most important source of income, providing about
44 per cent of total income in Clinton County and 36 per
cent in Eaton County.

For municipalities in the Tri-County Region the
property tax was the most important single source of revenue,
providing almost 41 per cent of the total receipts. In con-
trast, this source provided only 21 per cent of total income
for the townships, whereas state aid provided almost 70 per
cent. It is also interesting to note that 72 per cent of
all receipts by local government in the Tri-County Region
came from the Cities of Lansing and East Lansing.l3

State Constitutional and
Statutory Restrictions

In many states constitutional and statutory restric-
tions limit the modernizing of the structure and functions
of local government.l4 In Michigan the new State Constitu-
tion and recent statutory provisions have provided the means
for a variety of changes in the structure of local govern-
ment which would enable them to meet areawide problems..

These methods are discussed extensively in Chapter IV of

this thesis. The main problems in Michigan, as in most

13Tri-County Regional Planning Commission, Economic
and Population Base Study of the Lansing Tri-County Area,
A report by the Bureau of Business and Public Service, Col-
lege of Business and Public Service, Michigan State Univer-
sity (East Lansing: 1960), pp. 83-93.

l4Governmental Structure, op. cit., p. 16.
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other states, exist in finding ways to finance needed ser-
vices and to overcome local apathy and disinterest in solv-
ing areawide problems.

Identification of Urban Functions Which Are
Best Carried Out on an Areawide Basis

The previous section has outlined the major reasons
why local government as presently organized has difficulty
meeting the service needs of modern metropolitan areas. The
question arises: What are the optimum methods of providing
urban services? To better understand the need for the reor-
ganization of local government it seems appropriate to dis-
cuss this pertinent question.

It is necessary to identify those urban functions
which could be most appropriately performed on an areawide
basis and those which could better be performed by individ-
ual local governments. The Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations has researched this problem and sum-

marized its findings in the report, Performance of Urban

Functions: Local and Areawide.ls The following is a brief

review of the findings of the Commission.

15Ad.visory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations,

Performance of Urban Functions: Local and Areawide (Washing-
ton: Government Printing Office, September 1963). Here-
after this report is cited as Performance of Urban Functions.
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Criteria for Allocation of
Urban Functions

The Commission has developed a number of economic
and political criteria to aid in determining whether func-

tions should be performed on a local or areawide basis.

Economic criteria

1. The governmental jurisdiction responsible

for providing any service should be large

enough to enable the benefits from that

service to be consumed primarily within

the jurisdiction.

The benefits from the service or the social and
other costs of failing to provide the service should not
spill over into other jurisdictions. A problem arises in
defining an area of benefit consumption for services such as
parks, highways, and streets. Spillovers of benefits and
costs can never be eliminated entirely.17

2. The unit of government should be large

enough to permit realization of the

economies of scale.

For many types of services, unit costs decline with
increased output. For example, it costs about $58.00 per
million gallons to provide primary sewage treatment in a
million gallon capacity facility, but less than half this

amount in a ten million gallon capacity facility.19 A

61pid., p. 42. 71pid., pp. 42-44.
18

Ibid., p. 45.

19Water Supply and Sewage Disposal, op. cit., p. 39.
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problem does exist in that there have not been enough
studies of what the optimum size is for various types of

. 20
urban services.

Political criteria

1. The unit of government carrying on a
function should have a geographic area
of jurisdiction adequate for effective
performance.

The implementation of sewage disposal systems should
be a good example of this criteria. They should conform to
natural drainage basins rather than to boundaries of munic-
ipal jurisdictions that often intersect watershed and drain-
age basins.

2. The unit of government performing a

function should have the legal and

administrative ability to perform the

services assigned to it.22

Government must have the legal authority to under-
take a service, and have a governmental structure with the
administrative ability and financial base to perform needed
services.

3. Every unit of government should be respon-
sible for a sufficient number of functions
so that it provides a forum for resolution

of conflicting interests, with significant

responsibility for ba%ancing governmental
needs and resources.

20Performance of Urban Functions, op. cit., p. 45.

211pid., p. 50. 221pid., p. 52.

23Ibid.' p. 54.
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This criteria points out the danger in the jurisdic-
tional allocation of individual functions, of creating so
many separate service districts or other governmental units
that they operate at cross purposes with each other. Gov-
ernment should have enough functions within its jurisdiction
to balance one another and assign priorities.

