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THE REGIONALIZATION OF CLEVELAND'S MUNICIPAL
SERIVCES
1950 TO 1977:
THE PROCESS AND THE POLITICS

Abstract

by
MARY B. STAVISH

The exodus of the nation's urban populations from central cities to
the suburbs accelerated dramatically after World War II, changing the
balance of authority between the urban core and its satellite
communities. At the same time, the postwar dispersion of the
population was accompanied by an outward movement of economic
activity to the growing suburban areas which enabled them to become
independent of their declining central cities. Urban historians have
been slow to acknowledge that this demographic shift made it difficult
for central city governments formed during the 19th and early 20th
century to maintain municipal functions whose service areas were
rapidly expanding. They failed to see that enlarged service areas
required a concomitant regionalization of governing authority to deliver
these public functions effectively.

This phenomenon was present in the greater Cleveland area
during the period 1950-1977 where expanded municipal responsibilities
and a proliferation of suburban governments produced a complex

network of political arrangements that required some form of



metropolitan oversight. To remedy this problem, a regional
government movement was launched to expand Cuyahoga County's
authority by giving it municipal powers. When the reorganization
failed to receive voter approval, the regional concept was applied to
Cleveland's water pollution control and transit systems in order to
manage the pressures that inhibited efficient delivery of these services.
Using Cleveland as a case study, the regionalization process is
analyzed to determine how the deconcentration of population and
employment affected the city's ability to maintain its municipal services
over an extended metropolitan area; how the region created new
administrative structures for two key functions; and how the new
administrative strctures altered the political relationships among the
city, the suburbs, and the county. This dissertation argues that the
systems’ functional regionalization established a new governing
partnership among Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, and the suburbs,
giving political legitimacy to the changed balance of metropolitan
authority. In the larger context, it also confirmed the suburbs’
economic and social independence from declining central cities
nationwide, setting the stage for the growth of new multi-centered

urban areas.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

After World War II suburban migration permanently changed
the demographic structure of the older industrial cities of the Northeast
and Midwest. The decentralization was two-fold, the dispersion of
population and businesses from the central cities to the suburbs and the
exodus of manufacturing from the area entirely. This was matched by
growing in-migration to the urban core, including blacks and
appalachian whites, which altered the prevailing mix of its population
and its social and economic structure. With a declining tax base, cities
were hard pressed to meet the varied service needs of a more dependent
population and to extend their regionai municipal functions to the
growing suburbs at the same time. These two circumstances increased
the complexity of governing urban areas.

The pattern of governing in the suburbs also became more
fragmented as new cities, towns and villages were organized, school
districts were established, and a variety of ad hoc service arrangements
were implemented. Analysis of the problem, however, varied. Most
metropolitan reformers saw these proliferating governments as an
obvious problem with the numerous, overlapping, and uncoordinated
local units making government in the metropolitan areas confusing
and needlessly expensive. Another view of the regional problem
focused on deficiencies in regional municipal services and the central
city's inability to remedy them; some social critics concerned about the

quality of urban life saw the congested, noisy, dirty city and its lack of



space being replicated in the suburbs and considered that a major
problem; and still others wanted an effective decision-making process
as it applied to regional goals.1 Civic reformers focused on inefficient
governments and inadequate municipal services, reviving the concept
of regional government to reduce the number of area governments and
to improve the administration of municipal functions. To them, the
logic was unassailable given the problems in coordinating public
programs, the growing disparity between needs and resources within
an area, and the obvious effiencies available in metropolitan
administration.2 However, in discussing the logic and ideology of
metropolitan reform, Lowdon Wingo pointed out that: "...reformers
must ultimately confront the fact that radical changes in the
institutions and processes of society imply extensive redistribution of
societal goods--wealth, power, security, honor." He concluded that "it
is hardly surprising that those asked to surrender what they consider
to be disporportionate shares will resist such demands and develop a
counter-logic to sanctify their resistance."3

In emphasizing structural recrganization through an orderly,
efficient metropolitan government, reformers placed themselves in
conflict with the tradition of local autonomy and independent grass-
roots democracy. In his incisive analysis of metropolitan civic life,
Scott Greer argued that the chief the barrier to political change lay in
the cultural norms of our society, norms that include the right to local
self-government.4 Both the suburbs and the central cities sought to
protect their independence--neither was sure that it could prevail in a

reorganized county government. As a result, comparatively few



campaigns for comprehensive metropolitan reform attracted sufficient
voter approval. Urban historian Jon Teaford concluded pessimistically
that:

"Americans preferred the autonomy of the social fragment to
some unifying civic ideal preached by starry-eyed reformers.
Thus Americans opted for the dissolution of the city and,
with the aid of the automobile, created the dispersed and
fragmented metropolitan world of the late twentieth

D
century.

Advocates of regional government argued in either/or terms--
metropolitan government or continued fragmentation of the governing
process. These mutually exclusive alternatives denied the existence of
other solutions. In reality, lesser adjustments to government
operations could be made--and were made--cumulatively to improve
services as problems arose.6

Although these incremental adjustments were taking place
during the post World War II period, urban historians were slow to
acknowledge that city governments formed during the 19th and 26th
centuries could no longer maintain municipal functions when
expanded service areas made them, in effect, regional operations.
Many historians, like other observers, failed to see that the widespread
deconcentration of the urban population and economy required a
concomitant regionalization of governing authority.

While much was written about the need for a more rational
metropolitan government, no historian has emphasized the role of local

particularism in shaping the reorganizations that actually took place.



This dissertation will examine that decision-making process as it
reiaied to regional municipal services in Cleveland, Ohio. The

Cleveland case illuminates three major phenomena:

1. how disperson of population and employment made it
difficult for one city to maintain its services over the
entire metropolitan area;

2. how the region created new administrative structures for
two key functions;

3. how the new administrative structures altered political
relationships among the city, the suburbs, and the county.

Although the trend toward decentralization away from the
central city predated World War II, in Cleveland, as elsewhere, the
dispersion accelerated and intensified during the postwar period,
leaving the city financially vulnerable and demonstrating the need for
metropolitan control of its municipally-owned sewage disposal and
transit systems. As these two services declined under the city's aegis,
the region slowly recognized the need for a broader financial and
administrative system. In examining the process and its resolution,
this dissertation argues:

--that the regionalization process redefined the politirai

relationship among Cleveland, its suburbs and Cuyahoga

County in the reallocation of authority over the sewage

disposal and transit systems.

--that while state and federal policies contributed to the

need for regionalization and their agencies actively

encouraged it, the form of reorganization was determined by

local government interests which in turn were influenced by

the changing political relationships in the area.

--that the choice of an independent regional district to
govern the sewage disposal and transit systems satisfied the



political, financial, administrative, and technological

requirements needed to operate the two municipal functions.

In the larger context, this dissertation asserts that the
regionalization process, as it occurred in Cleveland, also confirmed the
suburbs' economic and social independence from a declining central
city. Traditionally, most suburbs achieved political independence by
incorporation while they were still dependent on the economic life of the
urban core. The postwar redistribution of business and industry
conferred additional stature on suburbia, a stature that was eventually,
acknowledged by the inclusion of the suburbs in a regional partnership
with other local governing entities.

Thé growing fragmentation of local government impeded the
effective delivery of metropolitan municipal services. In the Cleveland
area, however, two major municipal services were restructured
between 1950 and 1977 in ways that provided an answer to the question
who should provide area-wide municipal services and in what form.

In tracing the process, this dissertation also examines: how the city's
decline adversely affected the delivery of its municipal services; how
the attempt to cope with needed changes in two of its major services
revealed the limitations of a central city government; and how that
government's inability to manage those two regional functions resulted
in the dilution of its authority over them.

Cleveland's postwar history was replicated in the other industrial
cities of the midwest. Typical of growing prosperous cities in the early
20th century, Cleveland had a large and diverse immigrant population.

Since 1940, its nationality-based politics had produced a succession of




pro-forma Democratic mayors and like-minded city councils whose 33
members faithfully represented their constituent's varied local
interests. At the beginning of the 1950s, Cleveland's economic boom
years were past, although the industrial demands of the Korean war
masked that reality. Cleveland was still the central city of the region in
1950 however, the dominant force in Cuyahoga County, and home to
65.8% of the county's population. Twenty years later, its percentage of
the county's population had declined to 43.6%.

Population deconcentration and the proliferation of governing
authorities form the background for the heart of the dissertation--an
analysis of the unsuccessful metropolitan government movement to
give Cuyahoga County home rule and then the process of regionalizing
the ownership and operation of Cleveland's water, sewage disposal,
and transit systems. Governing Cleveland was becoming more complex
as the city increased the scope of its municipal services to meet the
demands of its constituents and retain its eroding economic base. The
city also needed to expand its regional services into the rapidly growing
suburbs. Concurrently, the number of suburban governments with
multiple service responsibilities was growing, and some were hard
pressed to meet the demands of their inhabitants. These distinctive
postwar themes of rapidly expanding suburbs coupled with the growing
complexity of the governing process led metropolitan reformers to seek
a regional solution to the problem of delivering area-wide municipal
services.

Like their counterparts in other declining urban areas, greater

Cleveland's civic reformers saw Cuyahoga County's fragmented



suburban governments as a major impediment to efficiency within the
area. Between 1950 and 1977 they campaigned to create a two-tier
political structure by reorganizing county government, giving it
authority to administer some regional municipal services, including
Cleveland's water, sewage, and transit systems. Neither city nor
suburb, however, wished to give up any autonomy.

In 1950, Cleveland controlled the region's water, sewage, and
transit systems, but in the following two decades that control was
challenged by new environmental initiatives and by the accelerated
dispersion of Cleveland's population. The city's population loss and
economic decline during the period strained its ability to expand the
water and sewage disposal systems, or to provide necessary transit
subsidies. Consequently, when some type of regional authority became
critical for the city-owned systems, proposals less drastic than
comprehensive metropolitan government were investigated. The
process of regionalizing the systems contained two necessary eliements:
a consensus on the need for metropolitan authority and local
agreement on the appropriate administrative structure to carry it out.

The administrative histories of Cleveland's inter-related water
and sewage disposal systems were characterized by contention over
user rates and by the decisive influence of federal and state agencies in
making a convincing case for regionalization. Water and sewer
systems had been essential to the city's public health since the late 19th
century, when the densely populated community depended on its ability

to deliver fresh water and to collect contaminated wastewater in sewers



- disposal. riowever, the systems were expensive municipal
enhancements that required outside capital to build and maintain.
Urban historian Eric Monkkonen has noted that a city's corporate
powers permit it to "borrow and lend, build and destroy, expand and
contract, appear and disappear,” giving it the ability to create an urban
environment that will encourage economic growth.7 Cleveland's
creditworthiness enabled it to borrow the money it needed through the
issuance of municipal bonds; this was the benchmark of a growing
city's vitality—-a valuable package of improvements a city used to attract
business and industry to the area.

Cleveland's municipal administrations supported their
entrepreneurial ambitions by building water and sewage collection
systems during the last half of the19th and early 20th centuries. Once
the structures were in place, they devised an efficient system for
delivering untainted drinking water to their service areas. Prodded by
Ohio’s Department of Health which was concerned about local water
pollution, in the 1920s the city also installed sewage treatment plants to
remove contaminants from the city's wastewater before returning it to
the lake. During the first half of the 20th century Cleveland's city
govemmeﬁts assumed that their control of the two systems would
always prevail.

After World War II, two circumstances challenged the city's
ability to maintain these oberations: the dispersion of its population to
outlying areas and a revival of concern over the pollution of the
Cuyahoga River and Lake Erie. In the postwar period, both suburban
growth and increased regulation of water pollution were national



movements that intersected at the local level, affecting the process of
regionalizing the sewage disposal function.

Cleveland's transit system also was adversely affected by the
decentralization of Cleveland's population, and its deteriorating
financial condition made it another candidate for metropolitan
administration after World War II. The issue of municipal transit
ownership dated back to the turn of the century when reform mayor
Tom Johnson, who favored public ownership and a 3-cent fare, battled
the private owners of the city's streetcar system. This dispute was
resolved when the privately-owned Cleveland Railway Company was
formed in 1910 to take control of the street cars but with substantial city
oversight. The decreased patronage and revenue of the Depression
years forced CRC to sell the system to the City of Cleveland in 1942. The
city created a separate transit commission to operate the new Cleveland
Transit System (CTS). During the postwar period CTS, like others in
the nation, struggled to retain its viability as the central citv's
population departed for the suburbs, and urban mass transit found it
more and more difficult to compete with private automobiles.

While this dissertation is concerned with the local ramifications
of the metropolitan process, external pressure from state and federal
agencies was crucial in promoting regional governance of the sewage
and transit systems in Cleveland. Once these outside influences
established the need, local authorities examined the metropolitan
options that were available under Ohio law, and adopted a form of
reorganization that was compatible with the area's political climate.



The state and federal governments played particularly important
roles in the effort to control water pollution. The state of Ohio, through
its Department of Health, had been concerned at the turn of the century
about the pollutants that threatened the public health of Ohio's densely
populated cities. Under the Health Department's watchful eye,
Cleveland built three treatment plants in the 1920s to remove
contaminants before wastewater returned to Lake Erie. After World
War II, increased concern about sanitary and industrial pollution led
Ohio to establish state water quality standards and to encourage local
authorities to take action to abate pollution. Pollution-abatement
programs throughout the nation were strengthened in the mid-1960s
when the Federal government actively intervened in the fight against
pollution as part of its the quest for a cleaner environment. While
water-borne bacteria had long been a public health concern, the effort to
remove industrial pollutants from the nation's waterways was new,
and it required the imposition of more stringent water quality
standards. The Federal Water Quality Act of 1965 and the Clean Water
Restoration Act of 1966, which made federal funds available to improve
local sewage disposal systems, was crucial in promoting metropolitan
administration. The Federal Water Pollution Control Administration
and later the Environmental Protection Agency worked with state
authorities to set higher water quality standards and to monitor the
progress of water pollution abatement. Implementation of those new
standards required the building and upgrading of local sewage
treatment facilities--significant local investments which required area-

wide cooperation. This was the motivating force behind the



regionalization of those municipal sewage disposal systems that were
still controlled by central cities.

The nation's urban mass transit systems, including the one in
Cleveland, were severely weakened by federal funding of a national
highway program and the postwar building of lacal freeways, both of
which promoted use of the automobile. The federal government, did not
acknowledge that declining mass transit systems were jeopardizing the
welfare and vitality of urban areas until 1964 when the Urban Mass
Transit Act (UMTA) provided financial assistance to local systems.
The UMTA stimulated the formation of regional transit systems by
requiring a metropolitan transit plan before federal funds could be
released. Federal encouragement of metropolitan administration of
area-wide services was founded on the belief that comprehensive,
regional systems were necessary for the efficient use of funds. The
government thus presented cities with a powerful rationale for regional
action. Federal and state agencies, however, could only supply the
arguments for regionalization and some key funds; local political forces
had to work out the details. Together, national encouragement and
local politics shaped the local metropolitan process. While Cleveland's
two systems were administered differently and were of varying
importance to the community as a whole, their regionalization provides
an appropriate vehicle for the study of changing local political
relationships brought about by their restructuring.

The regionalization process in greater Cleveland was part of a
major national development in the post World War IT period--the



evolution of suburbs from satellites of the central city to their collective
economic independence.- In the 19508, suburbs were defined by William
Dobriner as: "those urbanized residential communities which are
outside the corporate limits of a large central city but which are
culturally and economically dependent on the central cit:y,"8 Their
physical development, fueled by the general economic expansion,
substantial in-migration, and increasing prosperity, was the most
visible evidence of the changes taking place during the post World War
II period. Compared with 19th and 20th century suburbs, segregated by
class and economic function, the growing postwar suburbs displayed
considerable diversity.

Observing the rapid development of the suburbs, some urban
scholars, intent on preserving central city hegenomy, 'focused on the
disadvantages of suburban life. In criticizing the new suburban units,
political scientist Robert Wood likened them in 1958 to older
autonomous governments that resisted the forces of progress and
modernity; in 1962 sociologist Scott Greer questioned the ability of these
“small scale” municipal governments to solve suburban problems with
the limited tax base available to them. Like many other urbanists,
Wood and Greer doubted the capacity of suburban governments to
provide adequate public services and decried their parochialism.
However, they also doubted that it was possible to establish overarching
regional governments that were capable of correcting the deficiences.?
In reality, suburbs always had been far more flexible in dealing with
their service problems than Wood and Greer indicated. Michael Ebner

pointed this out in his study of Chicago's North Shore Communities,



some of whom "set aside the tradition of autonomy” to organize the
much needed North Shore Sanitary District in 1914.10 During the post
World War II period, other urban scholars were concerned about the
suburban lifestyle. William Whyte charged that the suburban social
ethic legitimized social pressure against the individual. He saw
conformity in Park Forest, Illinois imposed by the adaptation of many of
its residents to the corporate culture of large companies where they
worked.11 David Reisman questioned whether the low density suburbs
could support the cultural diversity available in a central city where
specialized cultures are made available to all.12 Both Whyte and
Reisman were concerned that the kind of individualism characteristic
of the urban core might be lost.

Over time, growth of the suburbs as residential and economic
centers established their permanent independence from the weakened
central cities, and urban scholars noted this remarkable development
in the 1960s and 1970s with mixed reactions. Kenneth Jackson,
retaining dependency as a characteristic of suburban development,

viewed it as,

"...the culmination of the earlier 19th and early 20th
century tradition of an urban middle class elite following
the advances in transportation technology outside the city
limits to live and commute to the central business

district."13

In 1985, Jackson predicted a slowdown in suburban growth due to
rising energy prices, increased cost of land and interest rates, lagging

technology in home building, and declining size of the average family.



Thus, he implied that suburban growth was finite, a unique

phenomenon with a beginning and an end.13

Robert Fishman in Bourgeois Utopias proposed another model for
suburban growth. To paraphrase Fishman, suburbs were
dependencies of the central city whose population was restricted to a
bourgeois elite until 1945 when suburbia ended as a discrete entity. Post
World War II population deconcentration changed the basic nature of
the suburb, creating an entirely new decentralized city with a middle
class orientation. The suburban relationship with the central city
shifted from dependence to increasing independence as its residential
character was replaced a mix of housing, industry, and commercial
development. Beyond suburban independence, Fishman envisioned
more new cities growing on the periphery of an urban area creating
multicentered regions tied together by super highways, generating
“urban diversity without urban concentration."14

Acknowledging the changing status of the suburbs in the early
1970s, Anthony Downs expanded the operational definition of suburbs

as follows:

"...Suburbs refers to all parts of all metropolitan areas
outside of central cities. It therefore includes
unincorporated areas as well as [18,000] suburban
municipalities. Communities that are considered suburbs
by this definition range in population from a few hundered
to over 80,000, in land-use compositicn from entirely
residential to almost entirely industrial with nearly all
possible mixtures in between, and in distance from the
central city from immediate adjacency to over a hundred

miles away. 15



Building on Downs expansive definition of suburbs, Peter Muller
also placed suburban economic and cultural independence in the 1970s
when multifuctional cores dotted the urban landscape, and the city's
central business district was no longer the focal point of the region. He
says,

"In the process, the term "suburbs' itself has been rendered
obsolete because such settlements are simply no longer "sub"

to the "urb” in the traditional sense."16
Although urban historians may vary the date of suburban
independence, it was a valid fault line in the evolution of suburban
growth. The political recognition of suburbia's new status by other
governing entities is the larger context in which the regionalization of
Cleveland's sewage disposal and transit systems will be analyzed in

this dissertation.
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CHAPTER TWOQ
THE REGIONAL GOVERNMENT MOVEMENT IN CLEVELAND

I. Introduction

Early in the 20th century central cities were challenged when the
movement of urban populations outside the urban core forced existing
governments to reassess their roles. Suburban development and a
growing immigrant political constituency in the city caused
metropolitan reformers to consider a regional government for the
area's decentralizing population. After World War II, the need for
regional government gained further credibility with the wholesale
deconcentration of the population and the concurrent increase in the
complexity of local governing.

Cleveland experienced the same demographic and economic
shifts that were shaping other postwar American cities as its
governing structures expanded to meet the increasing demand for
more and better municipal services. With the exodus of its white
middle class population to the suburbs, the prevailing mix of the city's
population changed. The economic and social needs of its poorer in-
migrants, unfamiliar with the urban environment, needed to be
addressed at the same time the city administration was expanding its
regional functions to the suburban areas. Cleveland established offices
such as Hispanic Liason, Aging, and Consumer Affairs to meet the
needs of its citizens as well as new departments of Economic

Development and Community Development in an effort to arrest the
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city's decline. Meanwhile, the proliferating suburban governments
outside the city strained to meet the service demands of their
population, and intermunicipal agreements or city-suburban contracts
were undertaken to solve immediate fiscal or service crises.l Although
many suburbs provided a substantial share of their own municipal
gervices, almost all contracted with Cleveland for water and sewage
service.

The number of special function districts also was growing.
Cleveland had pioneered in district government, organizing the
Cleveland Metropolitan Park district in .1917 and the Cuyahoga
Metropolitan Housing Authority in 1935 among others. Between 1947
and 1975, however, the number of special districts, with autonomous
responsibilities in such fields as conservation, education, and health,
doubled. Regional Council of Governments (COG) was a new flexible
form of institutionalized cooperation in the metropolis to deal with
common problems. COGs were organized in the Greater Cleveland
area to collect municipal income taxes, to coordinate criminal justice
planning, and to establish cooperative suburban law enforcement,
among others.

The growing complexity of these governing arrangements
prompted local metropolitan reformers to examine area-wide
government as a way to administer regional functions serving the
greater Clevelund community. In Cleveland a comprehensive
reorganization of Cuyahoga County appeared to be the optimum
solution to the service delivery problem and the growing fragmentation

of local government generally. In contrast, the governments which



managed municipal functions sought a consensus on regional
alternatives that maintained local political relationships. Although the
comprehensive reform of Cuyahoga County failed to obtain voter
approval, the need for alternative metropolitan structures remained.
Within the framework of the declining city, the growing suburbs, and
the increased service demands, greater Cleveland's regional
government movement will be analyzed, and regional alternatives for
individual municipal functions will be considered. This chapter sets
the stage for the regionalization process that led to metropolitan sewage

disposal and transit systems in the Cleveland area.

Background
The American city was changing as large segments of the cities'

populations moved to the suburbs. Between 1950 and 1960, the
population of metropolitan areas in the United States climbed by 23.6
million persons or 26 percent. In the 20 largest metropolitan areas the
percentage of the population living in the central cities declined from
58% to 49%. Retail business followed the outward migration and within
the same decade, the shopping mall became a suburban way of life,
meanwhile, numerous manufacturing, warehouse, and wholesale
firms also moved to suburbia. By the early 1960s, new businesses were
springing up, providing thousands of jobs and millions of dollars in tax
revenue for outlying municipalities, siphoning off a significant share of
the central city's wealth.2

The post World War II redistribution of the urban population led
metropolitan reformers to look at consolidation and federative



government as options to correct the pressing contemporary needs as
they saw them. City-county consolidation was the most inclusive
change--an option that was feasible when the county lacked the
authority to change its operation and when it lacked sufficient taxing
ability to implement necessary improvements. A less drastic reform
was a federative metropolitan government in which a two-tier system
was established by reorganizing county government so that it could
manage municipal services with regional service areas.

Many reformers saw the problem as the physical redistribution of
the population and the resulting development of muitiple suburban
governments. In their view, metropolitan government was needed to
reduce these overlapping and uncoordinated units, which made local
administration confusing, expensive, and inefficient. Nationwide,
metropolitan surveys, including one in Cleveland, focused on the
severity of the problem and encouraged corrective action. Most regional
advocates sought to lessen the influence of fragmented municipalities
by concentrating on restructuring existing county government through
the use of a home rule charter which gave counties greater authority to
respond to the interests and needs of all their citizens.

The movement to establish county home rule dated back to the
19th century Dillon law of the 1870 which established the state's
unqualified authority over counties. According to the law, counties
possessed only powers derived from-the state constitutions or its
legislation. Adverse reaction to this ruling produced the home rule
movement designed to give counties all powers not specifically



prohibited by the state. Although 19th century response to home rule
reform was sparse, its usefulness became clearer as the 20th century
progressed.3

Both city-county consolidation and county reorganization by home
rule charter were debated in urban areas, but their implementation
met with limited success. Well-over 100 local government surveys were
conducted during the 1950s, and approximately 45 proposals calling for
a substantial degree of government integration were submitted to the
voters. Less than one in four won acceptance, and most of those
victories came in smaller relatively homogeneous urban areas.*
Between 1960 and 1979, however, in the number of major county
reorganizations increased. The figures for 1960, 1970 and 1979 in the
table below represent totals-to-date for each type of reorganization.

AMERICAN COUNTY REORGANIZATION TREND

ion  _1960 1970 1979

Consolidated City-Counties* 11 19 25
Charter County-Type Areas** 27 59 95
Elected Executive Counties 8 34 253
Appointed Administrator Counties 75 23 813
120 314 885

*the figures include mergers by legislative action and referendum
**Homerule charters giving counties municipal powers
SOURCE Govemment Research Instltute Bg_m:gammng_Quz

m_Ameng_a. (Cltnzens League, Cleveland Ohlo 1980) p. 12 36.

Although these reorganizations increased in number, the local

political consensus needed to approve so fundamental a change was



difficult to achieve. Three-quarters of American counties in 1979 still
retained the traditional elected commission-form, which usually
contained independently elected county officials who shared policy and
administrative responsibilities with the elected county commissioners.5
While the framework itself was difficult to change, the trend during the
period was towards more county local control and independence from

the state.

II. The Home Rule Option in Cuyahoga County

Cuyahoga County home rule was a regional option giving it the
authority to administer municipal functions, and as Cleveland's
growth extended beyond its territorial boundaries, metropolitan
reformers saw it as a viable solution to the local service delivery
problem. Under Ohio law, Cuyahoga County government has always
provided a middle level of governance between the state of Ohio and its
citizens. With 3 elected County commissioners in charge, it was
authorized to function as the state's administrative arm in 1802. Ohio's
new constitution of 1851 expanded the number of independent elected
county officers to carry out specific functions, and in 1857, the Ohio
Supreme Court differentiated between counties and cities by
designating the city as a municipal corporation created for the
convenience of a given locality and the county as a quasi-municipal
corporation created to administer the policy of the state.6 Cuyahoga
County retained its original form of government, however, in the

decades following World War I, its internal structure was greatly



modified to meet increased responsibilities brought on by a growing
population.

Cleveland was already Cuyahoga County's most populous city in
the early 19th century, and as it continued to grow, adjacent
communities petitioned for annexation in order to obtain Cleveland's
superior municipal services.?! The development of electric streetcar
lines, beginning in the 1880s, extended the commuting distance to the
central business district. As a result, residential areas developed along
their routes which established an urbanized link between the central
city and the outlying rural areas. The "streetcar” suburbs of East
Cleveland, Cleveland Heights, and Lakewood eschewed annexation,
preferring to distance themselves from the city's burgeoning
immigrant population, its machine politics, and pollution from its
growing industries. The new suburbs established most of their own
municipal services but contracted with the city for their water supply.
By 1930 Cleveland was entirely surrounded by independent suburbs,
permanently restricting its growth.8

As Cleveland's territorial growth slowed after the turn of the
century, a movement was launched by the Civic League (later the
Citizen's League) to install county-wide metropolitan government
“while 85% of the area's population still live in Cleveland and before
the problems of urban growth engulf us," as the League put it in 1917.9
Local reformers believed that the conflicting interests of the city's
diverse population encouraged political separatism and created a
corrupt, inefficient government controlled by political bosses. They

argued that "consolidating numerous jurisdictions under a



metropolitan government would produce better municipal services and
lower taxes. They failed to add that their proposal would materially
change the legal and political relationships among Cleveland, the
municipalities outside Cleveland, and Cuyahoga County.

The M Legalize County Home Rule in Ohi

In order to reorganize county government in Ohio, a
constitutional amendment was needed to permit a home rule charter.
Such a charter would vest Cuyahoga County with the same general
grant of powers available to Ohio cities, (defined as having 5,000 people
or more), including the right to pass ordinances, and the expanded
right to incur a higher level of debt and to raise additional revenue for
operating purposes.10 In the 1920s, the Citizens League, dominated by
suburban reformers, led a campaign for dual-level metropolitan rule.
It advocated a state constitutional amendment which would allow a
federative two-tier system of government which preserved individual
municipalities but reorganized Cuyahoga County government, giving it
authority to administer regional functions. Although reorganized by a
home rule charter, Cuyahoga county would still administer state law
within its boundaries, and local citizens would still solve local
problems. The county's expanded field of action, however, would
redefine the balance of power between local autonomy and state
sovereignty which would, in turn, alter the relative access of groups to
local policy-making and the existing political relationships among the

county's governing units.