4. The performance of functions by a unit of
government should remain controllable

by and accessible to its residents.24

5. Functions should be assigned to that level
of government which maximizes the condi-
tions and opportunities for active citizen

participation and still permits adequate
performance .2

Allocation of Urban Functions

Using the above criteria, the Commission analyzed a
number of urban functions and made conclusions as to whether
they should be performed on a local, areawide, or intermedi-
ate area basis. The results of the Commission's study are
summarized below for some of the more important urban ser-
vices. The "most local" functions are discussed first and
the "least local" last.26

Fire protection. This function is well suited to

administration at the local level because costs and benefits

arising from the service provided do not spill over very

24Ibid., p. 56. 25Ibid., p. 58.

26Information for this section from Performance of

Urban Functions, op. cit., pp. 61-265.
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much into other localities. Economies of scale by central-
izing functions cannot be realized because fire companies
need to be close the area of potential fire, but even

this service could greatly benefit from areawide coordina-
tion of total fire fighting resources, personnel recruitment,

and training.

Public education. The quality of education has far

reaching effects on the community, metropolitan area, and
the region. Quality of education is related to the special-
ization of teaching and curriculum, which, in turn, is
directly related to the size of the school system. School
systems must be of sufficient size to offer the educational
program desired and needed by the community, but such sys-
tems must not be so large that they do not provide for the
maximum amount of citizen accessibility, control, and par-
ticipation. Michigan is currently in the process of con-
solidating school districts with the purpose of achieving
greater economies of scale, offering more specialized train-
ing, and attracting better qualified teachers through more

competitive wage scales.

Refuse collection and disposal. There is little

spillover of costs and benefits of collecting refuse, but
economies can accrue from the joint operation of disposal
sites by municipalities. These economies are limited by the

cost of hauling refuse.
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Libraries. The people who benefit from libraries
are the people who use the service. For the most part these
are the residents of the community in which the library
exists, with some spillover from residents of surrounding
areas. The more specialized the library, the greater the
use spillover. The great variation in the type of facil-
ities suggests the desirability of forming areawide library
systems that provide both small community libraries and more

specialized research facilities serving much larger areas.

Police. It seems desirable to have some aspects of
law enforcement closely controlled by the local communities,
but many aspects of police work are becoming so specialized
and so scientific that economies of scale can be achieved by
areawide service. The operation of many aspects of police
work including laboratories, communication systems, record
systems, specialized squads, and jails, can best be provided

on an areawide basis.

Health. The specialized nature of this service
makes it almost mandatory that it be provided on a county or

areawide basis.

Parks and recreation. Most of the benefits from

playlots, playgrounds, and neighborhood parks are largely
confined to local residents, but the public is increasingly

demanding larger, more diversified park systems. Natural
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and large-area type parks can only be provided on an area-
wide basis. Some types of facilities such as swimming pools,
golf courses, and tennis courts, can be self-supporting, but
the cost of building these facilities is prohibitive to

small communities.

Hospitals and medical care facilities. Although

internal administration of hospitals by local government is
desirable, overall planning on a metropolitan basis can
eliminate a great deal of wasteful duplication of facilities.
Areawide planning for hospitals is being promoted by the

federal government through the Hill-Burton Program.27

Air pollution control. Air pollution control is one

of the best examples of a service that must be provided on
an "air basin" basis. Such basins usually include the
entire urban region, and may frequently include the entire
state or even groups of states. State or interstate action
seems to be the best way to effectively control air pollu-

tion.

Water supply and sewage disposal. Rapid urban

growth in suburban areas has greatly complicated the task of

providing urban areas with adequate water supplies and

27For information on this program consult: U. S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health
Service Requlations, Part 53 (Washington: Government Print-
ing Office, 1962).
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removing and treating its wastes. The availability of water
and sewage systems can affect the direction and intensity of
economic development of an entire metropolitan area. How
this service is provided can create complex problems for
urban areas; one community's method of sewage disposal can
seriously affect another community's water supply.