A coalition of local and state-wide reformers could not persuade
Ohio's General Assembly to approve a constitutional amendment
permitting county home rule. When amendment was turned down by
the legislature in 1931, reformers launched a successful petition drive
to place it on the Nov. 1933 ballot for approval by the general electorate.
The amendment was ratified with support mainly from the state's
central cities and wealthy suburbs.ll The home rule amendment,
available to all counties, required that a home rule charter be approved
by four separate concurrent voter majorities: by a majority of the voters
in the county's largest municipality; a majority in the area outside the
largest municipality; a majority in the county as a whole; and a
majority of the voters in a majority of all the governmental units within
the county. The latter, known as the fourth hurdle, was needed if the
charter called for the transfer of municipal functions. Ostensibly
designed to ensure a broad consensus of voters if the central city was to
lose any of its municipal functions, the fourth hurdle also permitted a
minority of the county voters living in the outlying communities to
defeat a home rule charter and frustrate the will of the majority. The
application of this formidable barrier was quite satisfactory to the
rural-dominated Ohio legislature, a majority of whom were unwilling

to open the door for a mega government on the shores of Lake Erie.12

The Cuyahoga County Home Rule Charters of 1935 and 1950
Metropolitan home rule in Cuyahoga County was a durable issue;

voters had six opportunities approve a county reorganization between

1935 and 1980. In order to write a charter, a commission was selected




by referendum to draft it. The completed home rule charter was then
submitted to the voters for approval. The first Charter Commission
elected in 1934, was chaired by Republican Harold H. Burton who also
was a candidate for Mayor. Mindful of the restrictive 4th hurdle, the
commission wrote a charter limiting the reorganized county to those
functions it already performed.13 The carefully-worded document
abolished the elected county commissioners and administrative
officials in favor of a new 9-member county council elected at large with
the authority to appoint county executive director and pass ordinances;
otherwise, it appeared to confine itself to powers the county already
possessed. In 1935, 54% of Cleveland voters approved the charter and
52.9% of all county voters as well.14 The majority vote probably reflected
the popularity of Commissioner Burton who was elected Mayor at the
same time. It also is possible that the city majority hoped the broader
taxing base of a reorganized county could generate additional poor
relief funds which were desperately needed.15 However, with only a
majority in the City and a majority in the county, the charter did not
meet the requirements of the 4th hurdle, and its implementation
without the 4th majority did not survive a court challenge. The Ohio
Supreme Court ruled that four majorities were necessary since the
charter was not a simple restructuring but one that did vest municipal
powers in the reorganized count:y.16 The fourth majority was
unattainable in this instance, since 47 of the 59 municipalities outside
Cleveland had turned it down.17

County home rule was revived in 1948, following the World War II

moratorium on governmental reorganization. Cleveland had




recovered from the worst effects of depression during the war, and
there was no crisis atmosphere in 1949 when voters approved the
formation of a 15-member Home Rule Charter commission. In the
postwar euphoria, a new county home rule charter was viewed as
another projected improvement in municipal life: an improvement
comparable to the construction of a downtown airport; the expansion of
Cleveland's public transportation system; and the creation of integrated
freeways. In addition, Cleveland's water and sewage disposal systems
were beginning to expand their service areas, making them prime
candidates for regional administration. In reality, their
regionalization could be accomplished without a home rule charter.
Both systems could be transferred to the county or a water and sewer
district could be established under the aegis of the Common Pleas
court. The second option, was availabie under a State law passed in
1949 at the urging of the Cuyhoga County Regional Planning
Commission. The Commission produced a regional master plan, but
without Cleveland's support, it was never implemented.18
County home rule supporters dismissed the district plan,

arguing that a streamlined county government could move
expeditiously and efficiently to improve the delivery of municipal
services, and the 61.4% approval to form a charter commission in 1949
convinced reformers that voters wanted modernization. 19 However,
substantial voter consent to form a commission did not necessarily
translate into acceptance of a specific charter.

The 1949 commission was made up of 7 members from the

Citizen's League slate of candidates, 7 from the Democratic Party slate,




and James M. Carney, whose name appreared on both slates. The
reform-minded Citizen League allies included former City Council
President A. L. "Sonny" DeMaioribus who represented the Cuyahoga
County Republican Party. Although the charter writing was peppered
by conflict as the commission considered four different proposals, they
did not question the inclusiow: of the water, sewage disposal and transit
systems in the charter as candidates for regionalization.20 The 1949-50
commission invited input from a variety of local interest groups, but it
rejected the advice of Democratic Mayor Thomas Burke and the county
commissioners both of whom counseled that a charter with the least
possible interference in the present machinery of county government
stood the best chance of securing voter approval.2l A gmall group
within the commission led by DeMaioribus, chairman of the "Powers of
the County Government" Committee shaped the charter provisions,
reflecting civic improvement groups' desire for a strong charter and
the Republican party's longing to reverse its political decline by
participating in a reorganized county government.22 As one Cleveland
official put it in 1958: " there was no feeling about the good of the
community then (1949-50), it was either kill the idea or find some way to
control it."23

Nine of the 15 commission members (including 2 disaffected
Democrats) approved a comprehensive charter designed to dilute
Cleveland's political dominance by taking over some major municipal
functions whose regional management would be vastly improved,
according to them. The commission majority also sought to isolate the



city's ward politics from the elective process and utilize the suburban
republican vote by instituting at-large elections for both the County
Administrator, who would appoint department directors, and a 9-
person county commission, which would function as the legislature.
Under home rule, the three county commissioners and most of the
county elective offices would be abolished, the county would be given
exclusive authority over the intermunicipal interceptor sewers and
water mains, public hospitals, charitable and correctional institutions,
airports, and by referendum, local transit syst:ems.24 Most
importantly, it would have the right to take over these municipal
functions by eminent domain and to decide what constituted a fair
compensation to the former owners.25

The metropolitan newspapers, the business community, and
many of the major civic organizations actively supported the charter,
with opposition coming from elected officials who wanted to keep their
jobs, and a Citizens Committee Against the Charter headed by Mayor
William Van Aken of Shaker Heights.26 Unlike the situation in 1935
when the charter reflected the influence of Mayor-elect Burton who
promoted it, the 1950 charter's wide-ranging provisions contravened
the "go slow" advice by Cleveland and county officials. The charter
received 47.1% approval in Cleveland and 48.7% approval in the
suburbs.27 Neither city nor suburban voters were persuaded that more
efficient and responsible government would result from county home
rule. Instead, they feared that any significant changes in the area's
settled political arrangements would, in the long run, reduce their own

political access to government. An analysis of the voting record by



politicad scientists Richard A. Watson and John H. Romani showed
that Cuyahoga County voters with a high level of income and
educational attainment tended to favor the charter while those with
lower incomes and levels of education and employment in blue collar

occupations tended to oppose it.28

Between 1950 and 1959, most of the county's population increase
settled in suburban areas, multiplying the number of local government
entities. Advocates of metropolitan government assumed the total
number of local governments was the problem and that simplifying the
maze of governing units would ensure efficient rule, area-wide
planning, and "cure the ills of urban America."29 To them, analyses
of existing governmental structures was urgent in order to confront
these changes. Nationally, 79 metropolitan surveys were initiated
between 1947 and 1957 to provide a rationale for establishing effective
regional government.30

After the failure of the 1950 charter, local reformers followed the
national trend by organizing The Cleveland Metropolitan Services
Commission (METRO) in November 1955 to survey local government
needs in Greater Cleveland. Its mission was to explore methods of
administering municipal services in a more efficient and financially
responsible manner and to recommend a governmental structure that
would provide regional leadership.31 Expectations were high among
METRO participants that survey results would contribute substantially

toward formulating an effective metropolitan government for the area



and solving the metropolitan problems as they saw them. METRO's
work, however, was co-opted in the spring of 1958 by a move led by Seth
Taft and Estal Sparlin, Director of the Citizens League, both members
of METRO's Study Group of Government, Organization. They believed it
tactically wise to begin campaigning for a County home rule quickly in
order to capitalize on the interest generated by the Commission studies.
Through the influence of a relatively small group of supporters, the
question of electing a new Charter Commission was placed on the
November 1958 ballot.32 Since METRO's model charter, the basis for
future home rule efforts, had not been finalized, the premature move
for home rule shifted the county reorganization question back to the
political arena which reduced the impact of the Commission's
decision-making.33

Those pushing for a new charter commission were encouraged by
the removal of the fourth hurdle approved by the voters the previous
November which improved the chances of charter endorsement.
Advocates of immediate charter preparation also sought to head off a
proposed constitutional amendment to appear on the 1958 ballot which
authorized municipalities within a county to federate in order to solve
their common problems.34 The urgency to proceed without delay was
also rooted in concern for the future of county home rule. It was
believed that voter approval for reorganizing Cuyahoga County would
become more difficult as Cleveland's growing black minority would
view it a device to reduce their political influence.35



Others in favor of a reorganized county government privately
indicated that it might serve to limit future black authority over the
city's major service responsibilities. In fact, the only organized
opposition to the question of forming a charter commission in 1958
came from black groups concerned that Cleveland would lose its
municipal functions to suburban control.3¢ In the November 1958
election, the constitutional amendment allowing inter-municipal
agreements lost statewide, but received 52% of the Cuyahoga County
vote. The local proposal to form a new charter commission was ratified
by 65% of the voters.37

The 1959 Charter Commission majority was a coalition of good
government advocates from both parties but excluded suburban
political constituencies, "cosmopolitan” Democratic factions of the city

administration (a term referring to southern and eastern European

ethnic groups), and Black representation--all important elements of the
metropolitan political system.38 Although most Democratic
commission members opposed the 1950 charter with its Republican tilt,
those on the 1959 commission saw the political possibilities of a strong
charter with an elected executive to carry out a wholesale
reorganization of the county offices. Such a metropolitan charter could
enhance their political control at the expense of the Cleveland's mayors
whose solid political base among the city's nationality groups ensured
their reelection.39 In 1959, the commission produced a strong
federative charter which contained most of its predecessor's
disadvantages--a legislative assembly whose membership was

structured to assure suburban dominance in the future; an extensive



list of municipal functions to be transferred, and a complex procedure
for deciding the crucial issue of compensation, which ultimately rested
with elected officials unaffiliated with the municipality involved.40
Although there were perfunctory negotiations with Mayor Anthony
Celebrezze regarding the charter provisions just before it was finalized,
no significant changes emerged.41

The 1959 charter campaigners emphasized the need for organized
power with the authority to get things done, and sought to control the
debate by limiting their arguments to the efficiencies and savings that
would result once people discarded their preoccupation with local
concerns and recognized their common interests. However, the urgent
need for change was never made manifest. While Mayor Celebrezze,
who was runnning for re-election, did not speak out publically against
the charter, members of his cabinet actively campaigned against it
effectively utilizing the threat of increased taxes and utility rates that
county reorganization posed. The city administration did not publicly
reject the idea of County home rule, instead, it promoted the idea of a
simple county reorganization.42

The charter was defeated--only 42.4% of city voters and 46.7% of
the suburban voters approved. The cause, in part, was due to the anti-
charter campaign by city officials.43 As Utilities Director Bronis
Klementowicz said in retrospect: "The people wanted a simple county
homerule charter, not a supergovernment which rips up the assets of
our community."‘i4 The charter failure also highlighted a significant
change in the city's black vote. With increasing political strength in the
city, they were less inclined to favor a transfer of city authority to the




county according to Political Scientists Richard A. Watson and John H.
Romani.45

An Alternate Form of Metropolitan Government

The Ohio constitution and its laws determined the options
available to reorganize county government. While no more
comprehensive charters were submitted to the voters between 1959 and
1980, the Ohio passed a law in 1961 allowing an alternate restructuring
of county goverment which could be implemented by a simple majority
vote. It was available for use in 1968, after surviving a legal challenge
to its constitut;ionality.46 This alternative form simply changed county
government by establishing a county executive--either elected or
appointed--and reconstituting the commissioners as an elective
legislative assembly. The county, once it had legislative power, would
share the same municipal right to perform any function not prohibited
by Ohio law, provided its ordinances did not conflict with those of the
state, the municipalities or the townships.

While it clearly separated the executive and legislative branches of
county government as the home rule charters did, legislative authority
was circumscribed by local law on the one hand and state law on the
other. County authority to enact ordinances, however, gave it more
control over its own affairs. For example, it could establish a separate
law department apart from the county prosecutor to deal with legal

issues as they arose in conjunction with urban problems. The alternate



form specifically provide for the acquisition of any municipal
functions.

In 1969 and 1970, a coalition made up of the Greater Cleveland
Growth Association, the Citizens League, and the League of Women
Voters actively campaigned for an alternate elective form of county
reorganization which expanded the number of commissioners from 3 to
7. Voters would chose four commissioners from districts and 3 at-large
to serve as the county legislature as well as the county administrator.
In 1969, the measure lost in a close vote with about 49% voter approval.
Another effort was made in 1970 to pass the same alternate form, but
this time only 46.2% of the voters approved with both city and suburbs
turning it down.47

An Ohio constitutional amendment permitting a county charter
by initiative petition was adopted in 1978, and Summit County, using
this new option, was the first in Ohio to get county home rule in 1979.
Emboldened by its success, Cleveland's civic improvement groups
active in 1969 and 1970 launched a petition drive for a new home rule
charter in Cuyahoga County. Discarding the comprehensive charters
of 1950 and 1959 they took a conservative course, proposing only a
simple reorganization. (Ariticle X of the Ohio constitution, however,
allowed home rule charters greater latitude e.g., they could exercise
both concurrent as well as exclusive powers and could assume
municipal functions.) The petitioners secured enough signatures to
submit a charter to the voters in1980 which provided for an elected
executive and replacement of the 3 commissioners with 9 legislative

assemblymen elected from districts; all other county officials retained



their offices. Like the other two campaigns, this one was low key, but
again the voters were not listening. The results showed 56.3% against
and 43.7% in favor of the charter. Opposition to these last three
attempts at county restructuring was led by Cleveland's nationality
groups and the black community, whose leaders feared these simple
changes would lead to the metropolitan-type government rejected in
1950 and 1959. The growing black community in particular was not
willing to have its recently acquired political power diluted by the
growing influence of the broader-based county government,48

Across the U.S. elites sponsored county reorganization efforts that
came from the desires of a few interested groups whose campaigns
failed to reach large numbers of people. This was true in Greater
Cleveland where metropolitan reform was initiated and supported by
members of organizations such as the Citizens League, the League of
Women Voters, the Greater Cleveland Growth Association, and local
political figures who hoped to play a larger part on the metropolitan
stage should their proposals be accepted. Although the dual form of
metropolitan government balanced the benefits of regionalization with
the continued independence of Cleveland and suburban governments,
the county's new responsibility for major municipal functions would
alter the existing balance of political power in the area.

The 1950 and 1959 commissions eschewed substantive
negotiations with the city's ethnic administrations, and did not appease
the political sensibilities of County voters. The charters were presented
as faits accomplis--metropolitan solutions imposed by the originators

on non-participating groups in the community. This maneuvering was



characteristic of the progressive spirit that activated earlier Cleveland
reform measures, and remained the fundamental weakness of those
who did not consider the diverse interests of its population. Ultimately,
acceptable forms of governing regional municipal services would be
determined within the parameters of failed county reorganization on

the one hand and the status quo on the other.

ITI. Regional Alternatives

Comprehensive county reorganization was not the only solution to
improving the delivery of regional municipal services. Alternative
answers to the question of who should provide urban services and in
what form existed. This section will focus on joint agreements and
special districts; the municipal functions reviewed here will include
welfare, hospitals, and juvenile correction institutions. Early examples
of special districts in Cuyahoga County were the Cleveland
Metropolitan Park district established in 1917 and the Cuyahoga
Metropolitan Housing Authority formed in 1935; between 1942 and 1972
their use doubled. In the United States during the same 30-year period
the number of special districts jumped from 8,299 to 23,885.49

When county reorganization charters were being debated in the
1950s, Cleveland was already making contractual arrangements to



shift the administration of its general relief funds to Cuyahoga County-
-a move which was completed in 1953. Between 1952 and 1956,
Cleveland and 8 suburbs entered into these agreements consolidating
the responsibility for the allocation of relief payments in the county
welfare department.50 The city also transferred to the county some of
its aging public facilities in Warrensville Township which had been
built during the Tom L. Joknson mayoral administration (1901-1909).
The city sold Sunny Acres Tuberculosis Sanatorium to Cuyahoga
County in 1942 for $791,253, the amount needed by Cleveland to pay off
the principal and interest on bonds issued for sanatorium
improvements. Cleveland also gave the land and buildings of its old
Warrensville Infirmary and Chronic Hospital to the county without
payment in 1952 in order to facilitate the county construction of a new
Highland View hospital there for chronically ill. Highland View was
the nucleus of the new quasi-independent Cuyahoga County Hospital
System organized by the County Commissioners; hospital operation
was governed by an independent 10-member board of trustees while its
finances remained under the county commissioners' control.51

A major regionalization of Cleveland's health responsibilities was
consumated Jan. 1, 1958 when the city also gave City Hospital to the
county, together with two juvenile correction institutions, Cleveland
Boy's School in Hudson, and Blossom School for girls. In the early
1950s, City Hospital, which provided health care for the indigent, was a
$6 million operation plagued with rising deficits, inadequate city
financing, and lack of long-range planm'ng.52 The county, however,

refused to take it over until a 1 mill levy was approved by the voters to



defray the added expense. When the increased millage was voted in
Nov. 1957, the county assumed the operating costs of the hospital; the
costs of caring for the indigent; and made City Hospital the centerpiece
of its new county hospital system. The city continued to pay the
principal and interest of all outstanding bonds and notes for the
hospital and the two schools.53 The regionalization of these facilities
made fiscal sense; Cuyahoga Couty acquired additional tax money to
operate its semi-independent health system; and Cleveland, according
to Mayor Anthony Celebrezze, saved $6.6 million in 1957-58 fiscal year
alone.%4 Cleveland was not giving up valued municipal functions, it
was saving money on the operation of aging city institutions, and that
was sufficient justification for the shifts.

With these transfers, Cleveland applied practical politics to its
regionalization problem by negotiating mutually beneficial agreements
to free itself from three long-standing obligations which it was
unwilling to maintain. All municipal functions, however, were not of
equal value to their owners--the transfer of water, sewage disposal and
transit systems so avidly sought by the charter-makers of 1950 and 1959
was quite a different matter. Unlike the recently transferred medical
and correctional establishments, each of these three functions was self-
supporting by 1950; each generated its own revenue from user charges;
and only the sewage disposal system needed partial funding of its debt
service from the city. These were assets Cleveland would not part with
so long as they were solvent, and even then, would do so only if the city
received substantial compensation for its past investment in their

operation.



Both formal and informal intergovernmental agreements to
perform municipal functions were used to benefit improve services. In
1958, a proposed amendment to the Ohio constitution would permit
contiguous municipalities to federate for the delivery of services.
Although it was approved by a majority of Cuyahoga County voters, it

lost in the state-wide vote and was not implemented.

Another alternative, which gained popularity was the use of a
function-specific district to administer regional services. A special

district was defined as, "...an organized, limited purpose local
governmental entity with substantial administrative and fiscal
autonomy, not subject to direct control by the electorate"59

The single-function district was distinctive in the amount of
independence it had from the governments it served. It had more
authority than an entity delivering a municipal service under a joint
agreement because the latter was directly answerable to the
participating municipalities. Limited to specific services, a special
district was less comprehensive than a city-county consolidation or a
county reorganization, and state law determined the district format .
In Ohio, a special district was governed by a Board of Trustees, usually
appointed by the communities it served, but its operation was not
usually subject to review by the governments that created it. Ohio's
district law was amended several times from 1949 to 1977, to allow



more flexibility in establishing district boundaries and providing a
broader range of financial options--an important improvement, since a
district was expected to carry out its function without taxing the
communities it served. Divorced from "politics," it also could recruit
professional personnel and utilize eﬂiéient management practices.
Thus, the existing political structure in the area was not threatened
with the wide-ranging change inherent in county home rule. Districts
were usually subject to indirect rather than direct control by the
electorate when they were established, because elected officials, not the
voters, appointed the members of their boards.

While districts were a satisfying compromise to the competing
interests involved in a specific service problem, special districts did not
address the larger issues of comprehensive metropolitan management.
Coordination of multiple single function districts could eventually
create problems in the absence of an overarching authority which had
the capacity to deal with their complex interrelationships or to mediate
their competing needs for tax revenue.56 In spite of the potential
drawbacks, however, their use alleviated some of the most pressing

service needs resulting from rapid urban development.57

Sewage disposal and transit systems were typical concerns that

were addressed through the organization of a single function district.
Sewage and transit districts were allowed in Ohio and could be tailored
to the specific needs of individual service areas. Each arrangement

was different--based on a combination of service needs and local



political considerations. Nationally, suburban growth led to the
expansion and improvement of existing sewage disposal systems to
accommodate the increased sewage flow. The proportion of the U.S.
population served by sewers rose from just 52% in 1949 to 71% by 1968.58
To administer sewers and sewage disposal systems, sanitary
authorities with varying degrees of independence could be established
either by joint agreement or by organizing a special district. Joint
contractual arrangements formed the Milwaukee Metropolitan
Sewerage Commission and the Minneapolis St. Paul Joint Sanitary
District. Examples of special sewer districts were The Allegheny
County Sanitation Authority serving the Pittsburgh area, and the
Metropolitan St. Louis Sewer District.59

In contrast to the problems of sewer expansion in the suburbs,
urban mass transit operations, including the one in Cleveland, were
directly threatened by the wholesale flight of population away from the
central city after World War II and by competition from the
automobile, so well adapted to the new highways reaching out beyond
the urban core. Collectively, the financial health of the nation's transit
systems deteriorated rapidly beginning in the 1950s, declining from a
total annual profit of $20 million in 1962 to a total annual loss of $332
billion in 1970. 60 With their ridership plunging, transit operatcrs
sought federal, state, and local funds to enlarge their systems in order
to recapture lost patronage, and a number of area-wide mass transit
authorities were created to carry out their plans. For example, the San
Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District began in 1962 and the Five-
county Atlanta Metropolitan Transit Authority was formed in 1965.61



Cleveland's municipal functions with metropolitan service areas

were hard put to keep up with the postwar growth of the suburban
population. Cleveland experienced the same white flight that other
major cities were undergoing; yet in 1950, it appeared prosperous on
the surface. Forty-two percent of Cleveland's workforce had relatively
high-paying manufacturing jobs in 1950. In 1952 for example, over 100
new manufacturing concerns were established and many existing
industries were upgraded under the stimulus of the Korean War, 62
Anticipating the opening of the St. Lawrence Seaway and more
prosperity, county voters willingly approved an $8 million Seaway bond
issue to improve port facilities. The slight 4.2% decline in Cleveland's
population between 1950 and 1960 seemed to be a temporary cloud on the
horizon, even a relief from wartime overcrowding. However, the
continuing decline in Cleveland's population took on a more permanent
aspect in the decade from 1960 to 1970 when it accelerated to 14.3%,
followed by a further decline of 23.6% during the1970s. The population
in the area outside Cleveland's boundaries grew by 67.2% in the 1950s,
42.7% in the 1960s, and it was plain that the suburbs were growing at
Cleveland's expense in 1970, when Cleveland's share of the county's
population dipped to 44%.53 For example, between 1950 and 1970,
Parma became Cuyahoga County's largest suburb, increasing its
population 346 percent, from 28,897 in 1950 to 100, 216 in 1970.64

As Cleveland's white population departed, the city suffered

economically as its business and industry also left for the suburbs and



beyond. Cleveland lost 22.1 percent of its manufacturing jobs between
1963 and 1972, and large companies such as White Consolidated
Industries, Harris Corp, Euclid Road Machinery, and Addressograph-
Multigraph left the area altogether.55 The population shifts also
confirmed the city's decline as a center for retail sales as stores
followed the population to the suburbs and flourished there as shopping
malls were built with ample parking. Between 1954 and 1967
Cleveland's share of the county-wide retail employment fell from 77% to
50.1% and by 1982 the city's share was just 29% of the retail jobs in the
county.66 In the 1950s and 1960s exodus and decline characterized the
city--no new office buildings had been built in the downtown area since
the Terminal Tower complex opened in 1930; downtown commercial
hotels were closing; and retail sales in the central business district
lagged.67 Governing Cleveland, however, became more complex as
urban renewal, neighborhood maintenance, economic redevelopment,
and help for the city's aging population became major concerns.

As suburban living became feasible for large numbers of city
residents, Cleveland's transit, water, and sewage disposal systems
faced difficult new challenges. The loss of jobs and retail sales in the
central city produced a continuing loss in ridership for the Cleveland
Transit System, which depended on farebox revenues for its operation.
When the system's deficit reached alarming proportions,
regionalization was seriously considered. Suburban growth also taxed
Cleveland's ability to expand its water and sewage disposal systems
into rapidly developing areas. The upgrading of Cleveland's sewage



disposal plants to handle increased sewage flow from the suburbs fell
behind schedule, and untreated sewage was dumped into the rivers
and offshore lake waters.

In the 1950s, officials of the affected suburbs favored regional
ownership of both the water and sewage system under a plan developed
by the Cuyahoga County Regional Planning Commission, however,
they were dubious of Cleveland's willingness to give up control of the 2
systems and did not pursue the matter.68 Clearly, there was a
growing need for some type of metropolitan management here in spite
of the failed attempts to restructure county government. Although
there were less comprehensive regional alternatives to County
reorganization, Cleveland had no incentive to share ownership of
systems until service delivery was threatened. At that time, the merits
of regionally operated municipal functions in Cleveland had to be

addressed.

IV. Conclusion

The metropolitan reformers had viewed the population's move to
the suburbs as a political problem caused by too many independent
inefficient governments beyond the core city. Their solution, built on a
narrow consensus, was incompatible with the diversity of interests
represented in the greater Cleveland area, and attempts to reorganize
Cuyahoga County were turned down by the voters. Although the voters
made it clear what was unacceptable, during the period 1950-1977 it

became increasingly apparent that the status quo was untenable as



well. Although some municipal responsibilities were regionalized, the
problem remained--who should provide area-wide municipal services

and in what form.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY OF CLEVELAND'S WATER AND
SEWER SYSTEMS
1950 to 1966

I. Introduction

The postwar deconcentration of Cleveland's urban population to
the suburbs taxed the ability of the city's water and sewage disposal
systems to meet the growing demand for their services. The systems'
managers were faced with the problem of enlarging and improving
their facilities in order to deliver fresh water to a growing customer
base and to return the wastewater to disposal plants for treatment. The
capital needed for these betterments was obtained by issuing bonds, and
the new financial obligations required increases in customer rates to
pay the added debt service (interest and principal) to the bondholders.
Water and sewage rate increases were decided by Cleveland's mayor
and city council who focused on maintaining low rates for their own
residential and industrial users, levying higher rates on their
suburban customers to make up the difference. The rate differential
between city and suburb produced an ongoing conflict, and their
mutual animosiiy surfaced periodically during Cleveland's history as a
result of the city's politically inspired user rate policies.

Although the city had owned and operated the water and sewage
disposal systems from their inception in the mid-19th century, their
continued control was seriously challenged in the 1950s and 1960s by
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the growing need to abate water pollution. This chapter will examine
how these systems were originally organized and financed, how
Cleveland's water and sewage disposal systems strained to meet
expanding postwar needs of the Greater Cleveland community, and
how the city's policy on utility rate increases to defray the cost of
improvements adversely affected their administration.

Backeround

The early history of Cleveland's water and sewage disposal
systems demonstrated their importance as major municipal functions
and their value as a symbol of the growing city in the mid-19th and
early 20th centuries. In the 1850s possession of these capital-intensive
functions reflected a growing concern for Cleveland's public health,
and also showed that the city was prosperous enough to finance their
construction beyond its current revenues. The financial health needed
to install these systems, however, was governed by the rules for taxing
and borrowing established by the Ohio state legislature.l

Cleveland's relationship with the state of Ohio was formalized in
the General Municipal Corporation Act passed in 1852 which gave
cities the power to construct waterworks and the right to levy special
assessments. Cleveland began a program of public works in the 1850s
after the cholera epidemics of 1832, 1849, and 1854 demonstrated the
dangers of unsanitary conditions. Although its municipal revenues
were inadequate to pay for such long-term investments, the city's
existence as a corporation allowed it to issue municipal bonds for the

systems' construction. Blessed with a large volume of fresh water



from Lake Erie, Cleveland had the ability to protect public health,
provide fire protection for the city, and make a constant volume of water
readily available for business and industrial needs. In effect, the city
underwrote its own economic expansion by providing these public
services. As an activist municipality, its bonds were easily sold to
investors, secured by the promise of future prosperity and the
increasing property values on which repayment would be based.2

The city's first major undertaking was the construction of a water
system financed by $500,000 in waterworks bonds issued with the state's
permission in the mid-18508--a financial obligation that represented
78% of the city' total debt at that time.3 In Sept. 1856, the waterworks
was operational, and Cleveland began supplying fresh water to it's
inhabitants, "an occasion of great jollification.” Two years later, the
city began building its first rudimentary sewer system consisting of
open drains conveying the wastewater downhill toward the Cuyahoga
River and Lake Erie.4

Cleveland obtained a state law in 1860 permitting it to build a
sewer collection system, to authorize special assessments to be levied on
the benefitting properties, to borrow money for construction of the main
(interceptor) sewers necessary to return wastewater to Lake Erie. The
city was divided into sewer districts' which levied taxes to pay for district
improvements; at that time five districts within the city were defined for
sewer construction.b Fifty-one miles of sewers had been built by 1873,
and the city's special debt as well as its general debt was growing to pay
for the expansion of its municipal services.6

In 1873, Mayor Charles Otis, aware that improvements were



needed to enhance the city's industrial base, warned that curbs on the
extravagance responsible for Cleveland's growing indebtedness were
also necessary. Cleveland continued to accumulate municipal debt in
the 1870s and by 1875, the city's interest payments alone were estimated
to be $1,000 per day according to the C_l_ele_lmﬂ_];&a_d_e:.7 Cleveland was
not alone. In 1874, Ohio legislators, alarmed at the rising trend, moved
to limit the amount of debt its cities could incur to 5% of the tax
valuation, restricting Cleveland's ability to continue its borrowing.8
Cleveland's water quality, however, needed immediate attention; the
volume of sewage entering the lake was polluting the city's water
supply, evidenced by the city's steadily rising death rate from typhoid
fever.? Construction of water intakes farther from the polluted
shoreline yielded only temporary improvement. However imperfectly
they might work, Cleveland's waterworks and sewer system were
benchmarks of its stature as a growing city.

In 1896, both Cleveland and the state of Ohio recognized that
growing water pollution was a public health menace, but further
improvements were impossible until the state raised the city debt limit.
Mayor Robert McKesson and a citizens committee persuaded the state
legislature to raise the municipal debt limit to 7%, arguing that the new
limit would not hinder Cleveland's ability to attract capital. McKesson
also secured state authorization to issue $750,000 in bonds to build an
interceptor sewer long enough to flush contaminated water into the
lake outside the city.10 With the borrowing limit raised, the city
commissioned the Engineering firm of Hering-Benzenberg-Fitzgerald

to recommend changes in in both water and sewage systems in order to



reduce pollution and improve the quality of the city's drinking water.11
The engineers' report called for a new 4-mile long water intake to be
built out into the lake as far as possible from the projected sewage
outfall outside the city limits. The water tunnel, which took 8 years to
build, began supplying fresh water to a newly-built pumping station at
Kirtland (E. 49th) St. in 1904. The interceptor sewer was completed a
year later along the lakefront east of the Cuyahoga River to collect the
sewage from the local mains and carry it to an outfall in the village of
East Cleveland (now E. 140 St) where lake action purified the
wastewater by natural means.12 Water quality was improved further
in 1911 when chlorine was first added at the pumping station to remove
water-borne bacteria, reducing the incidence of typhoid fever. The
city's drinking water was made more palatable by filtration when the
Division Ave. filtration plant opened in 1917, and when the Baldwin
filtration plant began operation in 1925.13

Improved water quality was expensive, and the water system's
debt grew from $1,775,000 in 1886, to $4,266,000 in 1906, and reached $27
million in 1930.14 Aga municipal industry, the waterworks was
expected to be self-supporting, and charges were levied on water users
in the form of a semi-annual flat fee paid by the owner of each dwelling
or building connected to the waterworks. Widespread criticism of the
poor water quality and the inadequate service slowed customer growth
until after the turn of the century when both the quality and delivery of
water improved, attracting more users.1® With the universal
introduction of water meters into dwellings by 1908, the amount of

water could be gauged more accurately, producing more equitable



customer charges.16 With improvements in the waterworks operation
and a large customer base, the growing water debt from these
endeavors was easily amortized.