Solutions to these problems can only be found on the
basis of entire watershed or drainage basins. Small commu-
nities within urban areas are finding it increasingly diffi-
cult to find sufficient water resources and safely dispose
of their sewage within their boundaries. When water supply
and sewer collection are handled on an areawide basis,
duplication of costly facilities is avoided, costly pumping
is eliminated by following natural contours, and other sav-
ings are accrued that can greatly lower the unit cost on

fixed charges.

Planning. The problems of metropolitan areas reach
beyond metropolitan boundaries. A metropolitan planning
agency, by studying and planning for orderly urban develop-
ment, can increase the efficiency of most other public

services.



18

Summary

This chapter has attempted to illustrate some of the
problems presently facing metropolitan areas today, and has
examined the optimum methods of providing urban services.

Of all the public functions most appropriately performed on
an areawide basis, water and sewer services are among the
most important in terms of health and welfare. 1In the fol-
lowing chapter the waste water disposal problems in one
urban area, Lansing, will be investigated to illustrate the
need for the reorganization of local government so that it

can more adequately provide this and other public services.



CHAPTER II

AN EXAMPLE OF METROPOLITAN

SERVICE DISPARITIES

In attempting to find better ways to provide services
to metropolitan areas it is important that we understand the
types of problems that currently exist in providing these
services.

Waste water disposal problems exist in all communi-
ties throughout the Tri-County Region, but they are most
severe in the Ten Township Area, where most of the growth in
the Region is taking place. Within this area there are six
existing sewer systems: Lansing - Lansing Township, East
Lansing - Meridian Township - Michigan State University,
Delhi Township, Delta Township, City of Grand Ledge, and the
City of DewWitt. Other areas, such as the Village of Dimon-
dale, DeWitt Township, and Bath Township, are planning
systems.

The purpose of this review is to illustrate the
complex problem of sewage disposal in this Area, and to show
how, under existing circumstances any attempts to coordinate
the plans of the various systems into a region-wide approach

will be very difficult. Here greater areawide planning and

19



20

cooperation of governmental units will be necessary in order
to provide the vital public services so widely needed.

The patterns and problems of providing sewage dis-
posal in the Ten Township Area are outlined. 1In addition,
the development, present service policy, and financing of
the systems, and the history of intergovernmental coopera-
tion and planning within the various units providing sewer
systems, are discussed. The existing and proposed sewer
systems in the entire Tri-County Region are illustrated in
Appendix B.

Waste Water Disposal in the
Ten Township Area

City of Lansing and Lansing Township

Lansing, the largest and the central city of the
Tri-County Region, was the first to develop a sanitary sewer
system. The first municipal sewer lines, laid in 1875, dis-
charged raw sewage directly into the Grand River. 1In 1920
the first general plan for sewage disposal was developed.l
Construction of portions of the sewers recommended in the
sewage plan began in the early 1920's, and by 1938 the first
municipal sewage treatment plant was in operation.

The existing sewer system consists of a complex of

separate sanitary and storm sewers and a system of older

lM.cNamee, Porter and Seeley, Consulting Engineers,
General Plan of Sewage and Sewage Disposal (Ann Arbor:
1921).
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combined sewers which carry both sanitary and storm water
run-off. The City's treatment plant, located on the Grand
River, on the west side of the City, provides both primary

and secondary treatment.2

The City is now completing the
third expansion of its treatment plant, increasing its
capacity from 22 million gallons to 34 million gallons per
day. The present service area includes the City of Lansing
plus most of Lansing Township. Service is presently pro-
vided to approximately 85 per cent of the population of the
service area of the system.

The present service policy of the City is very lib-
eral and has been a great impetus to annexation. Currently
any group of residents or a subdivider may petition the City
for service. The residents or subdivider are assessed for
the entire costs of sewers up to twelve inches in diameter.
The City pays for all sewers larger than twelve inches in
diameter, and also negotiates all contracts and supervises
the construction of all sewers. The City's sewer service
policy has changed many times over the years. At one time

the City paid up to 75 per cent of all development costs.

2Primary treatment involves the physical removal of
a portion of the suspended solids from the sewage and fur-
ther treatment of solids. Secondary treatment involves
further removal of organic matter from the liquids by one
of several different biological processes, and chemical
treatment of the water. Secondary treatment may remove as
much as 90 to 95 per cent of the organic matter and suspend-
ed solids.
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Most major improvements to the City's sanitary sewer
system have been financed with revenue bonds. The City has
received three federal grants totaling 388,000 dollars which
has been used to modernize the sewer plant and to help con-
struct the interceptor system.