Unlike the water system which collected fees from its users,
sewer construction was paid for by assessments on the benefitting
property using the front foot method, and in addition, taxes were levied
on each sewer district to support municipal bonds the city issued to
construct and improve main sewers.1? The city's 26 sewer districts
were abolished in 1902, and the sewer levies were phased out as bonds
issued by the sewer districts matured. The following year, a 3-member
Board of Public Services took over responsibility for both the water and
sewer systems and the assessments associated with them.18® Since
collection of sewage was deemed an essential municipal service, the
district levies were replaced by uniform taxes on all city property to pay
the cost of bonds issued for future main (or interceptor) sewer
construction. Cleveland's sewer expenditures of $1,099,689 in 1904
ranked it fifth among the major cities of the U.S,, but the city had no
facilities to treat sewage and merely returned untreated wastewater to
the lake about 7 miles east of the city.19 Forty percent of the city's
sanitary sewage flowed into the Cuyahoga river. Added to that, large
quantities of industrial wastes from oil refineries, chemical works,
breweries, tanneries, and slaughter houses were dumped into the river
and the lake.20 Since natural lake action could not disperse the
growing volume of pollution, it was clear that contaminants had to be
removed before returning the wastewater to the lake.



Water pollution was both a state and national concern as urban
populations grew in numbers and density and cities continued to
attract polluting industries. They began investigating various methods
of removing contaminants from urban wastewater at the turn of the
century as public health workers effectively demonstrated the
importance of disease control. The treatment of sewage was mandated
by Ohio when the State Board of Health ordered the city to abate
pollution of the Cuyahoga River and Lake Erie in 1912 and 1915
respectively. Cleveland set up experimental stations along the lake to
study treatment of sanitary sewage. Cleveland's industrial pollution,
however, was not seriously addressed until after World War IT when
the heavily industrial lower Cuyahoga river valley was finally sewered.
During the 1910s the city connected the city's sewer collection systems
to large interceptors which conveyed the wastewater to one of three
selected sewage outfall points located at W. 58th and E. 140th at the lake
shore, and at Canal Rd. and E. 71st St. on the Cuyahoga River.21 The
city built wastewater treatment plants at each of those points: the
Westerly plant on W. 58th began treating sewage in 1922; the Easterly
plant on E. 140th in 1925; and the Southerly plant on Canal Rd. in
1928.22 Working closely with the State Department of health to
ameliorate lake pollution, Cleveland successfully treated the city's
sanitary sewage for the first time in the 1920s.

Cleveland's corporate status and its growing tax base had enabled
it to make the financial investment necessary to build its water and
sewage disposal systems' infrastructure and thus remain in economic

competition with the other growing urban areas in the country. With



the public health of the city protected and the quality of its drinking
water improved, the functioning of the water and sewage disposal
systems became routine, and Cleveland's leaders took it for granted the
city would always control them. Ownership of these vital municipal
services helped define a growing city to itself as well as to others.

II. The Organization of the Water and Sewer Systems

Although the water and sewage disposal functions were
interrelated, the two systems were administered by separate
departments of city government after Cleveland wrote its first home
rule charter in 1912. The Water Division became part of the
Department of Public Utilites because it supported itself through
charges levied directly on the system's users. Cleveland's sewer
collection system, consisting of the small sewers connected directly to
the users, the main or interceptor sewers, and later the treatment
plants, were administered by the city's Department of Service, whose
funds came from Cleveland's general revenues and from special
assessments. When the three treatment plants were transferred to the
Public Utilities Department in 1937 and were reorganized as the
Sewage Disposal Division, additional sewage charges were imposed
directly on all water users for their maintenance and improvements.
Cleveland's sewer collection network and the interceptors remained
with the Service Department.

When the suburbs began their accelerated growth in 1950,
Cleveland's Department of Utilities consisted of three operating



divisions--Water and Heat, Sewage Disposal, and Light and Power--
along with two administrative Divisions, Fiscal Control, which handled
the operating division billing, and Utilities Engineering which resolved
the technical problems related to departmental operation.23

The Water and Heat Division consisted of four lake intake tunnels,
two filtration plants (Division and Baldwin); three major pumping
stations (Kirtland, Fairmount, and Division) and 2,835 miles of mains
providing water to city and suburban communities.24 Four "master
meter” suburbs (Bedford, Cleveland Heights, East Cleveland, and
Lakewood) bought water wholesale from the city and constructed their
own distribution mains and house service connections. They
maintained their own water departments for servicing their systems,
provided for reading of the water meters, and collected revenue from
their own consumers. The only other municipally-owned water
systems in Cuyahoga county were operated by Berea and Chagrin
Falls.

The Sewage Disposal Division of the Department of Utilities,
purified the wastewater flowing into the Easterly, Westerly, and
Southerly wastewater treatment plants and returning it to Lake Erie as
pollution-free as possible. In 1950, the Public Service Department still
retained control of Cleveland's local sewer distribution network and
maintenance and construction of the large intercepting sewers (20" or
more diameter) leading to the treatment plants. Each suburb owned
and maintained its own sewer distribution network which had to be
connected to a state-approved sewage disposal plant. Many suburban

sewer-collection systems were connected to one of Cleveland's three



plants which together, processed over 87.5% of the county's total sewage
flow. Other suburban sewer collection systems, such as those in Euclid
and Lakewood, had their own treatment facilities.25 There were still
other small systems under county control.26 Ags the county became
more densly populated, the number of county-operated systems
declined, and communities either chose to join Cleveland's system or to

operate their own disposal plants.

III. Expansion of the Water and Sewer Systems to 1966

Introduction

Accelerated migration of people and businesses to the suburbs
taxed the capacity of Cleveland's Water and Sewage Disposal systems to
service the rapidly growing communities outside the city. In order to
assure orderly development, Cleveland tied the issuance of water
permits to the existence of acceptable sewer lines connected to an
approved sewage disposal plant 27 Initially, the water and the sewage
disposal divisions financed their service growth by issuing bonds to pay
for the expansion and improvement of their operations. As a result,
water and sewage disposal rates escalated sharply to pay for them, and
Cleveland's rate-setting decisions were actively contested by the
suburbs who paid higher water and sewage rates than did the city.

Administrative regionalization of both systems was a distinct
possibility in postwar Cleveland, and a transfer to Cuyahoga County
was contemplated by those promoting the county home rule charter
movement in 1950 and again in 1959. Another metropolitan plan for a



separate water and sewer district was prepared by Cleveland-Cuyahoga
County Regional Planning Commission in 1953, but while the suburbs
were interested in the plan, Cleveland opposed it. However by 1965, the
city's water and sewage disposal systems were truly regional in scope,
consisting of county-wide networks of water and sewer mains,

delivering water to users and returning it to the lake after treatment.

r and Heat Divigion

Cleveland owned and operated the entire water system which
served Cuyahoga County and contracted with each community outside
the city boundaries for the delivery of water to its own area. In the 1950s
and 1960s the water system expanded its facilities throughout
Cuyahoga County, building two new filtration plants to purify water--
the $21 million Nottingham plant on Cleveland's east side and the $19
million Crown plant in 1958 on the west side.22 In addition, it
constructed a network of water mains, pumping stations, reservoirs,
and storage tanks in order to deliver water to the higher elevations of
the county and to parts of Lake, Summit, Medina, and Lorain counties.
The system was hard pressed to complete this infrastructure,
particularly in the high service areas where there were numerous
water shortages.30

The Water Division's revenue increased further when it
discovered there were more than 25,000 non-paying water customers in
Cleveland Actually, there were over 14,000 dwellings had no running
water and an undetermined number of water users with broken water

meters were paying underestimated bills. A successful meter



installation and repair program between 1954 and 1958 added between
$250,000 and $300,000 to water revenue annually.31 By 1966,
Cleveland's water system served approximately 1,800,000 people in five
counties; betweenl1951 and 1956, water consumption grew by half and

water sales revenue more than doubled.32

Di 1 Divigion E

Cleveland's sewer collection systems linked residents and
businesses to the main or interceptor sewers. These in turn were
connected with one of the three sewage treatment plants. While all of
these were owned by the city, only the treatment plants were
administered by the Sewage Disposal Division in 1950. Individual
communities outside the city each owned and maintained their own
sewer collection systems, and most were linked to Cleveland-owned
interceptor sewers leading to one of Cleveland's three treatment plants.

In the 1950 and 1960s, the self-supporting Division expanded its
administrative duties by consolidating all the city's sewage disposal
responsibilities under its control. The Division also improved its
sewage treatment facilities in order to accommodate the increasing
volume of wastewater coming from the suburbs.

As water pollution became a growing concern during the period,
the Division gained control of sewer functions previously located in the
tax-supported service and urban renewal departments. This
restructuring centralized all aspects of sewage treatment in a Division

that had its own source of revenue from customer charges, which

allowed pollution abatement problems to be addressed without recourse



to the city's General Fund. In 1963, the Sewage Disposal Division took
over maintenance of the large interceptor sewers connecting city and
suburban sewer networks to the disposal plants from the city's Service
Department, assuming responsibility for about $1 million in
maintenance expenses. The Service Department remained in charge of
interceptor construction and Cleveland's sewer collection network.33

In 1965, Stream pollution, formerly part of the Air and Stream
Pollution Division of the Urban Renewal Department, was added to the
Division which was renamed (more accurately) the Water Pollution
Control Division. A year later, an Industrial Waste and Water Quality
Surveillance Unit was added to monitor water quality. With these
organizational changes, the Water Pollution Control Division was able
to control Cleveland's efforts to restore a clean water environment to the
Greater Cleveland area.

While the Water Pollution Control Division was reorganizing its
administration for the future, areas where septic tanks had been
sufficient now needed sewers; and overburdened sewage treatment
plants had to be enlarged or rebuilt.34 These 1920s-era treatment
facilities were rapidly becoming obsolete. The Southerly and the
Easterly plant facilities had primary treatment to remove solids from
the wastewater and chemical and biological secondary treatment to
neutralize up to 90% of the contaminants. The Westerly plant,
servicing a small but highly industrial area of Cleveland, provided only
primary treatment.35 The growth of suburban population and

business, strained the treatment plants’ ability to dispose of sanitary



sewage, and it was necessary to expand their capacity and improve
their level of treatment.36 The cost of rehabilitation was estimated at
$10 million, with the Southerly plant given the priority in the 1950s.37
By 1963, however, the increased sewage flow forced all three treatment
plants to operate so close to their maximum capacity that Ohio's water
pollution control board ordered them to increase their degree of
wastewater treatment before releasing the effluent into Lake Erie.38

In addition, Cleveland's own sewer collection system was not
complete. The heavily industrial Cuyahoga Valley Low Level District
between E. 37th St. and the lake had never been sewered, and untreated
sanitary and industrial wastes from the valley were dumped directly
into the Cuyahoga River. Without sewers or connections with the city's
treatment plants, industries there were not subject to sewage disposal
charges and had little incentive to treat their own waste with the river
close at hand.39 The valley sewering, first ordered by the State Board of
Health in 1912, was still being planned in 1941.40 After World War II,
further delay was caused by the reluctance of city administrations to
commit adequate funds for sewer construction in the valley, which was
the responsibility of the city-supported Service Department. To
complete the work, the Celebrezze administration used sewage-disposal
bond money from the Public Utilities Department, which was targeted
specifically for suburban sewage improvements. Since sewage user
fees were used to pay for those bond funds, their proceeds were not to be
used outside the Water Pollution Control Division; the valley project

was Cleveland's financial responsibility.41



When the sewering project was complete in 1966, sanitary wastes
and non-hazardous industrial wastes were safely processed in the
treatment plants. It was essential, however, that the major polluting
industries along the Cuyahoga build facilities to effectively treat or
dispose of those hazardous wastes which, under no circumstances,

could be accepted in the city's plants for treatment. 42

IV. Financing the Water and Sewage Disposal Systems' Expansion to
1966--The City v. the Suburbs

. Introduction

Cleveland's water system supplied almost all the drinking water
in the county and the city's disposal plants treated the bulk of the
sewage; during the 1950s and 1960s these regional services required
substantial outside capital to pay for the systems' expansion and
improvements. 43 Capital funds for these major projects were acquired
through the sale of municipal bonds in which the city guaranteed
payment of the principal and interest to the bondholders by pledging its
full faith and credit. Once sold, the city made regular annual
payments on both interest and principal (debt service) until the bonds
matured or were called. 44

In Ohio it was assumed that publicly-owned utilities were
productive undertakings whose user rates would be adequate to cover
all their expenses including debt service.4® When a utility had
sufficient net income to pay the annual debt service on bonds issued for

its own improvements, the bonds were considered self-supporting



although the city guaranteed the payments if the utility income fell
short. A utility with consistently high net earnings could pay for its
own improvements by issuing mortgage revenue bonds, using its net
income as the sole collateral for repayment; this relieved the city of all
financial obligation for the debt. The size of those net earnings
determined the aggregate amount of mortgage revenue bonds that
could be issued. Both self-supporting and mortgage revenue bonds
were advantageous to a municipality's finances because they were
excluded from the statutory debt limit imposed on cities by the State.46
Cleveland's water system had been considered self-supporting
since 1930, although Cleveland continued to guarantee bond payments.
However, neither Water nor Sewage Disposal Divisions of the Public
Utilities Department generated enough revenue to issue mortgage
revenue bonds independent of Cleveland's full faith and credit before
World War II. Cleveland's postwar financial policy aimed to make all
public utility borrowing independent of city credit and outside the
municipal debt limit. The policy was carried out when the water and
electric light systems sold their first mortgage revenue bonds and the
Sewage Disposal Division issued self-supporting bonds for the first
time. By 1953, the city had accomplished its goal of making all postwar
utility debt at least self-supporting.4? With these moves, 38% of the

city's total outstanding debt was outside its statutory debt limit.48 The
result was that user charges levied by the self-supporting utilities had
to cover all their expenses, including the annual debt service payments
on capital improvement bonds. Water and sewage charges were raised

several times to finance postwar suburban expansion in the 1950s.




Cleveland's mayors and City Councils approved all rate increases
and found it politically desirable to maintain low public utility rates in
the city, making up the difference from higher suburban charges. The
higher suburban water rates also subsidized the free water given to
Cleveland's non-profit institutions, particularly public schools and
hospitals, and suburban sewage charges made up for the rate
exemptions enjoyed by Newburgh Heights and Cuyahoga Heights.49
The exemptions had been given by the city in 1916 to secure the land for
construction of Southerly wastewater treatment plant. In the 1950s, the
Celebrezze administration shifted significant utility costs from city
residents to suburban residents partly to pay for area-wide water
improvements and control of industrial pollution. While these moves
conserved money and minimized city water and sewage rate increases
for its residents, it is not surprising that the suburbs challenged
Cleveland's utility rate policies as unfair and discriminatory.

Water System--Debt and Customer Charges
DEBT. The postwar expansion of the water systems was the
second time in the century that the system acquired substantial debts.
Its expansion in the 1920s caused its debt reached a record $27,035,500
in 1930 to pay for the facilities to deliver wholly chlorinated and filtered
water to its growing service area.’0 When water revenues declined
during the Depression capital expenditures were curtailed as the

mayor and city council were reluctant to use the system's revenues to

pay on existing bonds or to issue new ones.51 Division finances,



however, improved when wartime industrial and residential demands
increased its annual water revenue in the 1940s.52 Able to pay off most
of its outstanding debt by 1947, the system issued mortgage revenue
bonds for the first time to finance its anticipated postwar expansion.53
By 1956, the water system had sold $55 million in revenue bonds to
obtain the capital needed to extend its service into the growing suburbs,

and added another $17.4 million in the next 10 years.54 In order to
protect the bondholder's interest, the revenue bonds were secured by a
first mortgage on the Division's property, plant, and equipment. The
mortgage indenture terms budgeted the water system's income to
ensure sufficient reserves would be maintained to meet the annual debt
service payments.55 As the system's income increased, more bonds
were sold and additional indenture reserves were set aside to cover the
added expenses incurred by expansion.

CUSTOMER CHARGES. With its entire operation mortgaged to
the bond holders, the water system required substantial user charges to
pay Division's expenses and the principal and interest on its debt. The
water customer charges were structured to maintain high suburban
rates and keep city customer charges low. Rates were dictated by the
irregular topography of the Greater Cleveland area in part and the
physical equipment necessary to service its customers. The sharp rise
in ground elevation from the lake level required larger reservoirs and
additional pumping stations to deliver water to the higher plateaus.

For rate-making, Cleveland divided its water service area



outside the city into districts first, according to the height above lake
level, secondly, according to the distance from the city. City water rates
were uniform and suburban rates were determined by whether their
community was in the low and first high, the second high, or the third
high water service district.56 An additional increment was added to
the service district charges as the suburban share of the city's
monetary investment in its water system. Suburbs were further sub-
divided into those communities directly served and billed by the water
system and those whose governments contracted with the city for water
sent through a master meter before distribution through the suburban
mains. The older master meter suburbs paid a wholesale rate (about
80% of the direct service rate) to Cleveland, and in turn billed and
collected for water usage from their residents.

The water system also levied a minimum quarterly user charge
for having the system available whether or not they used any water.
The rate structure allowed Cleveland the flexibility to assign rates that
produced the income it needed and also keep the city's uniform water
rates low.57 In 1951 the water rates were structured as follows:

Cleveland--$1.50 minimum charge on city customers which
included the first 1,000 cubic feet (cu. ft.) of water use. From
1,000 cu. ft. to 25,000 cu. ft. of use, the rate was $0.73 per
1,000 cu. ft. (MCF). The bulk rate beyond 25,000 cu. ft. of use
was $0.65 MCF, benefitting the large industrial water users.

Direct Service Suburbs--$1.50 minimum charge which included
the first 500 cu. ft. of water use. The suburban rates beyond 500
cu. ft. were: low and first high water service district (outside
the city of Cleveland), $1.18 MCF;



second high water service district, $1.84 MCF;

third high water service district, $2.45 MCF.58
Master Meter suburbs--no minimum rate.

Lakewood, East Cleveland $0.675 MCF
Cleveland Heights $1.067 MCF
Bedford $1.28 MCFS9

The rapid escalation of the water system debt in the early 1950s
and the additional reserve funds to support it required substantial rate
increases, and between 1951 and 1958 Cleveland raised suburban water
rates three times to pay for the expansion. The 32% water rate increase
proposed by the city in 1951 included future costs, but the increase was
reduced to 18% when the County Mayors and City Managers
Association representing the suburbs insisted on a pay-as-you- go rate
policy anchored to present financial obligations.60 Some suburban
mayors, discontented with the differentials built into the system,
demanded a flat rate for the water districts outside Cleveland in 1954,
however there was no agreement among suburban officials on the
merits of the proposal.61 In 1954 the city levied the remaining 18%
increase asked for in 1951 and also increased the suburban minimums
for its direct service customers by $0.30.62

When net earnings fell during the 1957-1953 recession, the Water
Division needed a third rate increase to build up its indenture reserves
and to market more revenue bonds.63 The resulting $0.14 across-the-
board increase 0f1958 was accepted by the suburbs with more
equanimity because it included a raise in Cleveland's water rate to
$0.87 MCF.64 With these three increases, the suburbs became the
financial mainstay of the water system--in 1952 suburbs provided 40.9%



of the division's user revenue but by 1966, they provided 62.0%.5 These
new water rates operated the system and maintained the indenture
reserves until 1970. After the 1958 increase, yearly bills for average

home use of 12,000 cu. ft. of water in Greater Cleveland showed:

Cleveland $12.96
Suburbs--1st high 22.80
Suburbs--2nd high 30.68
Suburbs--3rd high 38.00.

Comparing greater Cleveland's yearly bills with comparable
water payments in other Ohio cities at the time showed: Akron $20,
Lorain $17, Toledo $20.76, and Sandusky $21.12. There was a wide
variation in yearly charges nationally, some examples were: $19.80 in
Niagara Falls; $20.80 in Philadelphia; $28.80 in Nashville, Tenn.;
$28.96 in District of Columbia; $36.84 in Pittsburgh; and $85.84 in
Johnstown Penna.66

Higher suburban charges had been used to subsidize Cleveland's
water system as early as 1929 when they protested water rate increases
levied to pay for the system's expansion in the 1920s.67 In the post
World War II period, the suburbs acknowledged that a rate differential
was needed to provide water service beyond the city limits and in the
higher elevations, but questioned the growing disparity between city
and suburban charges which resulted from Cleveland's rate-
making.68 Particularly irritating to them was the public affirmation
by city mayors and councilmen that its water rates were the lowest of

any major city in the nation--a stance that had instant political appeal



to city residents--but one sustainable only through the suburban rate
differential 69 Although the suburbs protested, they had little leverage
to negotiate lower rates with the city since Cleveland had full control of
the water system.

DEBT. Sewage debt and customer charges were not directly
related to each other until the treatment plants were transferred to the
Utilities Department in 1937. Before that time, the sewage disposal debt
had been financed by the city's general obligation bonds amortized from
property tax revenue, and its operation and maintenance expenses
were paid from the city's General Fund.’0 During 1937, responsibility
for the treatment plants was transferred to the Public Utilities
Department where a Sewage Disposal Division was organized to defray
the cost of sewage plant improvements made during the 1930s.71 The
upgrade, which improved contaminant removal from about 30% to 78%,
was made with the help of grants and loans from Public Works
Administration (PWA).72 Like the Water and Heat Division, the new
Division was expected to support itself by establiéhjng user charges
needed to pay for the improved facilities. Adding a new utility charge
for sewage disposal service during the Depression was difficult to
accomplish, and between1938 and 1950, Sewage Disposal revenues were
insufficient to cover operation expenses and payments on the Division's
treatment plant debt which they were expected to support. Cleveland
made the debt payments until 1950 when the city continued the self-
supporting process by transferring principal and interest payments



(debt service) on $1,447,000 worth of sewage disposal bonds to the
Division.”3 At the same time, $22.5 million in sewage disposal bonds
for postwar improvements backed by Cleveland's full faith and credit
were issued between 1950 and 1966. The sewage disposal system was
not truly self supporting until about 1967 when its annual revenues
covered its operating costs and the debt service payment due on its
bonds.74 In spite of that, all sewage disposal bond issues issued after
1949 were listed as self-supporting in the city accounts in order to keep
them outside the city's statutory debt limit. 79 Although the division
acquired more sewer functions during the 1950s and 1960s, it still was
only about one quarter the size of the water system.76

CUSTOMER CHARGES. When the Sewage Disposal Division
levied user charges for the first time in 1938, when city was still feeling
the effects of the Depression. There was much opposition to paying for
the $20 million in capital costs and the higher operating expenses
associated with treatment plant improvements, even though
contaminant removal had been vastly improved. The amount of the
new charges provoked a two-year battle between the city and the
suburbs. Under the rate schedule, charges were levied on all city and
suburban water customers connected with Cleveland's treatment
plants based on their water consumption, and the charge was added to
the quarterly water bills they were already receiving . In 1938, City
Council approved a Cleveland sewage charge based on 40% of a user's
water consumption and a suburban charge of $0.75 per 1000 cubic feet of

water consumption. The difference in computation masked



the significant differential between city and suburb; Cleveland's charge
was equivalent to roughly $0.32 MCF.77 Suburbs charged the city with
discrimination and refused to pay the new charges, and when rate
negotiations between city and suburb reached the point of open hostility,
the Division commissioned the engineering firm of Hoffman, Requardt,
and Gascoigne to recommend equitable sewage rates. !9

In determining fair sewage rates for Cleveland and its suburbs,
the engineers assumed that all of the intercepting sewers and
treatment works were a unit benefitting the entire metropolitan
population, and that total system costs for operations and maintenance
should be allocated to all users in proportion to their water
consumption. Since Cleveland was still paying the debt service on the
treatment facilities from the proceeds of property taxes, the engineers
based the city rate on rate operations and maintenance costs enly. The
higher suburban rates included a share of the capital costs as well.79
Hoffman, Requardt, and Gascoigne's 1939 report established a
suburban sewage rate of $0.46 per 1,000 cubic feet (MCF) of water use
which was approved by City Council; they also recommended a
Cleveland rate of $0.22 MCF of water use which council voted down
several times before accepting a rate of $0.18 MCF in 1940.80 Although
the depression was responsible for City Council's effort to reduce the
engineers' initial recommendation, both council and succeeding city
administrations continued to maintain artificially low sewage rates for
Cleveland users. As a result, disputes between city and suburb grew
more acrimonious from1950 to 1971, exacerbating the relations between

them.



Despite wartime inflation sewage rates remained constant
between 1940 and 1950 when the city raised its own rate from $0.18 per
1000 cu. ft. of water used (MCF) to $0.25 MCF--producing a slightly
smaller city-suburban rate differential than the one recommended by
Hoffman, Requardt, and Gascoigne in 1939.81 The Sewage Disposal
Division was made officially self-supporting at that ﬁme, and the
additional revenue helped pay its operating costs. The prewar
suburban rate of $0.46 MCF was left intact until 1958. Both Cleveland
and suburban sewage rates lagged behind those of all other major cities
in Ohio which were also improving their operations. The following is a
Table of Annual Sewer Rental Charges in 1957 for Cities over 100,000
Population for Domestic Users Discharging 15,000 Cubic Feet of Waste
per Year. (per 1000 cu. ft. for water used (MCF)).82

Cleveland--City $ 3.75 Suburban $ 6.90
Akron--City 16.50 Suburban  18.15
Canton--City 12.60 Suburban  19.70
Cincinnati--City 12.00 Suburban  12.00
Columbus--City 20.25 Suburban  33.75
Dayton--City 8.40 Suburban  10.50
Toledo--City 12.90 Suburban  18.15
Youngstown--City 41.70 Suburban  52.80
Regional Planning Commission, Cleveland-Cuyahoga County. Sewer
r_Plan; Sani r n rm Drain , prepared by

Albright & Friel, Inc. Consulting Engineers Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania (1957) (CWRU Libraries) Summary, 1957 p. "r".

In 1958 suburban sewage rates were increased to restore the
Division's profitability after losses in 1956 and 1957, and a new
suburban rate of $1.15 MCF was proposed. The rate, derived from a
1957 Albright & Friel engineering report on sanitary sewerage, had



actually been calculated for a hypothetical regional authority that
might be established in the future.83 The city, however, used the
report to justify a substantial suburban sewage increase, dropping it
only to $1.12 MCF before Cleveland City Council approved it over strong
suburban objections.84 The suburbs disputed the city's eccentric
interpretation of the engineers' report and argued that a charge, over
four times higher than Cleveland's rate (unchanged at $0.25 MCF) was
unreasonable.85

As soon as the new rate went into effect, the suburbs filed a
lawsuit against Cleveland in Common Pleas Court, charging that the
$1.12 MCF rate, when coupled with the city rate of $0.25 MCF,
constituted discrimination.86 They alleged that Cleveland did not pay
its fair share of the wastewater treatment plants' operation and
maintenance, and that suburban revenues supported the Division's
entire debt service on its bonds, including bonds whose proceeds had
been diverted to sewer the the city's Cuyahoga valley. Cleveland argued
that the Court had no jurisdiction over its utiliy rate-setting, knowing it
would lose the case otherwise, since the suburban allegations were
true. City officials had used suburban sewage revenue on projects not
associated with suburban sewer needs in order to avoid increasing city
rates.87

As a result of the lawsuit, a professional study of equitable sewage
rates was prepared in 1959, using a new basis for determining what the
rates should be. Instead of distributing the aggregate costs of the entire
system between city and suburbs, which had been done since 1939,

suburban rates were based only those costs associated with facilities



jointly used between them and the city. It was pointed out that when
the 1939 sewage rate recommendations had been made, costs were
stable; interest rates were low; a large construction program had just
been completed; and a relatively small amount of suburban sewage was
being treated. The 1961 basis for computing suburban rates reflected a
new set of circumstances: direct service suburbs were growing at a rate
not seen before; costs were climbing; interest rates were higher; a large
construction program was in progress; and an increasing volume of
suburban sewage was being treated.88 It was also true that Cleveland
rates would rise dramatically if the current cost of suburban expansion
was allocated among all the area users as it had been since 1939,

The case was settled in 1961 when the Court determined that
Cleveland's spurious use of the Albert & Friel recommendations to
Jjustify the 1958 suburban sewage rate increase was unreasonable and
discriminatory. Under court order, direct service suburban rates
decreased from $1.12 MCF to $0.80 MCF for 5 years and Cleveland's
sewage charges increased from $0.25 MCF to $0.35 MCF.89 With the
suburban sewage rate locked in until July 1966, the city had to raise its
sewerage charge to $0.45 MCF in 1963 when the Division took over the
Bureau of Sewer Maintenance. 90 The settlement of the suburban
lawsuit served notice on Cleveland that future sewage rate increases
needed to be more equitably divided between city and suburb.

In 1966, sewage rates increased again for both city and suburb.
The new rates--$0.65MCF for Cleveiand users, and $1.12 MCF for the
direct service suburbs--were still the lowest in Ohio, however the rate

differential that had incensed the suburbs was reduced.91 The



increase generated enough revenue for the Sewage Disposal Divison to
assume full responsibility for its debt service.92

This detailed analysis of the water and sewer rate negotiations
documents the contentious atmosphere that surrounded efforts to
increase charges, and 1961 the court decision confirmed the widely held
suburban belief that its residents were unfairly subsidizing the city's
wastewater treatment operation. Even though the 1961 rate case
resulted in a more equitable basis for computing suburban rates, the
increasingly populous suburbs continued to argue that Cleveland
officials manipulated utility rates for their own advantage.
Nevertheless water and sewer rates remained under Cleveland's
control--tangible evidence of its continuing authority over the thriving
communities beyond its borders. Many suburban leaders believed they
could ensure fair treatment for their constituents only if they gained a
share of the authority to set both water and sewer rates for the entire
region, including the central city. Self-supporting water and sewage
disposal systems, however, were valuable financial assets to Cleveland,
which had controlled them since their inception. The city obviously

was uawilling to give them up to a regional authority.

V. Obhio's Water Pollution Control Program, 1950 to 1966

Post World War II anxiety about increasing water pollution of the

nation's waterways was not new. The same concerns had been voiced



at the turn of the century when municipal and industrial pollution was
evident, and efforts were made by state and local authorities to improve
the water quality. Ohio shared that concern as its large cities became
more industrialized and densely populated. The extensive pollution of
the Cuyahoga River and Lake Erie caused the state Board of Health to
issue its first cease and desist orders in 1912 and 1915 at a time when
the technology needed to effectively treat contaminated wastewater was
being developed in Cleveland. The city's early capital investment in
three primary sewage treatment plants and its installation of more
advanced secondary treatment at the easterly plant in the 1930s put it in
the forefront of wastewater purification at that time. After World War
II, the renewed interest in pollution abatement led the Federal
government to establish programs to help the states clean up their own
waterways.93

In response to the federal initiative, Ohio passed water pollution
control legislation in 1949 making it unlawful to discharge sewage or
industrial wastes into any of the state's public waters, and two years
later it established the five-member Ohio Water Pollution Control Board
(OWPCB) invested with the authority to halt illegal dumping of raw
sewage and industrial wastes and to require local construction of and
improvement of sewage disposal plants.94 To enforce the law, the
Board issued temporary state permits to those dumping pollutants into
the rivers and lakes of the state, and made permit renewal contingent
on compliance with Board orders to improve their abatement
programs. Cleveland received its first permit in August 1952.95
OWPCB policy during the 1950s and early 1960s was to educate and




cooperate with the offending cities and industries in order to keep their
anti-pollution programs moving particularly in the smaller
communities. The OWPCB scrutinized Cleveland's pollution program
more closely in 1963 when the volume of wastewater entering the
sewage treatment plants approached their capacity, and then ordered
the city to institute a higher degree of treatment to ensure sufficient
contaminant removal. 96
By 1964, growing national concern about the environment and

Federal interest in the need for clean water focused on Lake Erie's
serious pollution problems and its major polluters. This new sense of
urgency prompted the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board to
recommend first, a comprehensive study of the Cleveland's sewage
collection system's shortcomings, and secondly, a significant increase
in Cleveland's sewage rate. Mayor Ralph Locher agreed to fund the
study but balked at committing further local funds to combat
pollution.97 Dismissing the city's claim of poverty regarding the
sewage rate increase, the Board refused to renew Cleveland's annual
permit to discharge wastes in December 1964.98 Mayor Locher tried to
appease both the Board and his constituents by proposing a sewage rate
increase to $0.65 MCF in January 1966, describing it as evidence
Cleveland was "accepting the challenge to provide responsible
leadership in fighting water pollution” while reassuring city residents
that their rate still would be the lowest in the state.99

Although the Board made clear the proposed increase was not
adequate, the city administration was determined to hold the line
sewage charges.100 The rates aiso served the interests of Cleveland's




industries who were connected with system, since they paid the same
charges as other Cleveland users, with no increment for the relative
strength of the contaminants they discharged.101 In order to avoid
controversy, City Council held sewage rate hearings without advanced
public notice and then approved the $0.20 increase in February 1966
raising the city sewerage rate from $0.45 MCF to $0.65 MCF.102 Afier
Mayor Locher produced a preliminary $66 million pollution abatement
program,in the spring of 1966, the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board
renewed Cleveland's annual waste discharge permit, ordering the city
to prepare a time table for its abatement program and the plans for
three new interceptor sewers before the next permit renewal, 103
Deflecting the pollution controversy away from Cleveland's low
sewage rates, Mayor Locher blamed the city's slow progress on lack of
financial support from state and federal governments, faulting the
state for its failure to provide Cleveland with any of the federal sewage
construction funds Ohio administered on behalf of the national
government. His point was well taken, but, as the state-wide
enforcement agency, the OWPCB also knew that other major Ohio cities
were well ahead of Cleveland in providing an adequate financial base to
upgrade their treatment facilities. 104 At an average of $7.80 per year,
Cleveland's annual sewage charge was less than half the rate in
Akron, Cincinnati and Columbus and lower than Toledo's.105 The
"lowest in the State" rate that the Mayor used to ensure acceptance of
the 1966 rate increase was interpreted by the Ohio Board as
unwillingness by the city to act on its own pollution problem. The
parochial attachment of Cleveland's political leadership to minimal



city sewage charges put it on a collision course with the OWPCB and
the growing national effort to improve water quality. Federal and state
agencies judged the city's politically-inspired low sewage rates

inadequate to meet the rising concern for the environment.

VI. The Politics of Frugality

Cleveland's consistent policy of low water and sewage rates was
indicative of the frugality that characterized most post-depression city
administrations. The utility charges that served their political aims,
however, dated back to Mayor Tom Johnson, who believed that city-
owned public utilities should be operated at cost in order to provide
affordable water rates for the community. Johnson's waterworks
Superintendent, Dr. Edward Bemis, provided good quality water for the
time and reduced local water rates.106 However, water rate increases
were needed in the 1920s when demands for improved water quality
required costly expansion of the system. The water rates levied in 1931
to pay for the expansion had to be lowered during the 1930s in order to
minimize delinquent bill payments; when sewage rates were first
introduced in 1938, the same low rate policy for the city prevailed.107

Four post World War II mayors, Frank Lausche, Thomas Burke,
Anthony Celebrezze, and Ralph Locher and their city councils believed
that depression-born frugality should be maintained as the financial
framework for governing postwar Cleveland. They were confident that

thrifty administrations could accommodate the requirements of more



prosperous times and ensure their re-election. To them, low utility
rates were second only to low taxes as the hallmarks of fiscal
conservatism, and their election campaigns reflected this. Appealing
to the nationality groups that formed their political base, they
emphasized their administrative frugality; how they lived within the
city's income; the low taxes and utility rates they maintained. At the
same time they tried to project the image of a vigorous forward-looking
city. To demonstrate their independence, they railed against the
machine politics of the Cuyahoga County Democratic party and the
defecting suburbanites who "did not give two hoots for what happens in
Cleveland."108 In 1953 consultant Harry A. Gillis outlined a
campaign strategy for Anthony Celebrezze designed to appeal to

economy-minded voters:

"point out the extravagant promises of your opponent, say that you
realize not everything can be done at once; that you consider
certain projects urgent enough to receive your immediate
attention; that you are against sin; that you intend to conserve the
taxpayers money; and that if the voters react favorably to bond
issues, you will press them to completion. This }ine of reasoning
still permits you to be in favor of God, family, country, and the
constitution. It will enable you to be a man of vision and at the
same time obtain a long tenure of office in which to do the many

good things you favor."109

The voters responded by re-electing all of them. Running as
independent Democrats, Lausche served two terms, Burke, four terms,
Celebrezze, five terms, and Locher two terms.

Once in office, mayors worked in concert with: city councils that

shared the belief that substantial utility rate increases would "kill you"




politically according to one councilman.110 Heavily influenced by ward
opposition--particularly in the ethnic wards--councilmen voted for
minimum rate increases in order to ensure their own reelection every
two years. Their white constituents, increasingly made up of older
residents on fixed incomes who worried about inflation, were aware of
the city's changing population mix, but they wanted caretaker regimes
that would permit them to conserve their lifestyles without change.
These constituents used their continued access to the political process
through their councilmen to ensure their concerns were addressed 111
The broad-based representation, which served the city's ethnic
enclaves, however, also allowed Cleveland's segregated black minority
to elect councilmen at a rate close to its rising share of the city's
population.112

Politics and constituent interests overshadowed attention to the
growing problems of Cleveland as a whole, and municipal leadership
was not listening to the changes occurring in the common interest of
the city.113 This was evident in 1965 when Mayor Ralph Locher won
re-election with only 37% of the total vote. His razor-thin margin over
State Representative Carl B. Stokes, who ran as an independent,
demonstrated that the majority of Clevelanders did not believe they
were being served effectively. A Plain Dealer post mortem on the 1965
election addressed the deficiencies in mayoral imagination, drive, and
leadership. The city's largest daily paper added that: "economy in
governmenf certainly is a virtue. But if carried too far, it results in
false economy with too many necessary things missing.” "Nothing
sparkles, nothing snaps, crackles or pops at Cleveland's City Hall."114




Although Locher promised to revamp his administration, two years
later Carl Stokes defeated him in the Democratic primary--the ethnic
political hegenomy established by a succession of Cleveland mayors,
was weakened.

Mayors Lausche, Burke, Celebrezze and Locher and their city
councils converted the municipal thrift imposed by the Depression to a
political virtue during the early years of post-World War II prosperity.
They understood the concerns of their white constituents too well and
were content to chose policies that fit within their self-imposed
financial constraints. While limiting policy initiatives in the name of
frugality, Cleveland's political leadership sought to create the illusion
that they were truly dealing with the changes the city was undergoing
at the time,

VII. Conclusion

The water and sewage disposal systems were lifelines of the city,
essential to the protection the population from disease and fire and to
the operation of business and industry. The city built and maintained
them from their inception, and during the post World War II period,
they remained a symbol of Cleveland's stature as a major urban city.
The area's postwar suburban expansion required the systems to
enlarge and improve their facilities in order to meet new service
demands, and the self-supporting systems had to issue bonds to obtain
the capital needed for their programs. Additional revenue from higher

water and sewage rates also was needed to pay for the expansions,



including debt service on the bonds. Cleveland's policy of maintaining
suburban rates high enough to make up for the politically popular low
rates it maintained for its own constitutients was continued until
suburban officials challenged the city's sewage rate increases in court.
Although the court rolled back the suburban increases, the city's
authority to set utility rates remained undisturbed, and many suburban
officials believed the only solution was to metropolitanize the rate-
setting for the entire service area. The suburbs made their position
clear when the regionalization of the city's water and sewage disposal
systems was discussed in 1970. These self-supporting water and
sewage disposal systems, however, were valuable municipal services
which Cleveland had owned since the mid-19th century; the city would
not relinquish control of them easily even with the growing national
interest in water pollution abatement.

Cleveland's inadequate sewage rates also put it on a collision
course with the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board, which was
increasing its enforcement activities against the state's major
polluters. The Board deplored the city's unwillingness to raise sewage
rates or to commit significant funds to improve its abatement program.
Nevertheless, the low utility rates Cleveland insisted on was part of the
administrative frugality that characterized most of Cleveland's postwar
city administrations. Although municipal thrift was popular with the
voters who responded by reelecting the office holders, Cleveland's

leadership needs were not addressed by its caretaker governments.



CHAPTER THREE

THE ADMINISTRATIVE HISTORY OF CLEVELAND'S WATER AND
SEWER SYSTEMS
1950 to 1966
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largest users of free water except for city Departments. Other users



included cemeteries, churches, colleges, and the Cleveland Transit
system. CP 12 June 1951 "City's "Free Water List is Huge," p.17;In
1970 the city gave away $750,000 in water. The biggest user that year
was Case Western Reserve University. CP 8 July 1971, p- Al, A4,

50The 1930 figure is from City of Cleveland Financial Report for
Year Ending Dec. 31, 1949, "City of Cleveland Gross Bonded Debt, Jan
1, 1930 to Jan. 1, 1950. (CWRU Libraries)

51C, Dennis Dunfee, "Harold H. Burton, Mayor of Cleveland: The
WPA Program, 1935-1937, Ph.D. Dissertation, Department of History,
Western Reserve University, May 20, 1975. p. 127.

52City of Cleveland, "Official Statement Relating to the Sale of $8
million Waterworks Extension First Mortgage Revenue Bonds, July 7,
1947," Table-Record of Operation, 1915-1946. Cleveland Public Library.

53Ibid.; City of Cleveland, Financial Reports, 1949-56, Gross
Bonded Debt Tables, and Tables of annual bond sales.

941bid. 1955, Gross Bonded Debt Table to January 1, 1956, p. 65;
City of Cleveland Financial Reports, 1949-1966, Tables of Annual Bond
Sales. (1949-1955 reports in CWRU Libraries)

55Financial Report of the City of Cleveland, 1949, Gross Bonded
Debt Table, p. 52.; All Water Division revenues were deposited in a
Waterworks System General Income fund from which all operation
and maintenance funds were paid and a specified amount set aside for
the annual debt service on the bonds. It was necessary to keep
substantial reserves to cover all future debt service payments.; Ibid.
Notes to the Water and Heat Division financial Statement, p. 60;

The only limit on the sale of mortgage revenue bonds was the
amount of money the system could set aside as debt service reserves. If
a default on revenue bonds occurred, the bondholders would take over
the system. (these regulations applied to all utility services with user
income.). "How to Get Sewage Treatment Works in Ohio,"” p. 18-19.



56The service districts were: Low Service, lake level to 120 ft; First
High Service, 120 to 250 ft.; Second High Service, 250-500 ft.; Third High
Service, 500-810 ft.

57The pre World War II minimum charge in the city was $1.25
quarterly, including the first 750 cu. ft. of use; the city rate to 24,500 cu.
ft. was $0.75 MCF; and the bulk rate beyond was $0.672 MCF. City of
Cleveland,The City Record, March 19, 1941, p. 598, Ordinance No. 2046-
C-40. Cleveland Public Library. The City Record, June 27, 1951 p. 1271,
Ordinance No. 1240-41.

58The City Record, June 27, 1951, p. 1271, Ordinance No. 1240-51,
city and Direct Service suburban rates.

59The City Record, March 7, 1951, Ordinance No. 246-51, Master
Meter rates.

60Memo of 7/23/53 from Emil J. Crown, Director, Department of
Public Utilities to Mayor Thomas A. Burke and Letter of 7/16/53 from
Emil Crown, Director of the Department of Public Utilities to Paul Lilley
of the Cleveland Press. in Thomas Burke Papers MCC 4035, Box 3,
Cleveland, Ohio (WRHS).

61According to one suburban mayor, The suburbs were divided on
this. Mayors from the master meter suburbs, intent on keeping the
differential on their wholesale rate which was slightly lower than the
direct service suburbs, opposed the so called "flat rate" mayors. The
intra-suburban dispute in 1954 almost broke up the Cuyahoga County
Mayors and City Manager Association. The Maurice Klain Research
Papers: Cleveland Area Leadership Studies. MSS 4219, Box 12. (WRHS)

62The City Record, 7/7/54 p. 1557-1558, Ordinance 1467-54. Direct
Service rates ranged from $1.42 MCF to $2.94 MCF depending on the
gervice area, and master meter rates from $0.80 to $1.51 MCF, there
was no minimum charge for master meters.; The third high district
paid about four times the city rate.; PD 23 June 1954, "Council Unit's
OK Assures Percentage Water Rate Hike," p. 3.; PD 28 June 1954,



"Votes Tonight on Water Rate Hike," p. 29; PD 29 June 1954, "City
Council Passed Suburban Rate Hike by a Unanimous Vote," pPpP- 1, 9.

63 In 1957 there was a cash deficit of $1,632,772; in 1958 it was
$365,666. Havens and Emerson Report, "Proposed Water Rate
Increases," 1970, Carl B. Stokes Papers, MSS 4370, Box 86. Cleveland,
Ohio WRHS.

As each new bond issue was sold, it became increasingly difficult
to finance additional borrowings because of the restrictions contained
in the mortgage indenture. These restrictions required that the annual
net income be maintained at high levels in order that the earnings ratio
of 1-1/2 times the highest annual bond servicing requirements for both
principal and interest were exceeded. If the earnings failed to meet
these requirements, no additional bonds could be sold. The Water
Division was able to sell only a portion of their 1956 bond issue and none
in 1957 or 1958. City of Cleveland, Department of Public Utilities,
Division of Water & Heat, 1956 Financial Report, Transmittal Letter of
3/20/57 to Stephen Suhajcik, Commissioner of Utilities Fiscal Control,
Cleveland Public Library

64Statement by Mayor Wilson G. Stapleton of Shaker Height on the
Sewer and Water Rates to be Presented at the Cleveland City Council
Committee Hearing Scheduled for 9:30 A.M., Thursday, June 5, 1958.
Papers of Anthony J. Celebrezze, MSS 4046, Box 7 (WRHS).

New city water rate was $0.87 mef: direct service suburbs ranged
from $1.56 to $3.08; and master meter suburbs: East Cleveland and
Lakewood, $0.94, Cleveland Heights $1.40, Bedford $1.65, and Eastlake
$1.20. The City Record, July 9, 1958, pp. 1554-1555. Ordinance 1227-58.

85City of Cleveland, Department of Public Utilities, Water and
Heat Division Financial Report, 1966 p. XIV, Sales in MCF 1951-1966.
Ibid., Financial Reports 1952-1966. Public Administration Library, City
Hall, Cleveland, Ohio; Letter 7/16/53 Crown to Lilley.




*% of Metered Consumption: Cleveland Direct Service Master Meter

1952 71.0% 19.0% 10.0%
1955 63.9% 27.0% 9.1%
1960 61.0% 30.0% 9.0%
1963 57.0% 33.8% 9.2%
1966 55.1% 36.2% 8.7%

*Computed from Water and Heat Div. Financial Report, 1966.

Water Revenue: Cleveland Percent Suburbs (AID Percent Total
1952 $ 5,490,000 59.1 $ 3,800,000 409 $9,290,000

1955 6,067,475 470 6,845,714 53.0 12,913,189
1960 6,656,098 449 8,164,702 55.1 14,820,800
1963 6,701,368  40.3 9,919,611 69.7 16,620,979
1966 6,955,705  38.0 11,349,035 62.0 18,304,740

66Letter of 5/8/58 from Emil Crown to Mayor Anthony Celebrezze,
P. 2, Pittsburgh rate.; Differences in the rate structure, source of water
and topography affected the accuracy of the comparative city rates;

Of the larger cities, Cleveland's rate appears to be the lowest. The
American City, "Modern Water Rates” a 12 part series, January 1959
December 1959.

67The suburbs protested the water rate differential in 1928, and
the city's Utilities Director confirmed that the water system was using
the profits generated from suburban revenue to cover losses from its
city operations. This information was furnished to a disbelieving City
Council who assumed that the city was subsidizing the suburban
service. CP 5 Feb. 1929, "Waterworks Losses Laid to City Users," p. 1.

68Statement by Mayor Wilson G. Stapleton of Shaker Heights on
the Sewer and Water Rates to be Presented at the Cleveland City
Council Committee Hearing Scheduled for 9:30 A.M., Thursday, June
5, 1958. Papers of Anthony J. Celebrezze, MSS 4046, Box 7 (WRHS).

69Clevelan_d's water rates were reported as the lowest in the
nation, Ibid. Annual Reports to the People; Water and Heat Division
Financial Reports 1961-1966.



Members of the Cuyahoga County Mayors Assoc. believed that the
higher rates they had paid for many years had helped amortized the
city's investment in the system, something which was not credited in
the rate calculations. PD 23 July 1953, p. 19; In protesting their 1940
water rate increase, master meter suburbs made the same point. They
contended that in determining the city's water system investment to be
recovered from them, the book value of the system should be reduced by
its depreciated value as of December 31, 1939, and continue to be
reduced in future years. The city maintained that if this reduction
continued at the same rate, the entire investment would be wiped out in
1965, and the city would no longer be entitled to a return on its
investment. Memo of 7/25/1940 on water rates recommended for the
Master Meter suburbs by the Board of Engineers of the City of
Cleveland. Harold H. Burton Papers, MSS 3584, Box 22. Cleveland Ohio
(WRHS).

70The General Fund supported the city's non-revenue producing
administrative departments; Havens and Emerson Report, "Sewage
Rate Study Preliminary Findings 6/9/69." Carl B. Stokes Papers, MSS
4370 Box 85. Cleveland, Ohio (WRHS) pp. 1-2.

T1The city temporarily defaulted on its debt and had to renegotiate
its PWA loan for sewage treatment plant expansion in 1934. The PWA
refused to release its $8,229,000 loan and grant secured by sewage
disposal bonds until Cleveland successfully marketed $4 million in
deficiency bonds. It then released the funds on condition that the city
must enact a sewer use tax and give the PWA a mortgage on the entire
sewage disposal system if it defaulted on the government loan. PD 13
Mar. 1934,"Halt Sewage Job, City Default,"p. 4; PD 19 Apr. 1934, "Fear
Sewer Rent must back bonds," p. 13; PD 26 June 1934, "City Sells $4
million in Deficiency Bonds to Cure Its Default,” p. 14; PD 10 July 1934,
pp. 1&4. "City Votes PWA Jobs for 1,500," pp- 1&4.

72 The major project was construction of a new Easterly plant to
provide secondary treatment of sewage with a pollution removal range
of 92% to 95%--the result of experiments in sewage treatment conducted
at an earlier installation at that location. Hoffman, Requardt,



Gascoigne, Report, p. 10-12.; City of Cleveland, Department of Public
Utilities, Description of Cleveland Sewage Facilities, Greater Cleveland
Growth Assoc. Papers, WRHS.

73Havens and Emerson, "Master Plan for Pollution Abatement,
Part I, Narrative Report, June 1968," Carl B. Stokes Papers, Box 91,
Cleveland, Ohio WRHS. pp. 139-140.

74City of Cleveland Financial Reports,1949-1966, Table of Gross
Bonded Indebtedness. The Division's self-supporting debt was still
backed by the city's full faith and credit; City of Cleveland Financial
Reports 1949-1966. Tables of Annual Debt Service Payments for Self-
Supporting Sewage Disposal Bonds and the payments made by Division
of Sewage Disposal according to their Statement of Income and
Accumulated Deficit from Operations were used to determine how
much of the total annual debt service the Division accounted for. City
funds paid the annual principal due up to about 1968.

75City of Cleveland Financial Reports, 1950-1966, Table of Bonds
issued annually, gross bonded indebtedness, 1967, p. 65. Cleveland
Little Hoover Commission Report, Jan. 25, 1967. pp- 11-19.

76The following is a rough comparison of Sewerage and Water

revenue.
Sewage Revenue Water Sales Revenue
1952 $ 1,988,980 $ 9,056,133
1955 2,336,160 12,588,427
1960 3,720,598 14,673,404
1963 4,908,301 16,618,723
1966 6,553,636 18,291,464

City of Cleveland Financial Reports, Ibid., 1952, 1955, 1960, 1963, 1966,
gross figures from Statements of Income and Surplus.

The estimated relative size of the water and sewage disposal
systems is based on a comparison of their assets, long-term debt and
operating revenue in the balance sheets and the statements of Income
and surplus during the period.



77Councilman Ernest Bohn and Utilities Director Wallene tried to
convince councilmen that 57 other municipalities had approved a
sewage charge and no councilman had lost his job over it. PD 14 May
1938, "Council Revolt on Sewers Brews," p. 10; PD 20 May 1938, "Wars
on 'Bogey” in Sewer Rent Issue," p. 9.; PD 7 June 1938, "Vote 40
Percent. City Sewer Use Charge," p. 1&5.

78 Prior to 1938, the bases for suburban charges under their
agreements with the city varied widely e.g., free service in return for
sewer rights-of-way, lump sum payments, quantity or per capita
charges. Havens and Emerson, "Preliminary Sewer Rate Study, June
1969." Carl B. Stokes Papers MSS 4370, Box 91 Cleveland, Ohio, WRHS;
Havens and Emerson, "Master Plan for Pollution Abatement, June
1968," Ibid. Box 85.; Suburban sewage charges owed to Cleveland by the
suburbs as of 11/30/39 were: East Cleveland $84,000; Shaker Heights,
$56,000; Cleveland Heights, $65.900; Bedford, $26,500; Fairview $26,800;
South Euclid $23,877; Parma Heights $19,400; Bay Village $19,000;
Beachwood, $12,000; Cuyahoga County $10,294. Total of all owned
charges $391,222.04. "Memo of Questions Submitted to Utilities
Department by Councilman Edward Pucel, 11/28/39. Answers dated
1/15/40 from J. W. Ellms and F. L. Fisher to Director of Utilities F. O.
Wallene,"” Harold H. Burton Papers, MSS 3584, Box 22.

79"Capital costs were also known as "fixed charges”, they "were
taken as the sum of interest on the initial investment in intercepting
sewers and treatment plants and the theoretical yearly sinking fund
deposit required to accumulate this initial investment at 2% interest
over the estimated useful life of the facilities."Ibid. Havens and

Emerson Cleveland Sewage Rate Study, Preliminary Findings dated
6/9/69.

80Hoffman, Requard, Gascoigne Report. pp. V -IX.;

The City Record, 12/26/40, Ordinance 2014-40, p. 2142, Cleveland
Heights charge; Ordinance 2045-40, p. 2152, East Cleveland charge.
The recommended master meter charge of $0.44 was negotiated down
to $0.34 MCF. Cleveland Heights and East Cleveland were the only
master meter suburbs connected to Cleveland's disposal plants.



The City Record, April 17, 1940,p. 709. Suburban charge;The City
Record, December 24, 1941, p. 2322. City Charge; Cleveland News, 22
Dec. 1939, "Sewage System Will Plunge Into Red Jan. 17 if Repeal of
City Charge is Upheld." p. 9; Acting Mayor Edward Blythin ordered
the treatment plants shut down until council approved the engineers'
original recommendation. As the shutdown began, newpaper articles
advised mothers to boil water for their pre-school children. Common
Pleas Court Judge Frank Day canceled the shutdown, branding
Blythin's actions as " one of the most stupid, monstrous acts in
history.” With the plants' reopening, a majority of City Council
approved $0.18 MCF rate-- $0.04 less than the engineers recommended.
CP 20 Feb. 1941, p. 1; CP 21 Feb. 1941, pp. 1,4 (Quote); CP 25 Feb. 1941,
pp. 1,4.

81The City Record, December 21, 1949, p. 2009. Ordinance No.

- 1977-49, passed December 12, 1949. New sewage rate was effective
January 22, 1950; The $0.25 MCF rate remained low because general
tax money was still used in 1949 to finance bonds. Memo of 1/13/61 from
Bronis Klementowicz, Director of Department of Public Utilities to
Mayor Anthony J. Celebrezze, [Letters Concerning Sewage Rates] 1956-

.1961, Cleveland Public Library.; Utilities Director Emil Crown
apparently was upset when City Council passed a rate lower than the
$0.35 MCF he recommended. The Maurice Klain Research Papers,
MSS 4219, Box 7.;

Comparable sewage rates in other cities in 1949 at the time of the
city increase were: Philadelphia, $0.814 MCF; Buffalo, $0.45 MCF;
Pittsburgh, $1.35 MCF; and Detroit, $0.13 MCF. Memo of 12/5/49 from
H. N. Hobart to Mayor Thomas A. Burke, Thomas Burke Papers, MSS
4035, (WRHS).

82The use of a yearly bill is more accurate, since the basis for
computation varies from municipality to municipality.; Comparable
rates for other cities: Philadelphia, Pa., $27.66; Little Rock, Ark.,
$27.72; Camden, N. J., $33.68; dJersey City, N.J., $32.30; Chattanooga,
Tenn., $14.04, Suburban, $21.36; Knoxville, Tenn., $22.20, Suburban,
$33.60. Regional Planning Commission, Cleveland-Cuyahoga County.
"Sewer and Water Plan: Sanitary Sewerage and Storm Drainage,



Summary." prepared by Albright & Friel, Inc. Consulting Engineers
1957; In a moment of candor, one member of city government admitted
that Cleveland's sewage rate was too low. Klain Research papers, MSS
4219, Box 7.

83Letter of 5/8/58 From Emil Crown to Mayor Anthony Celebrezze.
Anthony J. Celebrezze Papers, MSS 3884, Box 3. WRHS; Letter of 2/6/61
from B. J. Klementowicz to Mayor Anthony J. Celebrezze; [Letters
Concerning Sewage Rates] 1956-1961, Cleveland Public Library; City of
Cleveland, Department of Public Utilities-Division of Sewage Disposal,
Statements of Income and Accumulated Deficit from Operations, 1956-
1958, show losses;

The controversial rate was contained in the Albert & Friel Report,
Ibid. Summary, p. "m" and "n".

84The City Record, July 9, 1958, p. 1554. Ordinance No. 1227-58.

85Wilson Stapleton argued that Albright and Friel in their Report
on Sanitary Sewerage and Storm Drainage of 1958, had calculated a
possible future rate of $1.15 MCF for a hypothetical Regional Authority,
not an actual suburban increase. He insisted Albright and Friel's
suggested suburban rates for the current system were $0.52 MCF and
$0.69 MCF for the suburbs combined with a city rate of $0.48 (See letter
of report transmittal dated December 30 1957 from Albert & Friel, Inc.
to Proctor Noyes, Director of the Regional Planning Commission.).
"Supplementary Statement on Sewer and Water Rates to be presented to
Cleveland City Council hearing 6/10/58," Celebrezze Papers, MSS 4046,
WRHS, pp. 1-2.;

Department of Public Utilities, Division of Sewage Disposal, Table
of Tax Levy and Service Charge Revenues, 1947-1959, attached to Letter
of 2/8/61 from Walter Gerdel, Commissioner of Sewage Disposal to
Bronis Klementowicz, Director of Public Utilities. [Letters Concerning
Sewage Rates] 1956-1961, Cleveland Public Library. The percentages are
for 1958. Suburban sewage revenue surpassed the city's for the first
time in 1959.



86Klain Research Papers, MSS 4219, Box 12; The Common Pleas
Court in cause of John F. Curry et. al. v. The City of Cleveland, Case
No. 712003. in The City Record, July 5, 1962; The county commissioners,
whose county-run sewer districts were subject to the same sewage rate
increase joined in the lawsuit. City Council Archives, File No. 1596-58,
Cleveland, Ohio, Bd. of County Commissioners Resolution of June 16,
1958 In the Matter of Sewage Rate Increase for County Sewer Districts.

87 All bond financing costs supported by the division for 1958, 1959
and 1960 were paid entirely from suburban monies in addition to their
fair share of operation, maintenance and administrative costs. Most of
the bond money on which the suburbs were paying was used to finance
construction of sewerage facilities in the Cuyahoga Valley low level
area--Cleveland's responsibility. Letter of 4/30/58 from R. F. Gabele,
Partner, Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Co. to E. C. Knuth, Director of
Finance, Celebrezze Papers.; In an exchange of memos from 1956-1961
justifying the 1958 suburban increase no mention was made of raising
Cleveland's sewage rate. With the deficits in 1955, 1956 and one
contemplated in 1957, it was necessary to double suburban rates.
immediately. Apparently Cleveland used suburban revenue as it
wished. Memos of 8/2/56 and 10/7/57 from Emil J. Crown, Director to
Mayor Celebrezze; Letter of 1/13/61 from Bronis J. Klementowicz,
Director to Mayor Celebrezze; Letter of 2/6/61 Klementowicz to
Celebrezze; Letter of 2/8/61 from W. E. Gerdel, Commissioner, Division
of Sewage Disposal to Bronis J. Klementowicz. [Letters Concerning
Sewage Rates] 1956-1961, Cleveland Public Library, Cleveland, Ohio;
Report, "The Proposed Sewerage Service Rate of $1.15 to the Cleveland
Suburbs,” dated 6/12/58, Letter of 5/8/58 from Emil Crown to Mayor
Celebrezze Re: Water and Sewage Rate Increases, both in Celebrezze
Papers Box 3.