Since Lansing is the largest city in the Region and
has the largest sanitary sewer system, it would seem that
the City would take the lead in seeking a metropolitan solu-
tion to sewer problems. In general, the opposite has been
true. The present policy of the City is to provide sewer
service only to areas within the City of Lansing. The City
has made only one cooperative agreement with another unit of
government to provide sewer service, i.e., in 1955 the City
took over the financially troubled Landel System which
serves part of Lansing Township. In the 1920's Lansing's
consulting engineers suggested that sewage be accepted for
treatment from East Lansing, but at that time East Lansing
was not interested in cooperating with Lansing. Since that
time other units of government including Delhi, Delta, and
DeWitt Townships and the City of Dimondale have tried to
make agreements with Lansing to accept sewage for treatment

without success.3

3George Wyelie, Director of Public Services, City of
Lansing, in a personal interview, April 17, 1967.
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During 1958 and 1959 the Lansing Chamber of Commerce
sponsored several conferences on the growing sewage disposal
problems of the metropolitan area. The major purpose was to
bring together the local units of government in the Ten Town-
ship Area to discuss solutions to the problem on a metropol-
itan basis. The local units of government that participated
agreed that the best way to solve the problem was to join
forces and form a metropolitan sewer district or initiate
some other areawide approach. However, no general agreement
could be reached on the method to be used or how the costs
were to be shared. Lansing agreed to accept sewage from
other units of government, but felt that City taxpayers
should not have to pay any additional costs. East Lansing,
Meridian Township, and the other local governmental units in
the Ten Township Area felt that they should not have to pay
the entire costs of building interceptor sewers to the
Lansing treatment plant. Because of this impass the confer-
ences did not provide any tangible results.4

A number of planning studies on sewage disposal

have been made for the City including the General Sewage Dis-

posal Plan of 19245 and Sewage for Lansing and Metropolitan

4Albert Boyde, Vice Chairman, Greater Lansing Cham-

ber of Commerce, in a personal interview, April 20, 1967.
5McNamee, Porter and Seeley, Consulting Engineers,
Lansing General Sewage Disposal Plan (Ann Arbor, April 1924).
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5523.6 In the latter study estimates were made for trans-
porting and treating sewage from East Lansing and environs.
This is the only study made by the City that has considered
the sewage problems of other local units of government in

the surrounding area. Lansing is presently making a Master
Drainage Plan that will outline the 1990 sewage requirements
of the City. Phase I - presenting general information on

the Lansing sewer system and establishing service area bound-
aries has been completed.7 Phase II - a study of the exist-
ing sewer system, and Phase III - The Master Drainage Plan,

have been delayed because of lack of funds.8

City of East Lansing, Meridian
Township, and Michigan State
University

The most important cooperative agreement for sewer
service now in existence in the Ten Township Area is between
the City of East Lansing, Meridian Township, and Michigan
State University. East Lansing owns and operates the sewer

treatment plant and has made agreements with Meridian

6M.cNamee, Porter and Seely, Consulting Engineers,

Sewage for Lansing and Metropolitan Area (Ann Arbor:
February 1957).

7McNamee, Porter and Seely, Consulting Engineers,
Phase I, Master Drainage Plan (Ann Arbor: April 1965).

8George Wyelie, op. cit.
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Township and Michigan State University to treat their
sewage.

East Lansing and Michigan State University made
their first agreement in 1927. These units of government
cooperated in building East Lansing's first treatment plant
in 1929. Expansions were made to the plant in 1939 and 1949.
Meridian Township made its first agreement with East Lansing
in 1963. The present plant, an activated sludge primary and
secondary treatment plant, was completed in 1965.