88Havens and Emerson, Sewage Rate Study Preliminary
Findings, June 1969, Ibid. p. 3-5.

89The sewage rates agreed on in the settlement of the suburban
lawsuit, (John F. Curry et al. vs The City of Cleveland, No. 712003) are



contained in the City Record, July 5, 1961, pp. 645-646, Ordinances 1340-
61. and 1341-61.

90The City Record December 19, 1962, p. 2253, Ordinance 2221-62,
1963 city rate increase.; According to Havens and Emerson, the proper
cost of sewerage service for Cleveland City contributors to the system is
$0.6347 per MCF of water consumed. Havens & Emerson Preliminary
Report on Rates for Cleveland Sewerage Service to Metropolitan Area.
ca. 1960, p. 106.

917, City Record, Feb. 23, 1966, p. 438. Ordinance 289-66, passed
Feb. 14, 1966, effective Feb. 16, 1966. City rates.; The City Record,
August 3, 1966 p. 1447, Ordinance No. 1724-66 Sewage service rates
outside the corporate limits of the city of Cleveland.; PD 27 Jan. 1966,
"Sewage Rate Hike sought by Locher,"” p. 61. At $0.65 MCF, Cleveland
still had the lowest rate of all major Ohio cities.

92City of Cleveland Financial Report, Department of Public
Utilities, Division of Water Pollution Control. Statements of Income
and Surplus 1966-69 and Debt Service Payments, Self-Supporting
Sewage Disposal Bonds, 1966-69. Sewage disposal cperating revenues
jumped from $4.9 million in 1965 to $6.6 million in 1966, but it appears
they were not entirely self-supporting until about 1967 (see financial
reports).

The continuing financial dependence of the Sewage Disposal
Division allowed the city to mix sewage disposal funds in with General
Fund tax monies. Water revenue could not be used since the Division's
funds were segregated by the Mortgage Indenture.

93The federal government passed its first Water Poilution Controi
Act in 1948. Its programs offered construction loans for local sewage
disposal plant improvements, grants for research and planning, and if
requested by a state, legal action against its polluters. The 1948 Act
gave the Surgeon General responsibility for the federal water pollution
program. U. S. Government, Public Law 845-80th Congress, 2nd
Session, passed June 30, 1948.



94Section 1240-4 of the State Code, quoted in the Memo of 12/5/49
from H. N. Hobart, Mayor's Executive Assistant to Mayor Thomas
Burke In Re: Sewage Disposal costs.; CP 28 June 1951, "Lausche Signs
Pollution Bill," p. 1; PD 30 June 1951, "Ohio Speeds Pollution Battle:
Won't Delay for New Law," p. 3; CP 28 Sept. 1951, "Pollution Law Gives
Violators Year of Grace," p. 4.

95Cleveland had four conditions for permit renewal: 1. Continue
satisfactory operation of Easterly. 2. Progress with expansion
underway and plan additional expansion at Southerly. 3. Prepare plans
for enlargement and higher degree of treatment at Westerly. 4. Proceed
with the sewering of the flats. CP 19 Aug. 1952, "Permit City to Dump
Sewage in Lake," p. 32.

96The daily average of the three plants was 202.5 million gallons.
City of Cleveland, Annual Report to the People, 1964-65, p. 54. The Ohio
Water Pollution Control Board ordered the city to step up facilities and
treatment at the Westerly Plant and an engineering study was started.
Annual Report to the People 1963-64.

97Q_E 24 Oct. 1964, "City Defends Its sewer Program Along
Cuyahoga,” p. A-16.

9892 18 Sept. 1964, "Showdown Fight Near on Poliution,"” pp.
Al&A4.; CP 29 Nov. 1964, "City Plans Sewer Study for a Cleaner
Lakefront,” p. A2; CP 8 Dec. 1964 "City Pollution Plans Demanded by
State," p. A1; PD 13 Jan. 1965, "City to Spend $6.7 Million on Pollution,"
p. 1; CP 13 Jan. 1965, "Ohio Aide Raps City on Sewers," p. A2.; CP 8
Feb. 1965, "City's Pollution Plans Are Called Inadequate," p. C5;

Cleveland was ordered to spend $10 to $12 million to upgrade the
inadequate Westerly Sewage Treatment Plant, PD 16 Sept. 1965 "Step
Toward a Cleaner Lake," p. 12.

99CP 26 Jan. 1966 "City to Seek Increase in Sewer Rate.” p. A1 &
A4. by way of comparison, he quoted the sewage rates of other major
Ohio cities.; PD 27 Jan. 1968, "Sewage Rate Hike Sought by Locher," p.
61; PD 28 Jan. 1966, "City Sewage Hike Too Small, Ohio Says," p. 35.



100CP 7 Feb. 1966, "City Sewer Rate Said 'Way Under-Priced," p.
A8.; CP 16 Feb. 1966, "Sewer Rate Hike Not Enough to Fight Pollution,
Says Sinkiewicz," p. C12; CP 11 Feb. 1966, "Council Will Set Hearings
for Big Attack on Pollution," p. AS.

101Those industries which used great quantities of water not
returned through the sewers, had special meters installed which
recorded only the water entering the sewer system.

102¢p 10 Feb. 1966, ed. "Paying the Pollution Bill," p. B6; CP 8
Feb. 1966, "Collision Course Seen on City Sewer Rates," p. A3. The City
Record, Feb. 23, 1966, p. 438; City of Cleveland, City Record, Ordinance
289-66. Passed Feb. 14, 1966, effective February 16, 1966.

103The Havens & Emerson Report was a "Preliminary Survey of
Water Pollution,” part of the comprehensive study the city agreed to
initiate in 1964.; CP 11 Mar. 1966, pp. A1 & A13. "Mayor Offers $66
million Plan for Major Assault on Pollution," pp- Al, A13; CP 10 May
1966, "City to Obtain Pollution Permit, Tied to Sewer Expansion,” p. A4.

104CP 10 Feb. 1966 “Rhodes Urges Crash Research at Save-Lake-
Erie-Now Seminar,” p. A1,A2; PD 28 Jan. 1966,"50 Cents? Locher Boils,
City Sewage Rate T'oo Small, Ohio Says," p. 35.; CP 4 Aug. 1965 "Locher
Charges State Won't Give City Any U.S. Pollution Funds," p.B8.; CP5
Aug. 1965, "Asks 90% U.S. Aid for Pollution Fight," pp. Al & A4,

105Based on 12,000cu. ft./yr, the 1966 sewage bills would be
Cleveland $7.80; Cincinnati $17.00 and $18.00; Columbus $20.40; Akron
$29.00; and Toledo $15.23. Ohio Department of Health Memo of 7/11/66
from George H. Eagle to Dr. W. Arnold, Director Chio Department of
Health, Water Pollution Control Board Records, Series 1800,
Administrative Files, Box 24. Ohio Historical Society, Columbus, Ohio.

106williamson, p. 185, 186.



107pD 1 Feb. 1933, "Refuses Water Cut to the Suburbs,” p. 5, PD
26 Feb. 1933 ed., "For Cheaper Water," p. 10; In 1934 total delinquency
in water bill payments was estimated between $1.35 and $1.4 million.
PD) 16 Jan. 1935 "Holds City Can't Cut Suburb's Water Rate," p- 12.

108Examples of political use of frugality in campaigns. Cleveland
has: the lowest water rates in the country; a utilities department whose
debt was completely self-supporting (Locher); and a Mayor who
tightened up his belt a few notches, cut budgets and expenses to the
bone without sacrificing the necessary city functions when voters
defeated an increase in the operating levy. (Celebrezze). Ralph Locher
Papers, MSS 3337, Box 13, Folders 2 and 7. The 1959, 1962, and 1965
Maaterials from Mayoral Campaigns --Celebrezze and Locher.
Anthony Celebrezze papers, MSS 4046, Box 6;

City of Cleveland Annual Reports to the People, 1950-1965 followed
the same themes e.g. city government was operated at a cost of $0.12 per
person per day and like its constituents, lived within its income
(Burke); the city set a new record in settling claims against the city,
paying out only .02% of the orginal amount (Locher).

109Celebrezze papers, MSS 4046, Folder 102. Note dated 10/27/53
from Harry A. Gillis to Anthony Celebrezze (Quote).

110K34in Research Papers, MSS 4219, Box 7.

111Department of Commerce, U. S. Census, County & City Data
Books for 1956, 1967, 1977. In 1950 7.8% of Cleveland's population was
over 65; in 1960 it was 9.9%I and 1970--10.6%.According to a city official,
many of Cleveland's elderly were scarred by the Depression. Klain
Research Papers, MSS 4219, Box 7.

112111_)_ 1 Jan. 1964, "City Council sick, League Finds," p. 1,9. The
number of blacks grew from 16.2% of the city's population in 1950 to
28.6% in 1960 (about 24% of the membership), and in 1967 they were an
estlmated 35.4% of the city population. Richard M. Bernard ed. Spow_

1 : Metropoli Politics in th h M in



World War II, Appendix Table A.4 Black Percentages of the
Populations of Areas in the Northeast and Midwest, 1940-1980. n.p.;

There were 10 black councilmen (about 30%) listed in the City of
Cleveland, Annual Report to the People of Cleveland in 1967;

Report of the National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders
(Kerner Commission 1968) pp. 48, 57, 90-91 shows black representation
in cities with small councils were not comparable to their numbers:
1967 Detroit, with a black population of about 35-37%, had one black out
of 9 councilmen; Newark, 52% black, had 2 blacks out of 9 ; and
Cincinnati with a black population of 27% had 1 black on its 9-member
council.

1131n Kenneth Greene's study of Cleveland City council, the
author concluded that Council Presidents were not policy-oriented and
city council members were not primarily concerned with influencing
council’s policy decisions. Committee chairmenships were used as
rewards for support of the council president rather than to develop
expertise that would allow council to critically examine proposals of
executive agencies and interest groups.Kenneth Greene, "Influences
on the Decision-Making in Cleveland City Council,” Department of
Political Science Allegheny College (1974) (Cleveland, Ohio WRHS).

114212 4 Nov. 1965, ed "Lessons for Mayor Locher." p. 16;
Quotations from: PD 11 Feb. 1968, “City Needs Self-Analysis, Revival;
"Milky-Livered City Government,” p. 12; PD 13 Feb. 1966, p. 6AA; "PD's
Leadership Call Finds Favorable Echo." p. 10.



CHAPTER FQUR

REGIONALIZATION OF CLEVELAND'S
WATER POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION,
1966 TO 1972

I. Introduction-The Problem of Water Pollution

The process of regionalizing the ownership and management of
Cleveland's Water Pollution Control Division was influenced by federal
and state efforts to abate pollution of the nation's waterways and by
local political relationships that governed the changes to be made. The
Federal initiatives to create a clean water environment played a crucial
role in convincing the local authorities that the system needed a
metropolitan administration to comply with the new higher water
quality standards. The organizational details of restructuring the
Water Pollution Control Division were the subject of negotiations
among Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, and the suburbs who held
divergent views on who should own and operate it. The process of
reaching agreement on a suitable metropolitan structure exposed the
discord among the area's governing entities that came from unresolved
past grievances and from new population patterns in the region.

Concern for the increasing pollution of the nation's waterways in
the early 1960s prompted a reexamination of existing federal and state
pollution controls which had evolved since the early 20th century when
cities addressed the health consequences of drinking contaminated

water.! After World War I1, the growing population and industrial
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output increased the flow of contaminants to a level that outstripped the
capacity of treatment plants to remove them. The environmental
movement challenged existing water quality standards as what
constituted "clean water" became more narrowly defined, and pollution
concerns expanded beyond the medical confines of public health to
become part of a nationwide drive to improve the country's
environment.2

This chapter will discuss how federal and state agencies made a
persuasive case for regionalizing Cleveland water pollution control
system; how the process of negotiating regional control of the system
reached a stalemate; and how the resolution of the conflict signified a

change in the area's political relationships.

II. Postwar Federal Water Pollution Policies

At the end of World War II, Federal interest in the control of
water pollution expanded beyond providing limited funds for state
research and planning to assuming leadership of the clean-water
movement. In the 1948 Water Pollution Control Act the federal
government acknowledged the importance of clean water as a public
health benefit but made it clear that states retained primary
responsibility for removing contaminants from their own lakes and
streams. The federal programs established under the act were
supervised by the Surgeon General in the Public Health Division of the
Federal Security Agency, beginning a bureaucratic migration which

reflected both the changing focus and the rising priority of




environmental reform within the government.3

In the 1950s, President Eisenhower improved federal enforcement
of state pollution regulations but drew back from committing
significant money to the programs. He reluctantly signed the 1956
amendments to the Water Pollution Control Act which for the first time
authorized direct grants for sewage treatment plant construction.
Under Eisenhower, the Public Health Service became part of the newly
formed Department of Health Education and Welfare (HEW).4

The Kennedy administration was more receptive to
environmental problems due in part to the activities of conservation
groups. Under Kennedy, the 1961 water pollution control amendments
increased the Federal grant money, liberalized the terms, and
broadened federal enforcement authority.5 There was little immediate
improvement, however; building and upgrading sewage treatment
facilities required long lead times to design and poilution control failed
to keep pace with postwar industrial and suburban expansion.6 City
and state officials argued for more federal funding, and conservation
activists pressed for a separate environmental agency whose focus
would go beyond the concerns of the Public Health Service. By the end
of 1964 a consensus was building for more federal responsibility and
leadership on environmental issues.”

President Johnson considered a cleaner environment part of his

great society program, articulating his vision of:

“a natural America restored to her people,...a creative
conservation of restoration and innovation concerned not with



nature alone but with the total relation between man and the
world around him....the promise was clear rivers, tall forests,

and clean air--a sane environment...."8

In 1965, Johnson's leadership produced a nationwide surge of interest
and activity on behalf of water pollution control as Congress debated a
new water quality bill.2

In identifying the worst cases of water pollution, the national
spotlight focused on the Lake Erie, the oldest and shallowest of the
Great Lakes, whose chemistry and biology had undergone significant
changes by 1965.10 The Lake's polluted condition alarmed scientists,
sanitarians and conservationists, all of whom saw dangers to its
aquatic life and to the health of the communities along its shoreline.
The most visible evidence of pollution was the contamination of waters
adjacent to Lake Erie's beaches and recreation facilities which
frequently made them unusable.11l In the summer of 1965, Public
hearings were organized by the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare (HEW) in Detroit, Cleveland, and Buffalo to increase public
awareness of the pollution problem and to plan a coordinated attack on
its abatement. Although the publicity that accompanied these hearings
tended to overstate the condition of a "dying" Lake Erie, state,
municipal, and industrial officials were confronted with enough solid
evidence of growing pollution to begin remedial programs.12

Michigan, Indiana, Ohio, and New York agreed to a
comprehensive abatement plan which required cities to provide

secondary treatment for all municipal sewage which neutralized up to



90% of the contaminants by chemical and biological means. In
anticipation of significant federal funding, ambitious timetables for the
construction and improvement of wastewater treatment plants were
laid out which called for plans, specifications, and financing to be in
place by February 1967 and plant construction to be completed by 1969.13

The 1965 Water Quality Act, passed in October, established a
national policy for the prevention, control, and abatement of water
pollution. States were allowed, however, to establish their own water
standards within federal guidelines and to retain their enforcement
activities. A separate Federal Water Pollution Control Administration
(FWPCA) within HEW was set up to administer the federal program
and approve state water quality standards.14 Preserving the
momentum, the Clean Water Restoration Act of 1966 called for a 5-year
$3.55 billion program, with annual grants for plant construction
ranging from $450 million to $1.25 billion. The federal share for
financing individual projects was 30% but could increase to 50% if the
state was willing to assume 25% of the estimated reasonable costs, and
if the state had enforceable water quality standards in place.15

National leadership in setting water quality standards and
authorizing funds to implement the program invigorated local and
state planning for pollution removal during the 1960s. In the process,
federal administrative responsibility for pollution abatement
progressed from direct control by the public health service to a separate
agency (the FWPCA) under HEW. In 1966, the agency's subsequent
move to the Department of Interior acknowledged the broader



significance of water pollution control as a component of total water
resource planning. The final step was taken in 1970 when all efforts to
improve the quality of water, air, and land were removed from cabinet
department control and consolidated into a new independent
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) housed in the Executive
Department

The implementation of the 1965 and 1966 federal legislation by
state enforcement agencies required local communities to devise
effective abatement plans and provide their share of the financing.
Cleveland's effort to meet these conditions ultimately contributed to a
permanent alteration in the structure of its municipal sewage disposal

operation.

III. Cleveland's Planning for a Clean Water Environment

The Cuyahoga River and large portions of Lake Erie were heavily

polluted during the 1960s;most of it came from three major sources:

1. Combined sewer overflows--the discharge of a sewage and
storm run-off mixture from Cleveland's combined sewer
system.

2. Wastewater treatment plant by-passes, overflows, and residual
pollution from the plants' effluent returned to the lake.

3. Direct industrial waste discharges.

Cleveland had a combined sewer system, built in the late 19th and
early 20th centuries, which consisted of large pipes into which both

sanitary sewage and rain water was discharged. Although all sanitary



sewage was carried to the treatment plants during dry weather, when
it rained, some of the mixed sewage and rain water was discharged
without treatment into the lakes and streams of the area.

Pollution from wastewater treatment plant by-passes and
overflows occured when the volume of wastewater exceeded the
maximum design flow of Cleveland's treatment plants. The growing
volume of suburban wastewater contributed to these overflows when it
reached the Cleveland's overloaded combined interceptors leading to
the three treatment plants. Residual contaminants in the water
routinely discharged from Cleveland's treatment plants into the lake
after processing (about 10-15%) also added to the pollution.

Industrial and commercial companies discarded pollutants such
as acid iron, linseed oil, and phenols directly into local rivers, storm
drains, and Lake Erie. Under Ohio law, these discharges were illegal
unless treated beforehand by businesses which had valid Ohio Water
Pollution Control Board permits to do so. Unlike municipal sanitary
wastes, industrial wastes covered a broad spectrum of substances
many of which required special treatment, and neutralization of some
chemicals and acids from the steelmaking and metal working
industries was considered either impossible or infeasible in 1968. Both
untreated and untreatable wastes were dumped into the Cuyahoga
River and Lake Erie, contaminating the water, limiting the oxygen
supply of the surface waters, and destroying plant and animal life.

In the early1960s, the majority of Cleveland's interceptor sewers
had adequate capacity for present and future service, and the

improvements underway at the treatment plants would provide



standard primary and secondary treatment for 10-15 years. However,
the 1965 federal Water Quality Act called for new water quality
standards and required improved contaminant removal from
wastewater. Only some of those new standards were met in
Cleveland's 1966 pollution abatement plan prepared by sanitary
consultants Havens and Emerson. According to the plan, the westerly
plant, with only primary treatment to remove solids, was to be rebuilt to
include secondary treatment which would permit the removal of 85-90%
of the pollutants; in order to bypass Cleveland's combined sewage and
storm water interceptors and reduce the periodic overflows of untreated
sewage, three major suburban sanitary interceptors leading directly to
the city's treatment plants were to be constructed.16

Cleveland R izes Its Water Pallution Control Divis

Cleveland's policy of low sewage rates for city customers, which
had caused discord with the suburbs and the Ohio Water Pollution
Control Board during the 1950s and 1960s, limited the city to a program
of treatment plant improvements. According to the OWPCB, Cleveland
was behind schedule on the design plans for three suburban express
sewers outlined in its 1966 abatement plan.17 The response to pollution
initiatives was grudging under Mayor Ralph Locher's frugal
administration. The long-term municipal thrift of Locher and his
predecessors was evident when Mayor Stokes, took office in Nov. 1967.
Stokes said of the city administration he inherited as follows:



"Before the election, I had no real conception of how ingrained,
how deep-seated the problems of this city are. The complacency
and apathy of the bureaucracy ...was something you couldn't
grasp from the outside. The difficulty of moving it, shaking it up,
was beyond my expectation....There was an almost palpable
resistance to any kind of change."18

Promising a dynamic commitment to clean water, Stokes
appointed Ben Stefanski, IT as the new Director of Public Utilities.
Stefanski was largely responsible for voter approval of a $100 million
Water Pollution bond issue in November 1968 giving fresh impetus to
the attack on water contamination.19 Havens and Emerson Inc.,
sanitary engineers and environmental consultants, also submitted an
updated 5-year Master Plan for Pollution Control in 1968 which
satisfied Ohio's federally-approved water quality standards. The added
improvements combined with inflation, had raised the plan's cost from
$66 million in 1966 to $211 million in 1968.

In 1969, Director Stefanski assigned responsibility for
implementing Cleveland's growing pollution abatement program to a
10-man Clean Water Task Force of younger professionals--a
responsibility which included compliance with OWPCB orders to
upgrade the system. The Task Force, under Director Dr. Edward
Martin, was directly responsible to Stefanski, bypassing the
professional engineers within the Division organization.20 To make
certain that all aspects of the abatement program were centralized, the
Task Force took over responsibility for sewer design and construction

from the Service Department. Although the Clean Water Task Force



was confident that it could handle the job, most of their personnel had

little hands-on experience in sewage design, or construction.21

Iv. Financing the New Water Pollution Control Programs

In spite of the 1966 Clean Water Restoration Act provisions,

Federal and state financing of pollution abatement programs was less
than expected, and local resources were insufficient to complete the
long-term improvements needed to meet higher water quality
standards. All cost projections in Cleveland's $211 million master plan
assumed that federal funds would provide a large share of its capital
expenditures, to be supplemented by the city's $100 million bond issue
available for the local program.

Funding specified in the Clean Water Restoration Act was not
appropriated by Congress between 1968 and 1970.22 Of the $700 million
authorized for fiscal 1968-1969, only $214 Million was made available,
and Ohio received only $9 million of that. A similar amount was
available in fiscal 1969-1970--barely 1/4 of the $1 billion authorized for
that year. For fiscal 1970-71, Congress increased the water pollution
control appropriation to $800 million over President Richard Nixon's
protests, and $1 billion was made available for fiscal 1971-72.23 The
discrepancy between allocation and appropriation from 1968 to 1970
related to the escalation of the Viet Nam war which by 1967 cost the
federal government about $2 billion per month. That, and inflation




which was eroding the dollar's purchasing power combined to make
less federal money available for pollution abatement.24 Nevertheless,
the Federal Water Pollution Control Administration pressured local
communities to continue their scheduled sewage disposal
improvements. Without funding however, it was impossible to meet
the ambitious pollution abatement schedules the federal government
had encouraged local communities to adopt. By 1971, Cleveland had
received a federal grant of $600,000 to upgrade the Easterly plant and
was promised about $2.4 million more in federal funds to reimburse the
city for money already spent for improvements there.25

For 10 years prior to 1966, federal funds for water pollution
projects had been allocated through the states; Ohio distributed its
allocation according to a priority formula which favored small town
and county sewer projects over those in major cities where pollution
was the greatest.26 Although pressure from Cleveland and the Federal
government forced Ohio to modify its formula in 1968, the city remained
too far down the priority list to receive the limited funds that were
available.27 Ohio contributed no state money until federal criticism of
its underfunded pollution program prodded the state to establish the
Ohio Water Development Authority (OWDA) in 1968.28 With the aid of
a $100 million voter-approved bond issue for sewage treatment
improvement, state loan funds were available to the OWDA which
administered both the loan program for construction of pollution
abatement facilities and the state's federal allocation. Under the
program, Ohio contributed 30% of the project cost by mixing federal



and state monies together, leaving 70% of the loan plus interest to be
paid back by local communities.29

Lack of outside funding significantly slowed the ambitious
programs conceived during the initial concern for water pollution
control. In spite of that, federally sponsored conferences on Lake Erie
Pollution continued to be held although they appeared to "sag under the
weight of (their) own reports."30 About half of the cities, including
Cleveland, and almost 3/4 of the industries were behind schedule on
their anti-pollution programs, and little progress was made to solve
Lake Erie's pollution problems.:‘]1 In his 1970 testimony before the
Senate Public Works Committee, Mayor Stokes urged the government to
guarantee the availability of Federal funds through all stages of project
development and to institute a more rational system of determining
which projects within the state should receive financial help.32- Water
pollution abatement needed dependable federal funding on a much

larger scale to complete the nation's clean water restoration program.

Local Financing of Cleveland's Water Pollution Control Program

Cleveland's Water Poilution Control Division had $100 million in
voter-approved sewage disposal bonds to finance its program, and it
sold $40 million bonds in 1970 to continue its master plan for pollution
abatement. In order to cover the annual principal and interest (debt
service) payments on this latest bond sale, the Division needed a sewage
rate increase.33 Accordingly, in February 1970 Cleveland raised the

1966 sewage rates from $0.65 per 1,000 cubic feet (MCF) to $1.18 MCF in



the city, and from $1.12 MCF to $1.98 in the direct service suburbs to
obtain sufficient funds.34 The increases were less than those
recommended by Havens and Emerson in their 1969 sewage rate study,
indicating that Cleveland continued to praétice political rate-setting.35
The animosity between city and suburbs (see Chapt. Three) surfaced
again when the new rates went into effect, as communities outside the
city were reminded that they were still subject to Cleveland's arbitrary
rate-setting authority.36 The suburbs discussed filing a lawsuit to
reduce the latest increase as they had done in 1958, but instead, they
suggested negotiations with Cleveland and Cuyahoga County for area-
wide administration of the sewer and water syst:ems.37 The sewage
rate increase gave them an opportunity to seek a regional structure that

would include suburban participation.
V. Negotiations for Water Pollution Control Regionalization

Sewerage systems like Cleveland's are regional in nature, built to
conform with the drainage basins formed by natural streams and
designed to convey wastewater downward by gravity to the lowest
elevations for treatment. Since all of Cuyahoga County was part of a
drainage basin emptying into Lake Erie, a regional sewage disposal
system could be administered either by the county or special district
authority, even though its local sewers and streams crossed many
municipalities in their course. It seemed inevitable to the engineers,
who planned pollution abatement projects, that Cleveland and its

suburban areas should be partners in a common disposal system under



metropolitan control. By 1968, 12 other major cities had adopted
metropolitan sewage authorities across the United States.38

However logical regional administration might be, there were
daunting political difficulties. Local urban reformers had made a
sustained effort to give Cuyahoga County home rule so that it could
administer Cleveland's water and sewage disposal systems. However,
the 1950 and 1959 county home rule charters detailing county
reorganization failed to receive approval from a majority of the voters.
In another approach, the Cuyahoga County Regional Planning
Commission helped secure state legislation in 1949 to permit the
formation of independent regional water and sewer districts and
produced a coordinated plan for a metropolitan water and sewer
district.39 The suburbs, plagued by chronic water shortages, appeared
receptive to the idea in 1953, but Cleveland had no incentive to share
control of its water and sewage systems.40 By 1970, however, the need
to abate water pollution made metropolitan administration of

Cleveland's water pollution control program a feasible alternative.

The preliminary negotiations among Cleveland, the suburbs, and
Cuyahoga county to regionalize Cleveland's water pollution control
operation began in February 1970--a time when Cleveland, its suburbs,

and the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board (OWPCB) were on a



collision course. At that time, a succession of interrelated events
occurred which demonstrated the deep division between city and
suburb over restructuring the area's pollution abatement program.

Since the mid-1960s, the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board had
urged Cleveland to implement its master plan to abate pollution and
use its $100 million Bond issue to begin its construction program. The
city, however, had consistently failed to meet the Board's water cleanup
schedules and did not have an exceptionally good record in comparison
with other Ohio cities.41 According to George Eagle, Chief Engineer of
Ohio's Department of Health, Cleveland's Clean Water Task Force did
not appear to know where it was going. He said of the group:

"They have a nice bundle of papers that is full of ideas, but it does
not contain the specifics of getting ahead with construction. We

don't see any dirt flying in Cleveland, and it should be."42

Anxious to see some tangible evidence of progress, the Board gave the
city a deadline of April 1st, 1970 to carry out its current orders or face
legal action. At issue was the specific 1966 order to complete the detail
plans and specifications for the Southwest, Heights, and Broadway
suburban express interceptors linking the suburbs in those areas with
Cleveland's treatment plants.43

Cleveland would not undertake the Board-ordered plans relating
to the three suburban express interceptors until it obtained consent
from the suburban governments involved to finance their construction.
The consent was necessary because each suburb--not Cleveland--owned

its own sewer collection system. The interceptors, critical to the city's



pollution abatement program, would connect the suburban local sewer
systems directly to the Easterly or Southerly wastewater treatment
plants bypassing Cleveland's overloaded interceptor system.44
Threatened with legal action from the OWPCB over their delay in
producing plans for the three express interceptors, Utilities Director
Stefanski sought leverage through the city's water contracts with
individual suburbs by placing a ban on all new water connections in
them. The water ban, if prolonged, would effectively slow down the
booming suburban construction activity, as buildings could not be
occupied without water permits. This expedient would force the
suburbs to connect their locally-owned sewer systems to the proposed
interceptor servicing their area, thereby obligating them to finance 90%
of the interceptor's construction.45

Both the sewage rate increase and the water ban, which were
imposed at the same time, reminded the suburbs once again of
Cleveland’s unilateral control over vital services. They also perceived
that Cleveland's need for their consent gave them an opportunity to
pursue discussions for a county-wide water and sewer authority where
they might obtain some influence over the rate-setting mechanisms of
both systems. If that happened Cleveland could no longer manipulate
the rates to favor its own constituents. Therefore, the suburbs proposed
discussions to regionalize both systems as an alternative to instituting a
legal challenge to the latest sewage rate increase.46

It was not an auspicious time to begin such discussions. The
water ban controversy created tensions among the city and county

participants which included County Commissioners Hugh Corrigan,



Frank Gorman and Frank R. Pokorny, Mayor Carl Stokes, Dr. Edward
Martin of the Task Force, Utilities Director Stefanski, Mayors John
Petruska of Parma, and Charles Mooney of Fairview Park. Discussion
focused on a county-run sewer authority, and issues of organizing and
financing a regionally-owned water pollution control program revealed
conceptual differences on what the city and suburban roles should be.

Cuyahoga County Commissioners already managed sewage
systems in outlying areas not served by the city; they were anxious to
assume control of the city's Water Pollution Control Division and
develop a closer relationship with Cleveland officials in solving
pollution problems.47 The goal of the Stokes' administration was to
retain as much authority as possible, which it believed could be
accomplished if Cuyahoga County took over all wastewater treatment
facilities and major interceptors in the county and permitted the city to
operate them. As Cleveland saw it, the county would secure suburban
agreement to the reorganization, then set the sewage rates, and hire
Cleveland to operate the system. Privately, Dr. Martin, Director of the
Clean Water Task Force, believed that if Cuyahoga County controlled
the system, the state limits on the county's bonding authority would
interfere with its ability to finance the abatement program. In that case
Cleveland could act as the county's agent in implementing the program
and securing additional capital funds through the Ohio Water
Development Authority loan program. According to Martin, whether
or not the city operated the system, it could retain much of its former

control.48 Cleveland consistently refused to consider regionalizing the



ownership of its self-sustaining water system--the idea was non-
negotiable according to Mayor Stokes. He believed that the suburbs had
no basic commitment to Cleveland's problems, and by retaining control
of its regional water system, future city administrations could use it to
secure suburban attention to Cleveland's concerns.49

The suburbs had initiated the negotiations instead of filing a
lawsuit to roll back the sewage rate increase, and many of them favored
an independent metropolitan water and sewer district where they could
participate in setting equitable user rates for both services.50 Mayors
Irving Konigsberg of University Heights and John Petruska of Parma
were among those who saw the water and sewage functions as two
parts of a cyclical process which should be governed as one unit-—-so that
water service could not be denied as a means of coercion.91 In 1970,
suburban support for a regional rather than a county-run authority
was fortified by the knowledge that for the first time, suburban
population exceeded that of Cleveland .52

The city and its suburbs were far apart in their plans for regional
governance. Cleveland's continuation of the water tap-in ban
encouraged uncompromising stands on both sides, and the legacy of
mistrust resulting from years of disputed rate increases intensified the
stalemate. Under the circumstances, it was impossible to agree on an
acceptable framework for regional control.53 The major issue to
emerge from these early negotiations was whether the suburbs would
be significantly involved in the pollution abatement decisions or
whether Cleveland, under the aegis of the County, would retain
substantial authority to carry out the program as it saw fit.



The Ohio Water Pollution Control Board's ultimatum regarding
Cleveland's pollution abatement program and the preliminary
negotiations for the regionalization of Cleveland's sewage disposal
systems intersected again at the April 15, 1970 Board hearing held in
Cleveland. At the hearing, the OWPCB learned that Cleveland had not
complied its order to prepare the detailed plans for the Heights,
Broadway (Southeast) and Southwest express suburban interceptor
sewers, first ordered in 1966.54 The Board responded by imposing a ban
on new sewer connections in the city to prevent further pollution of
Lake Erie--the first time in the Board's 19-year history it had taken this
action against a major urban area. If continued, the sewer ban, like
the water ban, would discourage new building projects in Cleveland
since all completed structures required both types of permits before they
could be occupied.55

At the same meeting, federal and state authorities learned how
great the differences were between Cleveland and the suburbs on an
acceptable regional authority. Representing the suburbs, Guerin
Avery, Executive Secretary of the Cuyahoga Mayors and City Managers
Association, detailed the shortcomings of Cleveland's Utility
Department, citing its unilateral imposition of sewage charges on the
suburbs in violation of their contract; its arbitrary imposition of the
water tap-in ban; its gross understatement of the city's own pollution
problems; its lack of technical competence in design and construction of
adequate facilities; its underestimates of the new system's cost; and its

underutilization of existing facilities.56



Avery also presented the Mayors Assocation regional plan to the
Board which called for an independent regional district, operating both
water and sewage disposal systems with significant suburban
participation in its decision-making. This differed markedly from the
county-run sewage disposal authority discussed by city and county
officials in which Cleveland would operate the facility. The Board's
imposition of a sewer ban on Cleveland at the April 15th meeting
signified the end of its patience with the city's delay in carrying out its
orders and also revealed the very real differences between city and
suburb over the regional administration of the Water Pollution Control
Division of the Public Utilities Department. Recognizing the problem,
federal and state representatives at the hearing offered their assistance
in resolving city-suburban differences, stressing the importance of
better relations among local governments in the county.57 As it turned
out, the Board's ban on new sewer connections in Cleveland served to
move the city ahead on its master plan for pollution abatement and to

encourage the resolution of its conflict with the suburbs.

VI. Cleveland's Authority To Operate Its Water and Water Pollution
Control Divisions is Challenged

leveland and i rbs-- i
In its drive to secure suburban financing of the three interceptors
by coercion rather than consensus, Cleveland tested the limits of its
municipal authority outside the city, apparently heedless of the

repercussions its action might provoke. Aware of its declining



population in relation to the expanding suburbs, the city administration
felt compelled to maintain its failing hegenomy over the two basic
systems whose existence had helped define Cleveland as a growing and
prosperous community in the 19th and 20th centuries. By so doing, the
city also helped coalesce suburban desire to participate in future rate-
setting and if possible, to deny Cleveland operational control of either
s.yst;em.58

Cleveland's view, as expressed by Mayor Stokes, was that the
central city formed the base for solving region-wide problems with
suburbs sharing the cost. The suburbs had been built up at the expense
of the city, and many of their residents were middle class defectors who
bore some responsibiliy for central city problems and who had the
resources to help resolve them. According to the Mayor, they exploited
the city from their suburban "hidaways", contributing to the pollution
of the environment common to both of them.59 The suburbs were
obliged to acknowledge their pollution; accept Cleveland's anti-pollution
plan; and agree to finance the construction that would benefit them.

Stokes point of view reflected a nationally influential approach to
urban problems. The poverty and distress in the central city was
viewed as an urban crisis caused by a growing imbalance between its
resources and its needs which could be remedied by utilizing the taxing
capacity of the suburbs. The problem was to establish suburban
responsibility for the crisis. It was also assumed that city funds were
subsidizing the cost of municipal services it delivered to the suburbs.60
Many urban writers dismissed the suburbs as trivial, parochial, small

governments unable to offer quality public services to their growing



populations.61 In this context, Cleveland's suburbs were considered
appendages to the urban core, not as partners in negotiating a solution
to the water pollution problem. They were havens for the upper middle
class who could well afford to subsidize city-owned municipal
functions. Cleveland's control of regional municipal services made it
the central focus of the area, and the regionalization of the sewage
disposal and water systems proposed by suburban groups was an
unreasonable dilution of city authority over two functions it had
successfully owned and operated since they were built.

The suburbs on the other hand, saw themselves as being
exploited by Cleveland, forced to subsidize the city-owned water and
sewage disposal systems so that Cleveland's elected officials could
maintain artificially low water and sewage rates for their constituents.
While many of Cuyahoga County's suburban governments had
accepted and paid for Cleveland's water and sewage service as they
grew from villages to cities, their phenomenal postwar growth
encouraged them to seek change in the city-suburban political
relationship as it related the the administration of a regional service.62
When the city actively resisted any suburban participation, officials
there used the courts to obtain the policy-making role they sought--one
that would acknowledge their growing importance to the metropolitan
area.

For Cleveland to share authority over a major municipal function
with its satellites would be a tacit admission that its traditional
economic dominance over them was no longer valid. Actually, the city-

suburban economic connection was becoming less and less significant,




as the communities outside Cleveland's borders grew and changed. In
the aggregate, the suburbs reflected considerably more sociceconomic
diversity than they had in the past; central city jobs that once had
defined the commuter lifestyle for many were redistributed throughout
the area. Cleveland understood that the incomes of its residents had
declined relative to the incomes of suburbanites and relative to the
metropolitan area as a whole, and its status as the central city was at
risk.63 Anxious to preserve its preeminence,Cleveland tried to

maintain its past hegenomy without change.

leveland' llision with the Futur

Cleveland saw its control of the area's pollution abatement
program slipping. It was unable to compel the suburbs to finance the
three express suburban interceptors necessary to continue its pollution
abatement program. The city discovered that the OWPCB would not
accept further delay in completing the suburban interceptor design
plans ordered by the Board in 1966. Also, the higher federal and state
water quality standards made the city vulnerable to pressure from the
suburbs to give up control of its water pollution control facilities.

In the spring and summer of 1970, Utilities Director Stefanski
tried to recapture control of its pollution abatement program through
manipulation of its water contracts with the suburbs to force their
agreement to its pollution abatement plans. The city's February 1970
water tap-in ban on the suburbs had proved ineffective, invalidated by a

court decision favorable tc the Builders Association of Greater



Cleveland in their lawsuit to overturn it.54 When sales of new water
permits resumed in June, Stefanski canceled all suburban water
contracts in order to restructure their terms giving Cleveland the
uncontested right to impose water tap-in bans in the future.69 In
addition, the city unilaterally raised the water rates 37%--the first
increase since 1958-- which was needed to finance a 5-year $19 million
program for water system maintenance and capital improvements.66
Suburban protests to the contrary, the water rate increase was justified,
but sandwiched between successive efforts by the city to force suburban
participation in their water pollution plans, the rate increase was still
another source of aggravation to the communities outside the city.67
As expected, 51 suburbs challenged the 37% water rate increase in
the fall of 1970 by filing a lawsuit to bar Cleveland from collecting the
additional revenue; it also asked the court to devise an equitable
formula for future water rate increases.68 The large number of
participants showed the extent of suburban resentment over the city's
latest exercise of its rate-setting authority.69 This remedial litigation
precluded any further water rate increases until the case was settled.
Cleveland still had the OWPCB ban on new sewer connections in
the city to contend with. A month after it was imposed in April 1970,
Cleveland challenged the Board's authority by unilaterally deciding
that its pollution level was now in compliance with the Board's water
pollution standards, and the city resumed issuing new sewer tap-in
permits.’0 Summarily rejecting Cleveland's move, the Board gathered
evidence of the city's continued pollution, and filed suit in Cuyahoga



County Common Pleas Court September 3, 1970 for a permanent
injunction to sustain the ban on new sewer permits. The court's
decision to grant the Board's request confirmed Ohio Water Pollution
Control Board's right to use the ban as a legitimate enforcement
measure.’! The sewer ban remained in place a year and a half first, as
a way to enforce state pollution abatement orders and secondly, as an
incentive to keep city-suburbs negotiations moving toward area-wide
ownership of the water pollution control system.’2 The use of water
and sewer bans as enforcement agents and the resort to court action in
order to achieve equity demonstrated the difficulty in achieving a
regional agreement when political relationships were changing within
the area.

A month before the OWPCB lawsuit was filed in September,
Mayor Stokes replaced Stefanski as Utility Director in order to mend
Cleveland's fractured relationships with the suburbs. Effective August
1, 1970, William Gaskill, former City Manager of East Cleveland, was
appointed Director of the Department of Public Utilities.’3 The new
director initiated more flexible responses to pollution issues than his
predecessor. His reasonable approach established a fresh line of
communication between Cleveland and the OWPCB, bridging much of
the gap that had existed for several years between them. However,
Cleveland's pollution abatement program itself was still in disarray
and behind schedule. The Clean Water Task Force, in charge of the
program since 1969, lacked the competence to move ahead from the
design and engineering stage to the action stage, and knowledgeable

members of the Stokes administration criticized their work. A senicr



civil engineer employed by the city believed that a shortage of sewer
design and construction experience among the Clean Water Task Force
personnel made it virtually impossible for the group to do an adequate
job. There was not enough thought, or engineering professionalism
given to what services the city wanted.’4 The Task Force's flawed
performance and a tight city budget allowed Gaskill to disband the
group in the Spring of 1971 and restore control of the pollution
abatement program to Charles Crown, the new Commissioner of Water

Pollution Control, who was experienced in the sanitation field.75

VII. The Formation of the Cleveland Regional Sewer District

ionalization- nd F 1 Participation in the Fin

Both federal and state pollution agencies encouraged area-wide
control of Cleveland's sewage treatment facilities in order to execute the
pollution abatement plans. Although Cleveland ignored the agencies'
advice through 1970, they continued to urge a resolution of the
differences that separated Cleveland from its suburbs. The OWPCB
maintained its ban on new sewer connections in the city and remained
the primary enforcer of water quality standards in Ohio until the end of
1970 when the federal government took over.

In December 1970 the Federal government reorganized its anti-
pollution efforts by forming the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). By this time, it was clear that the expenditure of over $5 billion
had not significantly reduced pollution in the nation's waterways. The



Federal environmentally-related activites had grown up piecemeal over
the years, and its control over municipal and industrial polluters was
ineffective.’® Asa result, the EPA consolidated the various agencies
related to land, water, and air pollution into a systematic structure.”

The tempo of Federal water quality enforcement was stepped up
under EPA Administrator, William Ruckleshaus, who immediately
issued Cleveland a 180-day notice specifying pollution abatement
measures it must take or face a Federal lawsuit.’8 He also filed suits
in Federal Court against Harshaw Chemical, Sherwin-Williams, and
Jones & Laughlin Steel for polluting the Cuyahoga River.’® Laterin
1971, the EPA issued similar 180-day notices to Cleveland's suburbs, in
order to stimulate serious negotiations on a regional sewer system.80
The EPA also supported the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board's
action to extend the ban on new sewer connections to the suburbs.81

The sewer ban extension posed a real threat to the suburbs where
construction was heavy, and 23 suburban governments filed suit March
8, 1971 to prevent its imposition and finally, to challenge the sewage
rate increase imposed in Feb. 1970.82 With the 1970 sewage rate
increase now a subject of litigation, the city could neither vote
additional rate increases nor could it finance any more capital
improvements. Initially the suit involved only sewage rates because the
suburbs saw no hope of wresting control of the system from Cleveland
or taking over its ownership.83 As evidence developed in the case,
however, ownership became the issue, and the suburbs asked the court
to establish either a county water pollution control system run by the



commissioners or a regional sewer authority controlled by a board of
trustees with Cleveland denied a board majority.84 The sewer ban on
new construction, which precipitated the March lawsuit, was not
imposed on the suburbs. Much to the chagrin of federal officials, the
OWPCB backed down on extending the sewer ban beyond Cleveland
after it was assured by city and suburban representatives that
negotiations for a regional sewer system were progressing.85 Both
state and federal agencies were anxious to keep the discussions going,
as they recognized that no real progress would be made in the area's
pollution abatement until the program had adequate financing. The
inconclusive negotiations for metropolitan water pollution control
revealed the divergent positions of city and suburb on restructuring the
system--positions which state and federal enforcement efforts failed to

resolve.
ionalization--Th D

"Unlike other groups...suburban leaders do not focus attention on
elections....Rather they direct their energies into courthouse

struggles for suburban right:s..."s6

Like others, Cuyahoga County's suburbs increasingly relied on
the courts to secure the equity they could not attain in face-to-face
negotiations with the City of Cleveland. Thus, the Common Pleas
court was progressively drawn into the ongoing dispute over
regionalizing Cleveland's water pollution control program, which was

now two years behind schedule. Before court intervention, however, a



final attempt was made in 1971 to negotiate a compromise settlement.
(Cleveland's refusal to give up the water system, over which it had
complete control, had removed it from consideration by this time.)

A Metropolitan Cleveland Sewerage System proposal, agreed to by
representatives from Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, and the suburbs,
featured a new compromise--the promise of uniform sewage rates for
all users of Cleveland's sewage disposal system after a specified
number of years. The plan also called for placing water pollution
under County control with Cleveland initially responsible for the
system's operation.87 The flaw in this Metropolitan Cleveland
Sewerage concept was that by law, the County Commissioners could
not delegate their decision-making authority to others, denying the
suburbs direct participation in the sewage rate-making process. As
operators of the system, Cleveland's recommendations would guide the
County Commissioners' rate-making decisions, but the commissioners
would not necessarily be swayed by suburban concerns. Although
Walter Kelley, Shaker Heights Law Director and Charles Mooney,
Mayor of Fairview Park and President of the Cuyahoga Mayors and
City Manager Association had agreed to the proposal, it was
unsatisfactory to suburban Mayors John Petruska of Parma, Raymond
Stachewicz of Garfield Heights, and Irving Konigsberg of University
Heights, who led the fight for direct participation in a regional sewer
district independent of Cleveland's operational control.88 To them, the
elimination of the rate differential at some future date was not a
significant concession. Rate-setting authority was the non-negotiable

issue, one on which they would not compromise.‘s9



After two years of futile negotiations there was no agreement on
how to restructure Cleveland's water pollution control program,
neither city nor suburb would yield. In December 1971, Common Pleas
Judge George McMonagle intervened. using the court's right to
organize a district under its broad equity powers over public health and
safety. McMonagle took responsibility for creating a Cleveland regional
Sewage System, soliciting restructuring plans from Cleveland,
Cuyahoga County, and representatives of the suburban governments.
Ralph Perk, who had just been elected Mayor in November 1971,
brought a fresh approach to the problem. Instead of the County-run
sewage system supported by Mayor Stokes, Perk proposed an
independent regional sewer district with a Board of Trustees heavily
weighted with Cleveland appointees, but one which also included
Cuyahoga county and suburban members. The district would own and
operate the wastewater treatment system and the major intercepi:ors.90
Although material differences remained, Cleveland had acknowledged
the principle of county and suburban participation.

On February 1, 1972 Judge McMonagle consolidated the two cases
under his jurisdiction: the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board v, City of
Cleveland which maintained the sewer ban, and the City of Beachwood,
et al v. City of Cleveland which challenged the 1970 sewage rate
increase. To secure suburban cooperation, the Judge also ordered
Cleveland's sewer ban extended to all those connected with the city's
system.91 After extensive hearings most of the regional issues were

resolved, and Judge McMonagale created the Cleveland Regional



Sewer District in a Memordandum of Opinion issued April 4, 1972.
Cleveland's sewage treatment and disposal facilities, interceptor
sewers, and land, facilities, equipment and working capital were
transferred to the District, but the local sewer collection systems
remained under control of their individual communities. City and
suburban sewage rates would be equalized after 25 years, at which time
the suburban share of the system's original cost to Cleveland would
have been paid.92 To clarify city and suburban responsibililties,
Cleveland was designated Subdistrict 1 and the suburbs Subdistrict 2.
Two issues in the Memorandum raised objections from both the
city and suburbs: the amount of compensation due the city for its
facilities ($29,869,250) which Cleveland thought too low; and
representation on the new district's Board of Trustees. McMonagle had
set up a seven-member Board with 3 appointed by the Mayor, 2 by the
County Commissioners, and 2 by the Governor of Ohio. Mayor Perk
objected because Cleveland, which built the system and still produced
the greatest amount of sewage, did not appoint a majority of the
trustees, and the suburbs protested their lack of direct
representation.93 Neither Perk nor the suburban mayors, however,
were anxious to formally appeal McMonagle's decision--a move that
would be expensive and continue the ban on new sewer connections
which was taking its toll on all new construction in the area.94 Asa
result, they satisfactorily negotiated their concerns on both issues with
each other and with the Judge; the city's compensation was raised to
$32 million, and the Board appointment authority was revised so that

Cleveland and the suburbs each appointed 2 members, the county



commissioners 1, and of the remaining 2 members, 1 would be selected
by the subdistrict with the most sewage and 1 by the subdistrict with the
greatest population in the service area. Initially, both of those
appointments belonged to Cleveland giving it a majority on the Board,
but by 1984 the suburban population served by the district exceeded that
of the city, and the suburbs assumed that Board appointment.
Although other suburban sewage systems in Cuyahoga County were
not required to join the sewer district, the District had regulatory
authority over all their discharges as well of those of the local collection
systems owned by the individual communities.95

The Cleveland Regional Sewer District was formally established
July 18, 1972, making it eligible for significant federal funding.96 The
timing was fortuitous. In October 1972 Congress approved a $24 billion
federal water pollution program providing 75% federal funding for
EPA-mandated construction projects to clean up the waterways.97
This was the major financial commitment to pollution reduction

needed to move the program forward.

Cleveland's Regional Water Systemn
Mayor Stokes's adamant stand against regionalizing the water
system reflected the the value Cleveland put on its largest asset. In
retrospect,the Mayor said,

"I probably would have been a strong advocate of metropolitan
government....In the interest of Cleveland's survival, however, I
probably would have continued to fight, as the present mayors
have done, to keep control of the water system....In the absence of
some kind of muscle, some kind of authority to use against the




maneuvering of regional governments, they would certainly
subject Cleveland to whatever deprivation they could."98

The regionalized water system did remain under Cleveland's
control but with added restrictions on the policies it could pursue.
Litigation over water rate increases filed by the suburbs in Nov. 1970
was settled in May 1974, when the court upheld the increase imposed by
the city four years earlier.99 Long-deferred water rate increases were
then approved by City Council in 1974 and 1976, but they failed to provide
sufficient funds to pay for maintenance, repairs, and capital
improvements on the deteriorating system. Council's automatic
pattern of resistance to increased utility rates produced two inadequate
rate increases which failed to meet the system's real needs.100

The deplorable condition of the water system, its service
deficiencies and rate-setting policies, led the suburbs to file another
lawsuit in 1976, and in 1978 Common Pleas Judge George McMonagle
ordered a regional water district established. Cleveland appealed the
decision. Since there were no compelling environmental concerns to
force regional ownership on the unwilling city, the 8th District Ohio
Court of Appeals ruled that such an authority could not be formed
without Cleveland's consent. At the same time, the court returned the
city-suburban dispute to Judge McMonagle, giving him the right to put
the system into receivership if a settlement could not be reached.101
The agreement, finally concluded in May 1981, sustained Cleveland's
control of the system in return for the city's promise to implement a 10-

year, $900 million capital improvements program. The city also was



required to accept a more equitable suburban water rate formula which
would keep the dollar value of future increases the same between city
and suburban users.102 The day of reckoning had arrived for
Cleveland's "penny-wise and pound-foolish" policies. Under court
order, the postponed construction and maintenance of its water system
had to be carried out at a much greater cost.103 While the regional
water system was still owned and managed by the city, its
administrative authority was constrained by the court-imposed water-
rate formula and by the need to follow through on almost $1 billion of

court-mandated improvements.

VIII. Conclusion

The environmental movement of the mid-1960s helped bring about
a new political agenda which gave high priority to a better quality of
life. A key element in the movement was the effort to clean up the
nation's waterways which resulted in new federally-imposed water
quality standards. The capital demands of a more advanced pollution
abatement program to meet these new higher water quality standards
made regional control of Cleveland's metropolitan sewage disposal
system more urgent. Despite state and federal pressures, shifting
political relationships among greater Cleveland area governments
made it difficult to put such a program into effect.

Although Cleveland struggled to maintain control of its Water
Pollution Control Division, it could not manipulate the regionalization

process in the face of suburban determination to participate in any



restructuring of the system. Part of the problem in agreeing on a
metropolitan system was Cleveland's continuing perception of the
suburbs as the well-to-do dependencies subject to city control over area-
wide municipal functions. Cleveland was unwilling to acknowledge
the growing suburban independence of the central city and their right
to share in the determination of the utility rates they had to pay.
Maintaining service control was Cleveland's way of confirming its
status as the area's central city in spite of its ongoing economic decline.

Suburban intransigence was based on Cleveland's past history of
discriminatory sewage rate-setting. When city-suburban negotiations
over restructuring the water pollution contrcl program breke down, the
suburbs went to court. Exercising its authority over the area's public
health, the Common Pleas Court used pending lawsuits by the Ohio
Water Pollution Control Board and the suburbs as the basis for
settlement. Court intervention clearly demonstrated the inability of the
city, county and suburbs to manage the tensions that arose among
them during a period of increased national concern over pollution
abatement.

The Cleveland Regional Sewer District imposed by the court
allocated Board appointment authority among Cleveland, suburban,
and Cuyahoga County governments. The region received a
professionally managed water pollution control program and an
administrative system which satisfied the changing political
relationships in the area. Use of the single function district, however,

removed the sewage disposal operation one step further from direct



voter control and added to the growing complexity of local government
by forming yet another independent agency in the area. But the
present political realities were more important to the participants than
the abstract notion of "government complexity.” The regional district
was a compromise between the comprehensive metropolitan
government county home rule advocates sought to establish on the one
hand and the status quo on the other. Although the independent
district was not directly accountable to the voters, that drawback was
considered a tolerable price to pay for the equitable redistribution of
political authority in the affairs of the greater Cleveland area.

The change also was significant, in a larger context. The new
partnership of Cleveland, Cuyahoga County and the suburbs in making
policy for regional water pollution control acknowledged the
permanence of suburban growth. Since the 19th century suburbs had
been defined by their role as satellites of the central city. The
accelerated movement of housing and jobs beyond the city limits in the
post World War II period weakened Cleveland's control over its
domain, and the rapid sociceconomic development of the suburbs gave
them legitimate entry into the area's regional governance. These
municipalities along with the county collectively demanded and
received a corresponding change in the traditional political
relationships within the metropolitan area, signified by their inclusion
in the administration of the newly-organized Cleveland Regional Sewer
District.



CHAPTER FOUR

REGIONALIZATION OF CLEVELAND'S WATER POLLUTION
CONTROL DIVISION
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34The City Record, 2/18/70, pp. 408-409. Ordinance No. 2146-69
(charges in Cleveland and Ordinance No. 2147-69 (charges outside
Cleveland)., (Cleveland Public Library).

35 The report recommended a city rate of $1.32 MCF for the city
and $2.17 MCF for the direct service suburbs to be in effect for 3 years.
Havens & Emerson Sewage Rate Study Preliminary Findings dated
6/9/69, p. 46. CBS Papers, Box 85.

365gn Press 12 Feb. 1970. "City, Suburbs Tangle in Clean Water
Fight" p. A1,; PD 13 Feb. 1970. "Sewer Authority for Suburbs?" p. 11B.

37@ 11 Feb. 1970. "Suburbs Protest Cleveland Ban on Extension of
Water Service," p. 7C.; Sun Press, 12 Feb. 1970, "City Suburbs Tangle in
Clean Water Fight," p. Al.

38Reg'iona1 Planning Commission, Cleveland, Cuyahoga County,
Ohio, Report, "Sanitary Sewerage and Storm Drainage" prepared by
Albert and Friel, 12/30/57, History of Project pp. "g"-"q" and p. 47. Case
Western Reserve Libraries, Cleveland, Ohio.; Havens and Emerson,
Inc. "Master Plan, Narrative Report,” June 1968, pp. 143-47. CBS
Papers, Ibid., Box 91.

Both consulting engineer firms advocated regional authorities.
The 12 cities were: Chicago, Boston, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, Washington
D.C., Denver, Seattle, Minneapolis-St. Paul, San Diego, Milwaukee,
Miami, and Buffalo had adopted metropolitan sewerage.

39Reg'ional Planning Commission, Cleveland, Cuyahoga County,
Ohio. Special Report: The Sewer and Water Problem--A Solution,
March 1953, pp. 41-42, 51-65 contains Ohio Revised Code 6781 through
6824. The Regional Water Sewer District Law (renumbered §119.01
through 6119.42 effective October 1, 1953). Case Western Reserve
University Libraries.



40"Greater Cleveland Can Have and Adequate Water and Sewer
System--The News says so." Water System Files, Folder "Cleveland-
Water Supply.” Cleveland Public Library, Cleveland, Ohio. This is a
compendium of articles published by The Cleveland News in the
summer of 1953 during a suburban water shortage; Other regional
plans were outlined by Albert & Friel in their 1957 study of Sanitary
Sewerage and Storm Drainage for the Regional Planning Commission
and Havens & Emerson's Master Plan of 1968; According to the Metro
Commission Report which advocated making the water and sewer
system part of metropolitan government, it believed that Cleveland
would never give the systems up. Cleveland Metropolitan Services
Commission Report "Sanitary Sewerage and Storm Drainage in
Greater Cleveland," (1958).

41cp 16 Apr. 1968, "City Promises More of Same in Applying for
Waste Permit,” p. A5; PD 17 June 1969. "City Pollution Fight Lags
Expert Says,” p. 12A; Letter of 5/15/68 from Water Pollution Control
Board to Mayor and Council outlining the 1969 pollution order for the
coming year. CBS Papers, Box 85. (Attachment to OWPCB letter of
8/14/69); In another letter of 7/14/69 to Edward Martin, Director, Clean
Water Task Force, John E. Richards, Engineer-in-charge, Sewage and
Industrial Waste Unit, Ohio Department of Health cited the fact that
Cleveland took 5 years beyond the time scheduled to complete the
sewering of the Cuyahoga River Valley as an example of the city's
lagging pollution control program. CBS papers, Box 85; PD 16 Feb.
1970. "City Water Cleanup Plan Nears Deadline for Action," p. 10D.

42_11)_ 10 Feb. 1970 "State's Pollution Ultimatum to City Expected
Today,” p. 6A.; PD 16 Feb. 1970, "City Water Cleanup Plan Nears
Deadline for Action," p. 10D.

43pD 10 Feb. 1970. "State’s Pollution Ultimatum to City Expected
Today,” p. 6A.; PD 16 Feb. 1970. "City Water Cleanup Plan Nears
Deadline for Action,” p. 10D.; the Detail of the Ohio Water Pollution
Control Board orders is contained in the Letter of 8/14/69 from E. W.
Arnold, Chairman Water Pollution Control Board to Mayor and



Council (attachment). also a Memo of 3/31/70 from Director, Clean
Water Task Force to Ben Stefanski, Director of Public Utilities, both in
CBS Papers, Box 85. Carl B. Stokes Papers, MSS 4370, WRHS

44 In a Memo to Mayor Stokes, Clean Water Task Force Director
Edward Martin discusses city's policy regarding the three suburban
interceptors. "Memo of 3/20/70 from Director, Clean Water Task Force
to Mayor Carl B. Stokes" CBS Papers, Box 86.; Memo to Ben Stefanski,
Director Dept. of Public Utilities, from Director, Clean Water Task
Force re: Meeting State Orders for Water Pollution Control, Box 85.

45Ostensib1y the water ban was imposed to assure the city that
suburban communities had adequate water pollution control
programs, but the Utilities Dept. interpreted that to include suburban
participation on the network of suburban interceptors. Memo of March
20, 1970 Ibid., Box 86;

"No Sewer, No Water," Regulations, April 10, 1970, Suburban
Qualifications for Water Tap-In Permits: General Rules.CBS Papers,
Box 59;

PD 11 Feb. 1970. "Suburbs Protest Cleveland Ban on Extension of
Water Service," p. 7C.; Sun Press, "City Suburbs Tangle in Clean
Water Fight,” p. Al; CP 2 Mar. 1970, "Mayors Charge Shakedown to
Join Sewer," p. C1.