All three participating units of government share in
the operation costs, costs of construction for the treatment
plant, and costs of interceptor sewers according to use.
Operational costs are divided according to the amount of
sewage treated for each participant. The cost of construc-
tion bonds for the treatment plant and the interceptor sew-
ers are paid for on the basis of allotted use. The capacity
of the present sewer plant is eight million gallons. The
City of East Lansing has been allotted three and one-half
million gallons, the University three million gallons, and
Meridian Township one and one-half million gallons. Each
participant pays for costs of bonds in direct proportion to
these allotted ratios. No funds have been set aside for
further expansion and any future expansion will be paid for
by the using community. The plant could be expanded to

double its present capacity.
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One of the most obvious problems of the system is
the lack of long range planning. The treatment plant has
only been in operation for one and one-half years, and
already Michigan State University and Meridian Township are
nearing their allotted capacities. Little consideration has
been given to whether the Red Cedar River can assimilate the
additional effluent of future expansion. The Michigan State
Health Department has indicated that they will not allow
additional pollution of the Red Cedar River.

No long range studies for meeting future needs have
been undertaken by any of the participating communities.9
Although East Lansing, Meridian Township, and Michigan State
University have joined together to solve a common problem,
it is obvious that they have not undertaken the necessary

planning needed to make the system completely successful.

East Lansing sewage collection system. The present

sewage collection system in East Lansing consists of a net-
work of separate sanitary and storm sewers in the newer sec-
tion of the City, and combined sewers in the older areas.
About 90 per cent of the residents of East Lansing are pres-
ently served with sanitary sewers. All areas of the City

are served except a small area in the northern part of the

9 . . .
Robert M. Bruce, City Engineer, City of East Lan-
sing, in a personal interview, April 18, 1967.
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City. One reason East Lansing has not been concerned with
the long range sewer problems of Meridian Township and
Michigan State University is that the future growth of East
Lansing is limited. The City believes that its present
allotted capacity of the sewer plant is adequate to meet any

anticipated future needs.10

Meridian Township sewage collection system. Merid-

ian Township began building its present sewage collection
system in 1961l. The present assessment district includes
most of the developed areas in the Township. It is esti-
mated that approximately 80 per cent of the present popula-
tion of the Township is now connected to sanitary sewers.
The present system was financed by forming special assess-
ment districts, selling general revenue bonds, and with
federal funds.

The present service policy is to provide service to
all areas where there is any concentration of population.
If residents in a given area desire service they must vote
to establish a special sewer assessment district. Sub-
dividers are required to install sewers and must pay all
the costs of installation.

No long range planning studies to meet future sewer

service needs have been completed by Meridian Township. The

101154,
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present system is designed to meet the existing sewer prob-
lems of the Township. The interceptor sewers have not been
designed to handle the anticipated future needs of the Town-
ship and no plans have been made for expanding the present

capacity of the East Lansing treatment plant.ll

Michigan State University sewage collection system.

As discussed above, Michigan State University is rapidly
reaching its allotted capacity of the East Lansing sewer
plant only one and one-half years after construction of the
plant. This situation is a good example of the lack of any

long range planning by the University.

Delhi Township

In 1961, recognition of the need for an adequate
system of sewage disposal in Delhi Township brought about
the passage of bond issues and the subsequent letting of
bids for a one and one-half million dollar sanitary sewer
project. This sanitary sewer district serves only the more
intensively developed unincorporated Holt area of the Town-
ship. It presently serves approximately 1,500 users, or
about 50 per cent of the Township residents. The sewage
treatment plant consists only of primary treatment to remove
suspended solids and chlorination to disinfect the effluent

before it is released into the Grand River.

11Robert Griffith, Township Engineer, Meridian Town-
ship, in a personal interview, April 19, 1967.
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The present service policy is similar to that of
Meridian Township. If residents outside the present sewer
district desire service, they must form a new sewer assess-
ment district to obtain funds to construct the necessary
lines. Subdividers are required to install sewers and must
pay the entire costs of installation. The present system
was financed by special assessments and revenue bonds. No
federal aid was obtained. There are presently some reserve
funds for repairs or minor expansion.

In 1958 when Delhi Township was in the preliminary
planning stage of developing its sewer system it discussed
with Lansing the possibility of using the Lansing treatment
plant, but no agreement could be reached. Preliminary
studies have been made for serving the entire Township with
sewers. An expansion of the sewer system in the northeast
portion of the Township was proposed in 1965. This proposal
was vetoed by the residents of the proposed assessment dis-

trict in April of 1965.%2

Delta Township

Delta Township has just completed a three million
dollar sewer system in the heavily urbanized eastern portion

of the Township. The new treatment plant, providing primary

12Joseph Keirsey, Township Supervisor, Delhi Town-

ship, in a personal interview, April 18, 1967.
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and secondary treatment of sewage, was placed into operation
in October 1966. The new plant has the capacity to process
one million gallons of sewage per day, but at the present
time it is only processing 400,000 gallons per day. The
plant is designed to allow for additional expansion. The
present system serves approximately 4,500 persons, or about
50 per cent of the population of the Township.

The present service policy is similar to those of
Meridian and Delhi Townships. If residents outside the
present sewer district desire service they must form a new
assessment district, and subdividers must install and pay
the entire cost of sewers. The present system was financed
by special assessments and with revenue bonds. A 250,000
dollar federal grant was also obtained.

Delta Township's sewer system is constructed paral-
lel to the Lansing system. The two treatment plants are
only a few miles apart. It seems obvious that these systems
should have cooperated in providing service. Delta Township
was very interested in the conferences sponsored by the
Lansing Chamber of Commerce in 1958 and 1959 because these
were held when the Township was just beginning to realize
the need for a sanitary sewer system. When it was obvious
that no type of cooperative agreement was going to be
reached Delta Township began to plan for the construction of
its own sewer system. More recently there has been some dis-

cussion with the village of Dimondale concerning the
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acceptance of their sewage. At the present time it appears
that Dimondale will proceed on its own in developing a
system.

Delta Township has not yet developed a plan for
serving the entire Township with sewers. Only the eastern
half of the Township has been studied. Negotiations are now
underway and preliminary plans being drawn up for accepting
sewage from the proposed new state complex to be located in
Windsor Township just south of Delta. Delta Township has
already made an application for federal aid to build the

. 13
necessary interceptor sewers needed.

City of Grand Ledge and
Oneida Township

The City of Grand Ledge has long been served by a
public sewer system, but the surrounding area in Oneida
Township does not have a sewer system. No one can remember
when the first sewer lines were laid in Grand Ledge, but
until the present treatment plant was built in 1935 the raw
sewage was simply released directly into the Grand River.
The City's treatment plant now provides only primary treat-
ment.

The service policies of the City are similar to

those of other local government units in the Ten Township

13A. Marquart, Township Supervisor, Delta Township,
in a personal interview, April 19, 1967.
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Area. Eventually service will be provided to all areas of
the City, but areas outside the city will not receive ser-
vice unless they annex. Grand Ledge does provide sewer
service to the Seventh Day Adventist Camp located adjacent
to the City and within Oneida Township. Subdividers must
install and pay the entire costs of sewers. Recent addi-
tions to the system have been financed by special assess-
ments and with revenue bonds. The sewer treatment plant was
built with federal aid during the depression.

The only cooperative agreement to provide sewer ser-
vice that the City has made is with the Seventh Day Advent-
ist Camp. The City has never discussed extending its system
into Oneida Township, and the Township has never considered
the need for sanitary sewers.

Presently an engineering firm is developing a long
range sewer and water plan for the City. The plan will out-
line a program for providing sewers to those areas of the
City not already served, eliminating existing combination
sewers, and adding secondary treatment to the present sewer
plant. The plan will be the first comprehensive study ever

made of the City's sewer and water facilities.14

l4Fred White, Consulting Engineer, City of Grand

Ledge, in a personal interview, April 18, 1967.
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City of DeWitt and DewWitt Township

The City of DeWitt is presently served by a munici-
pal sewer system. At the present time DeWitt Township does
not have a sewer system, but one is being planned. Plans
for the City of DeWitt system were begun in 1960. The first
proposal, which included a water system, was voted down in
1961. A second proposal, which included only a sewer system,
was approved in 1963. Construction started in late 1963,
and was completed in 1964. At the present time the City's
treatment plant provides only primary treatment, and the
effluent is released into the Looking Glass River. The
system serves the entire population of the City. It is
anticipated that in the future the system will continue to
serve only the City. The system is designed to serve about
twice the existing population of 1,500. Engineering plans
to convert the present plant to primary and secondary treat-
ment are now being prepared.

Any new areas annexed to the City will be assessed
for sewers. Subdividers must install and pay the entire
costs of sewers. The existing system was financed by spe-
cial assessments, general obligation bonds, and revenue
bonds. The City did not apply for federal aid.
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