46Negotiat:ions were initiated by the suburbs in exchange for a
promise not to take court action for 60 days to overturn the new sewage
rate increase. The details of these events were contained in the
newspapers at that time. PD 10 Feb. 1970. "Sewer Rate Increase
Approved by Council," p. 7A; PD 11 Feb. 1970. "Suburbs Protest
Cleveland Ban on Extension of Water Service," p. 7C.;

CP 11 Feb. 1970. "City-Suburbs Plan Sewer Authority," p. A12.;
PD 2/11 Feb. 1970 "April 1 Deadline Given City on Lake Cleanup," p. 1.;

Letter of 8/14/69 from E. W. Arnold, M.D., Chairman, Water
Pollution Control Board to Mayor and Council in Cleveland, Show
Cause order, Case No. 152 for renewal of permit 468.15. CBS Papers,
Box 85.



47PD 25 Feb. 1970. “County Officials Shun Sewer Plan," p. 3B.;
CP 16 Mar. 1970. "Control of Pollution by County Is Urged," p. Al, A4.
The plan was similar to one operating in Hamilton County
(Cincinnati).; PD 17 Mar. 1970. "County, City Discuss Single Sewer
District," p. 11A.

48pD 13 Feb. 1970. "Sewer Authority is Eyed for Suburbs,” p. 11B.;
PD 13 Mar. 1970. "Mayors Move to Establish Regional Water
Authority," p. 1, 12C; According to Director Edward Martin of the
Clean Water Task Force in a Memo of 3/20/70 to Mayor Carl B. Stokes. If
the sewage disposal system was transferrred to County control with the
city still operating it, "We would end up being very central to
adminstering the program.” CBS Papers, Box 86; Memo of 3/20/70 from
Director, Clean Water Task Force to Mayor Stokes, pp. 3-4. Discussion
of the policy regarding the three interceptors. CBS Papers, Ibid. Box 86:

In a memo of 4/16/70 from Director Ben S. Stefanski II to Mayor
Carl B. Stokes, Stefanski discusses ways to get unrestricted control of
the water pollution control system as it already had with the water
system. CBS Papers, Box 86.

49Former Mayor Stokes outlined his reasons for insisting that
Cleveland retain control of the water system in the Oral History
Interview with Carl Stokes conducted by Mary B. Stavish, April 24,
1992, WRHS; City Magazine of Urban Life and Environment, January-
February 1971, p. 43.; Transcript of March 23rd 1970 meeting, pp. 5-6.;
PD 21 July 1971.; It was estimated in 1971 that suburbs contributed
about 1/3 of the sewage treated at Cleveland's three plants.according to
the PD 21 July 1971. "Most Suburbs Stay Silent at Water Pollution
Hearing," p. 8C.

5034 mayors voted to create a regional sewer and water authority.
PD 13 Mar. 1970 p. 1A, 12C.

51"Recommendation to the Membership: two alternate proposals
for a regional water and sewer system," ca. March 1970., p. 1-3.
Cuyahoga County Mayors and City Managers Association Records,



Subject File, Current A-J, Cuyahoga County Mayors and City
Managers Association Office, Brecksville, Ohio.

52bid., In the resolution outlining a proposed regional water and
sewer system a "Congress" would be organized to establish policy
guidelines and appoint a 7-man operating board. Board membership
would be 57% for the suburbs and 43% for Cleveland. This resolution
was presented to the Ohio Water Pollution Control Board at the Apr. 15,
1970 meeting in Cleveland.;

The final 1970 census figures showed 56.4% of the county's
population was outside the city and 43.6% in Cleveland. U. S. Census,
1970 (Washington D.C., 1971), Population of County Subdivisions: 1970
and 1960.

53Suburban ire over the water tap-in ban erupted at the March
23rd 1970 meeting. Stokes was adamant on giving up the Water system
insisting its purchase price was "beyond the capabilities of any other
government body. "Transcript of Mayor Stokes Meeting at the County
Administration Building, Monday, March 23, 1970, CBS Papers, Box 62;

According to the Press, the water system was worth
approximately $300 million. CP. 5/8/70. "$300 Million," p.Cl; PD 18
Apr. 1970. "County Seeks to Solve Pollution Row," p. 8C

54Martin conceded that since the design contracts had already
been let in 1967, the city was probably obligated to proceed with the first
phase of the trunk sewer design, but recommended that the Board be
informed that the city would not construct them without suburban
agreement to pay the cost. Memo of 3/20/70 from Martin to Mayor
Stokes, CBS Papers, Box 86;

The Board orders were detailed and the city's compliance noted.
Memo of 3/31/70 from Director, Clean Water Task Force to Ben
Stefanski, Director of Public Utilities. CBS Papers, Box 85;

According to the status Report, design contracts for the Southeast,
Southwest and Heights interceptors had been let in the spring of 1967.
By Feb. 1971 they were 15% complete. Status Report of 2/1/71, "Water
Pollution Control Division Projects.” CBS Papers, Box 85; CP 16 Apr.
1970. "City Awaits Formal Building Ban," p. F-4.



55CP 16 Apr. 1970. "Building Ban Here Reflects U.S.
Environment Furor," p. F-4.; PD 4/16/70. "Building Ban Imposed,” p.
1,7A.; PD 15 Apr. 1970. "Reports of Tougher State Pollution Line," p.
3D.

96Statement by Guerin Avery on behalf of the Association, April
15, 1970. Ohio Dept. of Health, OWPCB Administrative Files, Box 10,
Folder 1. Ohio Historical Society, Columbus, Ohio Avery added that
suburbs were not consulted on the new system design; the city
arbitrarily chose the County Commissioners as an agent for the
suburbs in its plan for the county takeover of the system and indicated it
intended to retain full operational control regardless of the
administrative agent.; CP 16 Apr. 1970 "County Mayors Unit Blames
Pollution Woes on Cleveland,” p. C-4.

57PLIG Apr. 1970."Cleveland Told to Lead the Suburbs," p, 7E;
PD 18 Apr. 1970. "County Seeks to Solve Pollution Row," p. 8C.

98Stefanski discussed ways the city could control of both the water
and sewer systems. in order to run the regional water pollution
program as the Division wished. Memo of 4/16/70 from Director Ben
Stefanski to Mayor Carl Stokes. CBS Papers, Box 86.

59Transcript of Mayor Stokes Meeting at the County
Administration Building Monday, 23 March 1970, p. 6. CBS Papers,
Box 62; PD 26 June 1970, "Stokes Pleads for Regional Cooperation,” p.

1C.; City Magazine of Urban Life and Environment, January/February

1971 (Reprint). CBS Papers, Box 28

60Neenan's methodology was faulty. Suburban-central City
exploitation could be easily manipulated to show that Detroit was
subsidizing suburban use of its water. The author surveyed citizen
attitudes toward municipal finance, e.g. what they were willing to pay
for a specific service. He estimated the dollar value of central city
services received by residents of six Detroit suburbs, in 1966 and the
amount of revenue they paid to the city that year. Neenan found that in



5 of the 6 suburbs residents were paying less revenue than they received
in services, and estimated that Detroit was providing a 4.6% subsidy for
the water system. Nennan indicated no systematic study of the revenue
and expenses of Detroit's water system to determine the amount
ofsuburban water revenue and the actual expenses directly related to
the suburbs it served. William Neenan, "Suburban-Central City
Expoitation Thesis: One City's tale', National Tax Journal, XXIII, No.
2 (June 1970), 117-39,;

Charles Schultze and Alice Rivlin in their essay on Fiscal
Problems of Cities pointed out that metropolitan resources were
available to augment city revenue, but admitted that political
considerations mitigated against it. Only suburban annexation to the
central city was an alternative according to the authors. They made no
suggestion that the suburbs should share in the authority over the
metropolitan system in return for their financial contribution. Charles
Schultze, Alice Rivlin, et, al."Fiscal Problems of Cities,"” pp. 189-212. in

The Fiscal Crisis fo American Cities, Eds. Roger E. Alcaly and David

Mermelstein (New York: Random House 1977);

61Political Scientist Robert Wood writing in 1958 viewed suburbia
as an extension of the older values of grassroots democracy from the
small towns of rural America, at odds with contemporary life. He also
questioned their ability to deliver adequate municipal services in their
present disorganized state...a mosiac of suburban principalities
creat(ing) governmental havoe.” Robert C. Wood, Suburbia: Its People
and Their Politics. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,1958). p. 3-19, p. 243;

Norton E. Long, "Citizenship or Consumership in Metropolitan
Areas," rnal of American Insti f Planners. 31 (Feb. 1965):
4-5 (Quoted in Jon C. Teaford, City and Suburb: The Political

ntation of Metropolitan America, 1850-1 (Baltimore: Johns

Hopkins University Press,1979). p. 2.

62Suburbs contributed more than half the water and sewage
disposal revenues, "1969 Water Dept. Records show suburban water
consumer paid $12.1 million of the $18.9 million revenue and the city
$6.8 million." (64% for suburbs--36% for city) PD 14 Nov. 1970. "51
Suburbs Unite in Suit Against City Water Rate,” p. 1A.



The suburbs contributed more than half the sewage disposal
revenue as early as 1959 according the table on Revenue and Expenses
for the Division of Sewage Disposal for the years 1947-1959. [Letters
Concerning Sewage Rates] 1956-1961, (Cleveland Public Library).

63Table 10 "Median Central-City Income as Percentage of Median
Metropolitan Area Income, 1950 and 1960" shows Cleveland's income
declining from 91.2% in 1950 to 86.5% in 1960 p- 125; Table 16, "Per
Capita Income 1976" Cleveland's per capita income was 68% of the
Suburban income, p. 205. in Jon C. Teaford. The Rough Road to
naissance: Urban Revitalization in America. 1940-1 . (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1990).

64Q_E 24 Apr. 1970 "Home Builders to Sue in City's Water Ban." P.
A-4; All members and affiliates of the Builders Association of Greater
Cleveland were permitted new water connections in June, 1970
according to Winchester Builders, Inc., et. al v. City of Cleveland et. al.
Case 883,512, Journal Entry. State of Ohio, Cuyahoga County Court of
Common Pleas, CBS Papers, Box 85; Memo of 6/29/70 from Arnold
Turkel, Acting Director of Public Utilities to Michael Durante resumed
Permit Sales. CBS Papers, Box 86.

65Theodore Gullia, Utilities Department of Law suggested instead
canceling all existing Water Contracts and renegotiate them giving
Cleveland a clear right to refuse new water connections. Memo of
4/27/70 from Theodore Gullia to Clarence L. James, Director of Law.
CBS Papers, Box 86;

Cleveland notified the suburbs on June 4th that it would terminate
all water contracts in 60 days, and new ones would be negotiated. The
Sun Press, 18 June 1970. "U. H. Will Fight Water Rate Hike," p. A-1.

661970 Cleveland water rates increased from $0.87 MCF to $1.19
MCF. 1958 suburban water rates, ranging from $1.56 to $3.08 increased
to a range from $2.14 MCF to $4.22 MCF in 1970. These rates are for
consumption beyond the 1000 cu ft included in the $1.50 minimum for
Cleveland and beyond the 500 Cu. ft. included in the $1.80 minimum for
direct service suburbs. The City Record, 7/9/58 pp. 1554-55, Ordinance



No. 1328-58 1228, Effective June 30, 1958; The City Record, May 6, 1970,
p. 899-90. Ordinance No. 719-70 effective April 30 1970 (Cleveland Public
Library);

Havens & Emerson, Inc. Water Rate Study, 1970, CBS Papers, Box
86; PD 28 Apr. 1970. ""Boost in Water Rate Approved by Council,” p.
9D.; PD 8 May 1970. "Suburbs to Get Area-Wide Water Plan,” p. 2C.

67The water department purchased $17 million in self-supporting
waterworks Improvement bonds. City of Cleveland Financial Report
for the period ending December 31, 1970. Detail of Bonds Issued, 1969
and 1970. Sec. I1;

While revenues increased, expenses increased faster producing a
decline in both the net operating revenues (operating revenues minus
operating expenses) and the net income from 1966 through 1969.
Operating income, $5,576,032 in 1966, had declined to $761,120 in 1969.
Net Income, $4,961,505 in 1966, showed a loss of $812,251 in 1969. Ibid,
Department of Public Utilities, Water and Heat Division. Statements of
Income and Surplus for the period ending December 30, 1966, Sec. i, n.
26; 1967,1968, and 1969, Sec. 1, p. 28; Between 1964 and 1977 water rates
were t00 low for the system to market mortgage revenue bonds. They
raised needed funds between 1968 and 1976 by selling self-supporting
waterworks bonds backed the Cleveland's full faith and credit,
something they had not done since 1934. City of Cleveland Financial
Report for Year Ending December 31, 1967, City of Cleveland, Gross
Bonded Debt, January 1, 1930 to January 1, 1967, Sec. II p. 65; Ibid. for
Year Ending December 31, 1972, Gross Bonded Debt, January 1, 1948 to
January 1, 1972. Cleveland Public Library.

68The suburbs argued that with their water contracts terminated
by Cleveland, they had no legal assurance that the city would continue
to sell water or provide for future suburban needs. PD 14 Nov. 1970. "51
Suburbs Unite in Suit Against City's Water Rate," p. 1A.; Cuyahoga
County Court of Common Pleas, City of Bedford et. al. v. City of
Cleveland, Case No. 888,997, filed November 13, 1970.; Memo from
Clarence James, Acting Mayor to Anthony Garfoli, President of City
Council 30 August 1971. CBS Papers, Box 89.



69Exclud_ing Berea and Chagrin Falls who had their own water
systems servicing their areas), there were 53 suburbs in the county plus
6 townships.

70The city claimed that its successful efforts to increase pollutant
removal at the treatment plants now permitted new construction to
proceed without further deterioration of Lake Erie's waters. Letter
dated May 19, 1970 from Clarence L. J. ames, Jr., Director of Law to The
Water Pollution Control Board. CBS Papers, Box 59;

The Board order clearly specified that the ban on sewer tap-ins
would continue pending further order of the board, not when Cleveland
decided to do so. The Department of Health, Water Pollution Control
Board, State of Ohio, Show Cause Case No. 152, Finding and Order to
the City of Cleveland, April 15, 1970. CBS Papers, Box 59;

PD 6 June 1970. "City-State Pollution Rift: Court Fight Brews on
Building Ban," p. 10B.

71The state investigation found inadequate chlorination of the
outflow from all three treatment plants, also bypassing raw sewage
(Easterly), and inadequate handling of the sewage flow (Southerly).
State of Ohio, Cuyahoga County Common Pleas Court, Case No.
886,594. Ohio Water Pollution Control Board v. City of Cleveland.
Temporary restraining order to stop Cleveland from violating April 15,
1970 OWPCB order. CBS Papers, Box 85; CP 13 Aug. 1970. "Army
Engineer Corps Joins Battle on Water Pollution." p. A-1.

72Detail of Cleveland's failure to implement Board orders. CP 12
Aug. 1970. "State will Sue City For Polluting the Lake," pp. A1, A2; PD
4 Sept. 1970. "Judge Bans Sewer Permits,"” pp. 1,5.; Sun Press, 4 Mar.
1971. "Suburbs Fight Building Ban on March 23," pp.-Al, A4,; PD 14
Oct. 1970 "State Continues Sewer Ban Against City," p. 1F.

73 Announcement of Gaskill's appointment. News Conference
7/1/70. CBS Papers, Box 62; Oral History Interview with J udge Carl B.
Stokes conducted by Mary B. Stavish, April 24, 1992, WRHS.



74Memo of 1/22/70 from Chief Civil Engineer, Division of
Engineering and Construction in the Department of Public Service to
Mayor Carl B. Stokes. CBS Papers, Box 85;

Letter from the Asst. Director of Law to Clarence oJ; ames, Law
Director ca. 1970, Ibid.; Memo of 5/26/70 from Commissioner of
Purchases & Supplies to Mayor Carl B. Stokes, Ibid.;

The local newspapers were also critical of the Task Force, see: CP
22 May 1970 "Probe Ordered on Lifting of Building Permit Ban," p. D-1.;
ED 12 Sept. 1970. "State Softening Stand on Pollution Program,” p. 6C.;
CP 13 Oct. 1970. "Council Delays Sewage Plant Plans, p. A7.; CP 20
Dec. 1970. ed. "Lake Erie Can't Wait," D. A6.

75Cp 28 Apr. 1971. "City to Oust 8 Top Aides in Water (Pollution)
Department Shakeup," p. 1, A4.;

After the task force was disbanded, it was discovered that their
design for Cleveland's small sewer program was unusable and had to
be redone. PD 27 May 1971 "Gaskill Rejects Sewer Program as
Unworkable,” p.15A.

76N_m_¥m:k_’ﬁmg§_17 Mar. 1970. "Purification of Nation's Waters

Expected to be Long and Costly," p. 29; New York Times 12 Apr. 1971.
"Nader Unit Finds Water Plans Lag," p- 30.

7"The EPA brought together the Federal Water Quality
Administration from the Dept. of Interior and the National Air
Pollution Control Administration; Bureau of Solid Waste Management,
Bureau of Radiological Health from the Department of Health
Education and Welfare (HEW); and also functions related to pesticides
were transferred from HEW and the Department of Agriculture. The
plan went into effect Dec. 2, 1970. U.S. Code 1988 Ed. Title 1 to Title 6, p.
1345-1347. Title 5, Reorganization plan of 1970, Environmental
Protection Agency.

"8Letter of 12/9/70 from William Ruckelshaus, Administrator,
Environmental Protection Agency to Mayor Carl B. Stokes. CBS Papers,
Box 86.



79PD 8 Aug. 1970. "Harshaw Ordered to Stop Pollution,” p. 1A,
5A.; PD 19 Sept. 1970. Sherwin Williams Is Indicted Here for River
Dumping, p. 1A,6A.; CP 18 Dec. 1970. "U.S. Sues J&L Here to Stop
River Fouling, Burdett Oxygen also sued," p. Al.

80¢p 11 Aug. 1971. "Pollution Charges Boosting Water Plan," p.
G1; Since the suburbs cited were connected with Cleveland's sewage
treatment plants, there was little they could do individually to improve
contaminant removal. The 180-day notices were designed to spur city-
suburb agreement on a regional sewer district. PD 15 Aug. 1971. "31
Suburbs Cited by U.S. Baffled on Pollution Plans," p. 5Z.

812]2 29 Jan. 1971. "U.S. Environment Agency to Try to End
Impasse on Sewers Here," p. 5A.; PD 28 Feb. 1971. "Water Pollution
Impass May be Near an End in Area," p. 5AA.; Sun Press, 25 Mar.
1971. "State Delays Building Ban in Suburbs After Hearing in
Columbus,” p. A-1 & A4; PD 26 Apr. 1971. "Higher Sewer Rates Are
Proposed,” p. 1 & 6.

823tate of Ohio, County of Cuyahoga, Court of Common Pleas, City
of Beachwood, et al v. City of Cleveland, Et Al. Case No. 892,711 filed
March 8, 1971. Memorandum of Opinion.

The suburbs participating in the lawsuit were: Beachwood,
Bratenahl, Brooklyn Heights, Brook Park, Cleveland Heights, East
Cleveland, Highland Heights, Linndale, Lyndhurst, Maple Heights,
Mayfield Heights, Mayfield Village, Middleburg Heights, North
Randall, Oakwood, Parma, Parma Heights, Richmond Heights, Seven
Hills, South Euclid, University Heights, Warrensville Heights,
Woodmere. Other suburbs were involved in varying degrees but not
represented by counsel. Memo of 4/12/72 from W.J. Brennan, President
Cuyahoga Mayors and City Managers Assoc. to All Mayors of
Communities involved in the sewer rate dispute. Cuyahoga Mayors and
City Managers Association Records, Subject File, current A-J, Folder
"Sewer Rate Appeal Responses.”;Sun Messenger 11 Mar. 1971.
"Suburbs Sue to Avert Construction Shutdown," p. 1 & A-10.; Sun
Press 4 Mar. 1971. "Suburbs Fight Building Ban on March 23," p. A-1.



83Memo of 4/12/72 from W. J. Brennan, President Cuyahoga
Mayors and City Managers Assoc. to All Mayors of Communities
Involved in the Sewer Rate Suit.

841hig.

85Cp14 April 1971. "Suburbs Escape Tap-in Ban over U.S.Protest,"
p. G1; Sun Press 25 Mar. 1971 "State Delays Building Ban in Suburbs
After Hearing in Columbus," p. A-l, A-4; PD 26 April 1971. "Higher
Sewer Rates Are Proposed,” p. 1A, 6A;

There was some question as to whether the OWPCB had the
authority to impose a sewer ban on the suburbs connected to
Cleveland's system since individually, they were not under the Board's
permit system. PD 28 Feb. 1971, p. 5AA.

86Quot:e from Richard Bernard, "Introduction”, in Snowbelt

Cities: Metropolitan Politics in the Northeast and Midwest Since World

War II. (Bloomington, Indiana, Indiana University Press 1990)

871\/Ietropolitan Cleveland Sewerage System--A Conceptual
Proposal presented to suburban mayors 3/18/71 and 3/19/71. CBS
Papers, Box 86;

Members of the committee drafting the metropolitan proposal
were: William Gaskill, Cleveland Utilities Director; Walter Kelly,
Shaker Heights Law Director; Mayor Charles Mooney, Fairview Park
and President of the Cuyahoga County Mayors and City Managers
Association; Dr. Edward Martin, Director of the Clean Water Task
Force of the city Utilities Department. George Watkins, Secretary-
Treasurer, Three Rivers Watershed District; and Messrs Rawlinson
and Gibbon of Squire Sanders and Dempsey law firm. Memo of 1/11/71
from William S. Gaskill, Director Dept. of Public Utilities to John Little,
Executive Secretary, Mayor's Office. CBS Papers, Box 86.

88with operational control of the system, Cleveland would have a
significant role in determing what rate increases would be needed.;
Letter of 8/6/1971 from George H. Watkins to Mayor Stokes and all
suburban Mayors, p. 2-3. CBS Papers Box 86.



89Concern about the regionalization issue varied among the
suburbs. Twenty-three of the 33 suburbs connected with Cleveland's
treatment plants participated in the March 21, 1971 lawsuit. Other
suburbs had their own sewage disposal systems or were part of one of
the larger suburban systems in Euclid, Lakewood, or Rocky River who
also serviced Bay Village and Fairview Park and eventually Westlake.

901 etter of 14 Jan. 1972 from Raymond Kudukis, Director of Public
Utilities to William Nye, Director, Ohio Department of Natural
Resources. Ralph Perk Papers, MSS 4456 WRHS; PD 7 Jan. 1972. "City
to Propose Metro Sewer Plan,” p. 10A.; CP 11 Jan. 1972. "Court Gets
Cleveland's proposal for Regional Sewer Authority," p. A4

A summary of actions by the court prior to the decision to
established a regional sewer district showed that Judge McMonagle
requested regional plans from Cleveland, Cuyahoga County, and the
suburbs Dec. 20, 1971. State of Ohio, County of Cuyahoga in the Court of
Common Pleas, Case No. 886,594 Consolidated. Memorandum of
Opinion, p. 7. Northeast Ohio Sewer District Records.

N1bid. p. 1. The consolidated case was made up of the Ohio Water
Pollution Control Board vs. City of Cleveland, Case No. 886,594, filed in
Common Pleas Court September 3, 1970 to enforce the sewer ban on
Cleveland and City of Beachwood, et al vs. City of Cleveland, et al. filed
March 8, 1971, the suburban case contesting the sewer rate increase
and asking for a regional district.

92Ibid., Memorandum of Opinion p. 6, 9, 15-16
931bid., Memorandum of Opinion, pp. 11-12, p. 15.

94@ 17 June 1972. $500 Million Loss Laid to Sewer Ban," p. 1,
14A.; Letter of 5/24/72 from Guerin Avery, Special Council to Mayors of
Suburbs Represented in the Matter of Beachwood v. Cleveland (March
Sewer rate Suit), Avery outlined the areas of agreement between
Cleveland and the suburbs. Cuyahoga County Mayors and City
Managers Association Records, Subject File, Current, A-J, Folder
"Sewer Rate Appeal Responses."



95State of Ohio, County of Cuyahoga in the Court of Common
Pleas, Case No. 886,594 Consolidated, Journal Entry, dated June 15,
1972, p. 10 & Exhibit A, Northeast Ohio Sewer District Records.

At a Hearing held April 27, 1979, the District changed its name to
the Northeast Ohio Regional Sewer District in order to separate its
credit rating from that of Cleveland who was in default at the time.
Case No. SD 69411, City of Cleveland Boards and Commissions
Notebook. "Boards and Commissions of other Agencies which Involve
Mayoral Appointment, Revised December 1989, Cleveland Public
Library.

96 State of Ohio, County of Cuyahoga in the Court of Common
Pleas, Case No. 886,594 Consolidated. Judgement Entry, dated June 15,
1972, p. 10, The Sewer Ban was lifted June 23, 1972, Section 5, p. 2.

9y. s. Congress, PL 92-500 passed over President Nixon's veto
October 18, 1972, Congressional Record Vol. 118, pt. 28 (17 October 1972
pp. 36860) Presidential veto overridden Oct. 18th.

980ral History interview with Judge Carl Stokes conducted by
Mary B. Stavish, April 24, 1992, WRHS.

9pp 31 May 1974, "Suburbs Likely to Appeal Ruling on Water
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CHAPTER FIVE
REGIONALIZATION OF THE CLEVELAND TRANSIT SYSTEM

I. Introduction

Cleveland's mass transit system and its water pollution control
system shared certain similarities. Both served a region larger than
the city, depended on the revenue from user fees, and required
metropolitan ownership and operation during the post World War IT
period. The most significant difference between the two services was
the consistency of their revenue. Unlike the water pollution control
system, whose revenue came from a stable customer base, the transit
system was dependent on farebox revenue from a fluctuating ridership
which had other transportation options. As a result, the Cleveland
Transit System had to maintain its passenger traffic at a high level.

The two municipal functions also differed in their administrative
histories. The water pollution control/sewage disposal system had been
managed by Cleveland since its inception in 1860 and financed directly
from city revenues from the 1900s until 1938. The Cleveland Railway
System was privately operated until 1942 when Cleveland purchased it
and established the Cleveland Transit System (CTS) as a separate

operating entity. CTS, controlled by a 5-person transit board appointed
by Cleveland's Mayor, was wholly self-supporting with only a minimal
city investment in a few ancillary improvements. Consequently, the

system had an arms-length relationship with the city administration.
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Given the transit system's independent governance and the optional
nature of its service, the process of regionalizing CTS was not as
intensely contested as that of the city-owned and operated water
pollution control system. Also, federal intervention in the system's
regionalization process was not required, its deteriorating finances
were ample proof that it needed a public subsidy and metropolitan
governance. The process of restructuring CTS, however, was delayed
by Cleveland's political establishment which continued to deny that a
transit problem existed.

Cleveland's transit problems were shared by a number of urban
mass transit systems in large cities. They all lost ridership as a result
of the post World War II exodus of their population and jobs to the
suburbs and were faced the problem of how to remain solvent while
operating their vehicles over greater distances with fewer passengers.
CTS along with the rest experienced a downward spiral of increasing
fares and expenses, service cuts, and lost ridership that required public
subsidies to survive.

This chapter will address the two major elements in the process of
regionalizing the Cleveland Transit System: the reasons for its
financial decline and the role city politics played in postponing its

reorganization as a regional district.

II. Organization of the Cleveland Transit System

Dependable mass transit in Cleveland became a reality in 1903
with the consolidation of the city's multiple traction companies into the



privately owned Cleveland Electric Railway Co. to operate the city's
streetcar lines. However, Mayor Tom Johnson (1901-1909), who favored
a municipally owned system with a 3-cent fare, fought with the
Cleveland Electric Railway until 1908 when the Company agreed to
lease its operation to the Municipal Traction Co.--a holding company
controlled by a 5-man board of directors appointed by the Mayor. The
holding company, which tried to operate the system in the public
interest, was forced into receivership within a year due to financial and
labor difficulties, and a compromise between public and private
interests was arranged. A new Cleveland Railway Company (CRC)
was organized in 1910 as a privately-owned streetcar company with
sufficient municipal oversight to ensure the public benefit.1 CRC
provided good service at a reasonable fare until the Depression, when
its ridership declined, and the system was unable to modernize or pay
dividends. In order to provide a viable transit system during World
War II, Cleveland purchased CRC in 1942 for a base consideration of
$14 million plus modernization costs for a total of $17.5 million-2

The city reorganized it as the Cleveland Transit System (CTS) in
1943 with an independent three-man transit board of trustees appointed
by the Mayor and confirmed by city council. Cleveland also retained
control of Board financial decisions.3 As a municipally-owned transit
system, the Board aimed to remain free of political influence, to recycle
surpluses back to the riders through capital improvements, to keep
fares as low as possible and still maintain a modern system, and to

provide a new rail rapid transit facility for the community.



The focus of the transit system's service area was the Public
Square, with transit routes radiating outward along the main streets

leading from it. There were also a series of crosstown routes running
south from the lake on the heavily traveled north-south streets. Electric
streetcars and later buses served the city's residential areas, many of
the adjacent suburbs, and most of the industry outside the flats area.
By World War II, however, industry was expanding beyond the reach of
the stationary rail streetcars and supplemental bus service was needed.
Transit usage was heavy during World War II, as gasoline rationing,
the suspension of automobile production, and round-the-clock
industrial production provided system with substantial surpluses.4
Planning began for Cleveland's postwar transit expansion and
modernization during Mayor Frank Lausche's administration in the
early 1940s--a major part of Cleveland's postwar renewal. In 1945 CTS
hired De Leuw, Cather & Co. to prepare an economic and engineering
survey of the system. Optimistic about the future of urban mass
transit, the firm recommended a postwar combination of bus, trackless
trolley and rapid transit for passenger traffic.5 The projected 13-mile
rapid transit, however, was the centerpiece of CTS future planning, to
be followed by a subway to expedite distribution of transit passengers
throughout the downtown area. The system also sought to make
transit routes more flexible by converting the surface system from
streetcars to rubber-tired vehicles--a project completed in 1954.




The Rapid Transit

The rail rapid transit proposal called for the use of existing
railroad rights of way east and west of the terminal tower at the Public
Square,as the most economical way to build its express rail line. It was
envisioned that the rapid transit's high speed trains operating on their
own railread right-of-way would reduce street congestion and travel
time, increase property values at exit points, and connect with a
downtown subway and surface feeder bus lines.6

Even with its wartime surpluses, however, CTS could not obtain
private financing for the Rapid Transit until 1949, when Mayor Thomas
Burke and the CTS Board secured a $22.2 million 25-year loan for its
construction from the Federal Reconstruction Finance Corporation
(RFC). In exchange, the RFC insisted that the transit system be free of
oversight by Cleveland City Council and that the number of transit
board members, appointed by the Mayor, be increased to five.?” The City
Council did retain its right to approve Board appointees, to dispose of
the system as a whole, and to issue CTS bonds. The complex
negotiations were not concluded until September 1951, when the loan
amount was increased to $29.5 million to cover higher construction
costs brought on by inflation.

Since payment of the RFC loan was secured by farebox revenues
only, a Mortgage Indenture was drawn up to insure repayment of the
bonds. The indenture budgeted transit expenses and specified certain
annual allocations of the system's gross revenues to reserve funds, set
up to cover the annual interest and principle payments on the bonds.

Any remaining revenue was to be used to prepay future interest and



principal on the bonds. Failure to distribute the money as specified
would result default and a demand for immediate payment of the
outstanding bonds plus interest and penalty.8 The Indenture
encumbered all CTS revenues, prohibiting it from accumulating any
annual surplus as a cushion against future ridership loss; as a result,
transit fares had to be raised quickly whenever a deficit loomed. The
system worked well enough until 1968, when CTS began to accumulate
annual deficits regularly; then the restrictive indenture provisions
began to limit the system's cash flow.

The RFC loan, however, did enable the city to build a 13.3-mile
rapid transit from Windermere in East Cleveland through the Public
Square to West 117 St. With the opening of the rapid in 1955, passenger
traffic jumped substantially, and increases continued when the line
reached 2.2 miles further to West 143 St. and Lorain Ave. in 1958.9 In
the 19508 Cleveland was considered a pioneer in building rail rapid
transit to recapture lost ridership. Ten years later, an additional
federal grant of $12.3 million from the Department of Housing and
Urban Development allowed CTS to extend the rapid transit an
additional four miles west to the airport. The City of Cleveland
contributed $1.25 million for parking lots at the new Puritas and
Brookpark stations, and the county paid $5 million for four bridges over
the major roads. Cleveland was the first city in the country to have
direct airport-to-downtown rail rapid service.10



The Subway

Postwar modernization plans for CTS also included a downtown
subway to distribute transit system passengers throughout the business
and shopping district. Proponents argued that a subway would reduce
downtown traffic congestion, attract shoppers, provide jobs, and
maintain downtown tax values. In 1953, the county commissioners
placed a $35 million bond issue on the ballot to build a subway and lease
it back to CTS to operate. Somewhat to their surprise, the voters
approved the bond issue by almost a 2 to 1 margin. Postwar civic
improvement for postwar Cleveland was endorsed.11

At the first public hearings held in 1957, however, conflicting
engineering reports on the subway's feasibility caused the
Commissioners to vote 2-1 against spending more money on the
project.12 Further hearings were held in the fall of 1959 to give both
subway proponents and opponents another opportunity to argue their
case before the final vote on subway construction.13 At the same time,
metropolitan reformers were waging a campaign to secure voter
approval of a Cuyahoga County home rule charter which would give it
the authority to assume control of the transit system. County Engineer
Albert Porter, who headed the Charter Commission, was opposed to
building a subway for lease to the city when the county could run its
just as well. The controversy pitted advocates of a county-run
metropolitan transit system led by Porter against Mayor Anthony
Celebrezze, his city administration, and those downtown business and

real estate interests who stood to profit from the subway.



Between 1953 and 1959, however, public support for the subway
had dwindled. The terms "not feasible" and "too costly”" were
persuasive to voters who had seen their property taxes increase and
had endured a recession in 1958. City Councilmen either opposed the
subway or were neutral, and most of the constituent mail received by
the commissioners opposed its construction.14 With the County Home
Rule Charter on the ballot in 1959, Porter convinced a majority of the
Commissioners that building a subway with county funds and then
leasing it to CTS was unfzir to all the citizens of the county. Bya2to 1
vote on December 21, 1959, the commissioners allowed the subway bond
issue to expire.15 The subway's demise was a result of changing times
during which postwar enthusiasm for Cleveland's civic improvement
had diminished. With the increased exodus of Cleveland's population
to the suburbs, an expensive project, primarily benefitting downtown
Cleveland, was not a priority.

Although the subway was not completed, Cleveland's early
development of rail rapid transit put it in the vanguard of mass transit
development and offered its citizens tangible proof of the city's progress.
In the 1950s Cleveland was admired for its planned construction of a
rapid transit; for its ability to pay off the bonds used to purchase the
Cleveland Railway Company 10 years early, and for its fiscal
management without benefit of public ssubsidy.16



III. Revenue = Ridership x Fares

Revenue, Ridership, and fares formed the basis of a transit
system's financial health, and of the two variables, the system only
controlled the fares which had to be raised to offset loss of revenue from
reduced passenger traffic. Declining population, increasing
automobile ownership and inflation combined to erode the system's
revenue and ridership to the point where its continued operation was
threatened.

Local transit service was primarily geared to the City of
Cleveland, whose population declined from 914,808 in 1950 to 750,879 in
1970. In addition, the city's portion of the total county population fell
from 66% to 44% during that period, and employment-related transit
ridership suffered as business and industry moved away from the
central city. Retailers also followed the area's population as it moved
away from downtown to the suburban shopping malls. From 1963 to
1972, Cleveland's manufacturing employment fell 22.1%; wholesale
trade 16.3%, and retail trade 13.6%.17 The city accounted for 43% of the
county's retail employment in 1954, but that had declined to 33% by 1967
and by 1982 it was only 22.5%.18 These changes cost CTS its ridership--
the central reason for the system's financial difficulties.

R i Ridershi
The decline in CTS passenger traffic continued throughout the
period 1950-1974-from an estimated high of 2bout 400 million



passengers in 1949 to approximately 100 million in 1971--25% of the 1949
figure.19 Between 1951 and 1956 CTS's ridership declined about 3.45%
annually compared to a national annual decrease of 3%-6%.20

In addition to the decline of population and employment in its
major service area, CTS also was competing with the automobile for
speed and convenience of transport to the center of the city--the primary
focus of its transit lines. Yearly transit revenues were largely
determined by the choices made by those who had access to alternate
transportation--choices affected by the degree of traffic congestion,
parking fees charged, the transit system's fare and service structure,
inclement weather, and activities available in downtown Cleveland.
Surface lines, which carried the bulk of the passengers, experienced
continuing losses which were partly offset by the increased number of
rapid transit riders, but both were affected by the 1958 recession when
the system sustained a $224,008 deficit.21 Although CTS recovered its
profitability in 1959, it never recovered the ridership lost in 1958.22

CTS farebox revenue had to cover both the increasing expense of
operation and payments required by the mortgage indenture. The only
way to increase revenue was to raise fares; the only way to reduce costs
was to cut service; both measures led to further ridership loss. Transit
revenue failed to keep up with inflation during the 1950s and 1560s, and
pressure was particularly acute on the system's major expense--
salaries, wages, and fringe benefits. They accounted for 63.85% of the
transit income dollar in 1952; by 1968 they accounted for 71.23%.23
Transit deficits beginning in 1968 called for tighter budgets which made



accurate revenue forecasting more important, but CTS kept no usable
ridership figures.24¢ EBS Management Consultants estimated CTS
deficits for1968, 1969, and 1970 that were wide of the mark. (1969 deficit
estimates from ranged from the consultants' initial figure of $45,444 to
CTS management's figure of $2.4 million--designed to bolster its
request for a fare increase in February 1969. W. C. Gilman,
representing CTS bondholders predicted a deficit of $1.5 million for
1969.)25 The confusion over the forecasts and some unanticipated
expenses helped create the crisis atmosphere in which controversial

fare increases were decided in 1969 and 1970.

Fareg

In approving changes in the system's fare structure and fare
increases, the CTS Board of Trustees balanced the system's needs
against the loss of ridership that accompanied each change. Between
1951 and 1974 local bus fares went from $0.15 to $0.50; rapid fares rose
from $0.25 in 1955 to $0.50 in 1973; and weekly passes increased from
$2.25 in 1951 to $7.75 in 1974.26 Beginning in 1968, CTS deficits
produced more frequent fare increases and deeper service cuts; the
Board of Trustees was divided on whether the 1969 and 1970 deficits
represented a temporary condition or a long term trend. Board
differences, usually reconciled in executive sessions with CTS
management, became public during open Board meetings in 1969 and
1970, and the noisy conflicts among its members damaged the board's
creditability.



After the Board of Trustees assured the public in J; anuary 1969
that no fare increase was contemplated, a majority of the members
(Allen Lowe, Gaspare Corso and Joseph Flannery) took CTS
management's inflated estimate of a $2.4 million loss for 1969 at face
value and voted a $0.05 across-the-board increase in February. Board
members opposing the increase, Dallas Young and Gerard Anderson,
viewed public transit as a service primarily for those who were without
other means of transportation and were anxious to keep fares low to
prevent further erosion in its ridership.27 They believed the system's
deficits would be cured when the economy picked up and filed an
unsuccessful lawsuit to roll back the increase.28 The increased fares
did reduce the 1969 transit deficit to $57,630 however.

The fractured Board of Trustees faced another fare increase in the
fall of 1970 when the Amalgamated Transit Union won an $8.5 million,
2-year wage settlement after a 17-day strike that shut down the
system.29 The Trustees also raised General Manager Robert Pollock's
salary from $42,500 to $54,500 in 1970 despite public protest, and
confidence in the board's stewardship of the transit system reached a
new low.30 Although Mayor Stokes ordered them either to devise a
plan for alternative transit funding before Dec. 1, 1970 or raise the
fares, no feasible plan was produced.31 A fare increase became
essential after money was diverted from the pension reserve funds for
operating expenses, in violation of the CTS mortgage indenture, and
the Board voted a $0.10 across-the-board increase November 5, 1970
raising the basic cash fare to $0.45.32 The fare hike, voted 2 days after



an 0.8% municipal income tax increase had been defeated at the polls,
led skeptics to claim that the transit board and the mayor orchestrated
the transit increase to occur after the city income tax had been decided;
the board had not really tried to search for alternative revenue
sources.33 Two successive fare increases, the violation of the mortgage
indenture, and a 1970 deficit of $1.78 million put the system's future
seriously in doubt. Public conflict between Board members ended with
the departure of Dallas Young in December 1970. Although the rhetoric
was lowered, the financial struggle continued, and there was a final
fare increase in March 1973, raising the local cash fare to $0.50.34

CTS needed a public subsidy to stem the losses it had sustained
since 1968, however, Cleveland could not provide the needed financial
assistance in 1970. The city was experiencing the same inflationary
pressures as CTS--both fueled by substantial wage settlements (the $8.5
million transit settlement and a $12 million wage settlement for city
employees). To meet the steadily rising costs of municipal operation,
the city administration asked voters to approve an .8% increase in the
city income tax, raising it from 1% to 1.8%. The administration also
allowed 5.8 mills of property tax expire believing that property tax relief
would encourage a favorable vote on local income tax increase much of
which would come from suburbanites who worked the city. This tax
reform package was designed to reduce city dependence on the largely
static property tax and raise the city income tax tied which was tied
directly to inflation.35 Cleveland voters, however, rejected the tax
increase in November 1970 and again in February 1971.36 The rejection



discouraged consideration of a public tax subsidy for CTS, and the city's
loss of revenue from the expired property tax precluded any substantial
help to contain the system's growing deficits.37

IV. Negotiations for Transit Regionalization, 1960 t01971

In the 19608, CTS needed a broader financial base to supplement
its farebox revenue to meet its escalating expenses. Cleveland could
extend its full faith and credit to the transit debt, either by modifying the
indenture to allow release some of the reserve funds for current
expenses, or by purchasing the outstanding bonds and eliminate the
indenture entirely. The city, noted for its thrift conscious
administrations, had never guaranteed transit debt in the past
although asked to by CTS, and given the system's ridership decline, the
city was unlikely to assume a risky new financial obligation.38

Another option was a county-run transit system. After the 1959
defeat of county home rule charter which would permit Cuyahoga
County to own the transit system, the county commissioners formed a
Metropolitan Transit Coordinating Committee to study its feasibility
without home rule in 1960.39 The Committee concluded that an
independent transit board appointed by the county commissioners
should run the system; that while the county would assume the
systems' bonded indebtedness, no compensation would be paid for the
acquisition of CTS or other local transit systems; that a public subsidy

was necessary to finance transit expansion; and that state legislation



would be needed to increase the county's debt limit in order to issue
transit bonds.40 Within this framework, negotiations among the
county, the city, and the CTS Board for a county-takeover of the local
transit systems began in 1968.

Unlike the disputes which arose over regionalizing Cleveland's
Water Pollution Control Division, there was substantial agreement
among the CTS Board, Mayor Stokes and the county commissioners on
the need for regionalizing the failing transit system. The CTS Board
adopted a resolution of intent to transfer the system to the county in
Nov. 1968.41 In agreeing to transfer CTS to the county without
compensation, Mayor Stokes said, "The city of Cleveland didn't spend
one dime on the system, it was paid for with the nickels and dimes from
people throughout the county who use the system."#2 President James
Stanton asked city council to seriously consider immediate transfer of
CTS to a countywide system of transportation."43 Frank Gorman,
President of the County Commissioners, thought that the county could
raise enough money to pay off the $13.8 million CTS owed its
bondholders.44

The January 1969 hearings on a county-run metropolitan transit
system were described by the Plain Dealer as follows:

"CTS saiesmen yesterday painted a lovely picture of their property
for county commissioners....Allen J. Lowe, transit board
chairman, solemnly testified that CTS "is generally regarded as
one of the country's best operations...." The Captain of the team,
E. C. Krueger, general manager, modestly told of CTS' honors

and achievements."45



The county commissioners, however, refused to make any
commitment; Hugh Corrigan said,. "There will be no transfer until we
are sure financing is available. We will not take over the system first
and then go to the voters for the money."‘i6

That was the heart of the matter. A voter-approved subsidy was
necessary, but it would be difficult to sell the county's non-transit riders
on an additional property tax levy for the system. The takeover required
an initial investment of $15 million to pay off the transit debt and
additional sums to integrate the other local transit gystems into a
county system.47 Cleveland had the highest property tax rate in the
state, and between 1964 and 1969 that rate had increased 47% with
schools taking a growing proportion of the property tax collections.48
Other regional alternatives had more limited financing options. An
independent district transit authority or an enlarged Cleveland-
Cuyahoga County Port Authority that would include transit both
needed state legislation to expand their ability to raise money.49

The discussions did bring into focus what the future of CTS might
be under county auspices. The CTS Board wanted assurances from the
Commissioners that their plans to expand the rapid transit into
Parma, Bedford, Euclid and beyond would be carried out, 59 Mayor
Stokes's priority was improved service for the transit-dependent city
residents to increase their mobility throughout the urban community.
He wanted county guarantees that a specific level of transit service in
the city would be maintained.51 Stokes' concern for the transit-

dependent was shared by other big city mayors who also were pressing



for improved transit service in their central cities.52 They argued that
rapid transit lines, both new ones and extensions of existing lines were
for the most part subsidies to the non-poor. While the change from
public mass transit to private automobile had provided significant
advantages to a majority of urban Americans, the poor, elderly, and
disabled left behind in the cities needed accessible and dependable
transportation to meet their needs.53 These basic differences in policy
were debated by other transit systems and were recognized by the
federal government when establishing the funding priorities for their
urban mass transit programs.

The lack of an assured subsidy for the ailing Cleveland Transit
system slowed down regional negotiations, and there was a pause to
seriously examine the metropolitan alternatives and what they could
provide. The complexity of the process made it clear that no quick fix
was available to solve CTS's problems. In the meantime, the focus
shifted to the statehouse in Columbus and consideration of legislation to
broaden the available regional options.

V. Outside Influences on the Regionalization Process

State and federal governments influenced the formation of an
area-wide transit systems, although local interests were primarily
responsible for creating regional transit institutions compatible with
their political milieu. State legislation was frequently required to
expand existing organizational and financial options in order to carry

out a successful regionalization. When federal urban mass transit



funds became available to local transit systems, the government
required a sound financial base for their operation--creating the need
for local and state subsidies and for a metropolitan system.
Amendments to Ohio State law permitting a viable organization
for regional transport were obtained in 1970, with leadership provided
by Cincinnati's state delegation anxious to implement the Southeast
Ohio Regional Transit Authority (SORTA) established in 1968.54 The
new amendments to state law satisfied the needs of Cleveland,
Columbus, and Cincinnati at the time by expanding the powers of
county-owned transit systems and allowing the formation of regional
transit districts. County financial options were improved, and regional

transit districts were given the right to levy up to 1 mill of voter-

approved property tax to subsidize their operai:ions.55 Cincinnati
completed the formation of SORTA, and by 1972, regional transit
authorities were established in Akron, Dayton, Toledo, and
Youngstown, each subsidized by a 1 mill property tax.56 Cleveland's
Mayor Ralph Perk opposed CTS regionalization until 1974 when the city
had to secure additional state legislation to permit a second regional
district specifically for mass transit and to expand the new district's
taxing options. Cleveland was the last major city in Ohio to have a
regionally-owned transit system.57

While the State of Ohio was willing to pass legislation widening
regional options, it was reluctant to subsidize the local transit systems.
Systems were expected to exist out of the farebox and provide their own
subsidies, something Cleveland had not done.98 However,



beginning in 1973, the state allocated $2.8 million to help local transit
systems match federal funding. CTS received $131,939 that year and
an additional $560,000 for capital projects in 1974.59

Federal funds were not generally available for mass transit
systems until 1964 even though the Cleveland Transit System had
received a $29.5 million loan from the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation in 1951 to build its rapid transit system. For the most part,
federal government support in the 1950s was directed toward a massive
highway construction program which stimulated the growth of
suburban housing and encouraged the decentralization of population
and jobs from urban centers. The government did not recognize the
adverse impact of these policies on urban transport until Congress
passed the 1964 Urban Mass Transit Act which acknowledged that the
welfare and vitality of urban areas were being jeopardized by
deteriorating transit facilities. The Federal aim was to encourage
capital projects related to rapid transit expansion into the growing
suburbs in order to bring suburbanites back to the city and help
revitalize fading downtown areas. The Act provided funds to subsidize
the local area-wide planning, needed to ensure a coordinated
metropolitan transit system and to fund capital projects with a 50-50
match of federal and local money. The funding match would rise to
2/3-federal, when a comprehensive plan for regional transportation
was approved by the Urban Mass Transit agency.60 Locally, the
Northeast Ohio Area Wide Coordinating Agency (NOACA) was formed
in 1968 to insure compliance with federal planning regulations.61



In spite of increased UMTA funding in 1970 and 1973 national
transit systems continued to acquire significant debt, and federal
transit policy began to shift away from transit expansion.62 Between
1965 and 1970 the debt ballooned from $10 million to $322 million;
Boston, Chicago and New York projected large deficits and Kansas City
was on the edge of bankruptcy.63 The National Mass Transportation
Assistance Act of 1974 signified a new federal concern for revitalizing
existing systems, subsidizing transit operation expenses for the first
time in order to maintain fares low income transit users could aﬁ'ord.64

The federal monies received by the Cleveland Transit System in
1952 to build its rapid transit system were augmented in 1968 by $12.3
million from the Department of Housing & Urban Development to
extend its rapid transit to the airport in 1968. In addition, CTS received
a $6,630,050 Federal grant under the UMTA Act in 1969 for capital
improvements, which required a 50% local matching funds. However,
CTS's precarious financial position in the early 1970s disqualified it for
significant federal funding until 1974 when its regionalization was
assured. That year it received a $7,076,000 capital grant for new buses
and for construction of new operating facilities and maintenance 65

Like other major urban transit systems, CTS sustained a running
deficit that available state and federal subsidies failed to stem, and it
needed to restructure its system. There were expanded metropolitan
options available under Ohio law after 1970 that were open to Cleveland
and all Ohio cities with ailing transit systems, however, local politics



prevented the formation of a metropolitan authority in Cleveland until
1975.

VL. The Greater Cleveland Regional Transit System is Formed

The 1969 attempt to transfer CTS to the county foundered for lack
of a subsidy to underwrite its operation, and with no local financial help
available, the downward trend in the fortunes of both CTS and the city
were unmistakable by the early 1970s.66 Voter rejection of the city
income increase and expiration of the 5.8 mill property tax in 1970
reduced the city's annual revenue by $17 million in 1971, and it could
not afford to subsize CTS.67 When the city's population declined from
876,050 in 1960 to 750,903 in 1970, there was concern about Cleveland's
future in general but little agreement on what needed to be done.

Robert Bry, Group Vice President of Otis Elevator said of Cleveland:

“There is no leadership, but also no "cohesive follow-ship...."
“Whatever action is taken on a community problem is in the
nature of locking the barn door after the horse has left for

Kentucky."68

The lack of city leadership extended to CTS as well, and there appeared
to be no permanent solution to transit problems, so long as Cleveland's
politicians focused mainly on avoiding blame for transferring CTS
away from Cleveland's exclusive control.

Unlike Mayor Stokes, Republican Ralph Perk, elected in 1971,
opposed a regionally-owned transit system even though the city could



not afford a transit subsidy. During his campaign, Perk appealed to
Cleveland's frugal tradition of minimal city administration by
promising no new taxes. The new mayor was sure that all CTS needed
was a little "old-fashioned ethnic belt tightening” and sought to
influence on CTS policies by appointing lawyer Nicholas Bucur to the
Board of Trustees soon after his election.69 Perk had Bucur elected
Board Chairman and told him to balance the transit budget.

Before Bucur arrived, the transit system's cash flow was being
squeezed by mandatory allocations to the reserve funds; to obtain more
operating money, CTS had stopped making its 7% payments to the
system replacements and improvements reserves in violation of its
mortgage indenture.’? Although the transit system carried out a
severe cost-cutting program in 1972, it became clear that no economy
program could make CTS a viable operation--inflation and lost
ridership had taken away the system's ability to pay its own way.
Bucur bluntly told the Mayor on May 18, 1972 that CTS should be
transferred to a regional authority as soon as possible, and the process
of preparing the public for a bond issue to support transit expansion
and operations should be started immediately.?1

Perk refused to budge, unwilling to violate his "No New Taxes"
campaign pledge or to risk the political consequences of surrendering
control of another major city asset (the sewage disposal system had
been regionalized in 1972). Instead, he created the illusion that there
was no the transit crisis by micro-managing the system, insisting on

improved downtown transit distribution for the riders, even if it was



necessary to cut service in order to pay the additional cost’2 As the
transit system's problems mounted, Perk's belief that neither
regionalization nor a transit tax was necessary became more and more
unrealistic. With Cleveland's leadership paralyzed, the trustee for the
bondholders to whom the 25-year RFC loan was payable declared CTS
in default for unauthorized use of the reserve funds mandated by its
1952 Mortgage Indenture. In December 1972 the trustee demanded
immediate payment of the remaining debt and froze $5.4 million of CTS
reserve funds to ensure that bondholders would be paid.’3 CTS had no
funds to pay the $8.9 million still owed the bondholders who set up a
strict bond repayment schedule due to start January 1974.74 On the
brink of receivership, in which control of CTS could pass to the
bondholders, Perk and city council agreed in July 1973 to lend CTS the
$8.9 million at 6% interest to pay off the outstanding bonds and release
the frozen reserves. Although the loan to CTS signified Cleveland's
eventual commitment to metropolitan ownership, politics would delay
the reorganization of CTS for two more years.

Perk also attacked CTS during his successful campaign for
reelection in 1973. He demanded a complete audit of the transit system,
a cutback in the recent fare increase, and a reorganized management
which included firing General Manager Robert Pollock.”5 The Board
had raised the transit fare to $0.55 in March 1973 but agreed to decrease
it to $0.50 on Perk's promise that he would raise $7 million for the
system from federal funds. This was impossible--there would be no
federal assistance until CTS could guarantee that it would remain in



business.6 City Council, anxious to avoid blame for transit problems
in an election year, attributed its inaction to lack of support from the
mayor.77 Cleveland's newspapers urged transit regionalization, but
election-year politics dictated that CTS continue to be perceived as a
viable operation that could solve its own problems. 8

In the fall of 1973, the three county commissioners began
discussion of a county-run transit system by soliciting opinions from
interested groups in the Cleveland area. There were three viable
regional options for CTS. One was the Lake Erie Regional
Transportation Authority (LERTA). Although established in 1972
primarily to plan a new jet port for Greater Cleveland, it had the
authority to assume control of a mass transit authority and indicated
that it was ready to do so.79 County Commissioner Seth Taft objected to
this scheme which would put county tax money in the hands of a
Cleveland-dominated LERTA Board of Trustees.80 Instead, the county
commissioners planned for a county transit system which would
include CTS and those independent suburban transit systems wishing
to join. The takeover could be accomplished quickly before transit funds
ran out again since county financial authority was adequate to assume
control of the system and no further state legislation was required. The
commissioners agreed to establish an independent transit board and to
appoint two members from Cleveland's nominees, two nominees from
suburban municipalities, and three Cuyahoga County nominees
representing the county at large.81 The commissioners were assured

of cooperation from the Greater Cleveland Growth Association



and the County Mayors and City Managers Association. Although they
offered to solicit appointees for the county transit board from city and
suburban officials, their authority to make the appointments was
indivisible. This had been the nub of the controversy over a county-run
water pollution control system where the suburbs insisted on direct
authority to select their own board members.

The commissioners' plan stirred Mayor Perk into action. Two
days before it was scheduled for public release, Perk announced on
February 11,1974 that he now favored a regional authority and would
agk the state legislature for a new law permitting the formation of a
second regional agency for mass transit (LERTA had been the first),
with the added authority to levy sales and income taxes. He also
insisted that the city be compensated for transferring the system,82
Although the county's area-wide plan was finessed, the Mayor's
announcement provided the leadership necessary to proceed, and a
consensus for an independent regional agency was rapidly built with
support from the CTS Board, the county, and the suburbs, whose
assistance was necessary if a county-wide transit subsidy was to be
approved by the voters. Suburban help, of course, was contingent on
their receiving authority to appoint some of the transit board
members.83 Council President George Forbes, NOACA, and The
Greater Cleveland Growth Association also were in accord with Perk,
and the Growth Association drafted the consensus transit bill sent to
the Ohio legislature .84



The necessary state legislation, passed in mid-June 1974,
permitted a second transportation district provided it was established
before January 1, 1975, and gave it the right to seek a sales tax of up to
1-1/2% or a property tax of up to 5 mills.85 Regionalization discussions
lagged, however, as Cleveland officials were reluctant to bargain away
control of the system. The issues were how transit board authority
would be apportioned and what kind of transit tax to submit for voter
approval. The mayor still demanded compensation for CTS, but the
suburbs and the county commissioners were adamant--the city was
only entitled to the amount it had invested in the system.86

In a last ditch effort to retain city control of CTS, Perk proposed a
0.2% increase in the city income tax to eliminate the system's debt and
give free transportation to the elderly, but he discovered the city could
lose $80 million in Federal money without a regionally-owned system.87
He then proposed to raise the city income tax from 1% to 1.5% with 0.2%
of it earmarked for transit purposes in 1975 only, promisging to push for
a regional agency by the end of the year. In support of his hybrid tax
proposal, the Mayor predicted that 1975 would see a $16 million deficit if
the 0.5% raise was not passed, but City Council was split on the need for
the increase.88 The voters, confused by Council ambivalence, mayoral
flip-flops and holding Perk to his "no new taxes" promise,
overwhelmingly turned down the increase in November 1974.89

It was a hurried and unconvincing campaign effort at best,
however, Perk was essentially off the political hook; he could no longer
be blamed for the CTS transfer--the voters had rejected the proposed



transit subsidy. Although Cleveland only had until January 1, 1975 to
establish a regional transit system, lingering resentment at having to
share control of the transit system was evidenced in the political

posturing of city councilmen prior to the final bargaining:

"It seemed prevalent after the income tax failed that CTS was up
for grabs and would come cheap. Well, its not up for grabs, and if
it does go, they're going to have to pay for it...."--Council

President, George Forbes.90

"CTS buses and rapid trains should stop at the city limits. If CTS
crosses the line, the suburban riders should have to pay dearly for
the service. Bring those lines (CTS) back into the boundaries of
the City of Cleveland and you'll have a good system.' "--

Councilman Theodore Sliwa.91

The agreement to create the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit
Authority was reached December 30, 1974, contingent on the passage of
a 1% addition to the county-wide sales tax. It called for a 25-cent base
fare; an additional surcharge of 10 cents for express and rapid transit;
free rides for the elderly except during rush hours; service guarantees
for transit within the City of Cleveland; and a community responsive
transit service. The City was to receive approximately $11 million,
covering its investment in the system.92 The allocation of authority on
the Board of Trustees was the final roadblock. Mayor Perk's mid-
December agreement with county and suburban officials calling for a 9-
member transit board with each group appointing 3 representatives
was rejected by Council President George Forbes, who demanded a



transit board majority for Cleveland.93 His leadership in the last
minute negotiations significantly increased Cleveland's board
representation.

Accord was reached on a 10-member Greater Cleveland Regional
Transit Authority (RTA) Board with 4 members appointed by the Mayor
of Cleveland and approved by City Council; 3 members appointed by the
county comissioners, including one who was a resident of Cleveland;
and 3 elected by the executive officials of all the municipal corporations
and 1:ownships.94 If the Cleveland resident selected by the county
consistently represented the city's interest, Cleveland had achieved
parity with the county and the suburbs, but none of the groups, by
themselves, could control board policy.

RTA was organized in January 1975 under a newly-appointed
Board of Trustees. A Memorandum of Understanding detailed
Cleveland's service guarantees for its transit dependent for 5 years and
the 25-cent fare for 3 years; RTA insisted on flexibility to implement the
guarantees depending on ite revenue.95 The coordinated campaign to
secure voter approval of a 1% piggy-back sales tax in J uly 1975 was
successful. County voters approved the tax by a 70.2% vote including a
large Cleveland majority and unexpectedly strong suburban support.
Suburban approval was attributed to the agreement RTA had reached
with 5 suburban transit systems and the Shaker Rapid Transit to join
the system and the time RTA officials spent in the suburbs persuading

the residents that the planned service improvements would benefit



them.96 The J uly 1975 vote for the tax made RTA a functioning district

because there was convincing leadership to prove it was necessary.

VII. Conclusion

Federal transit policy played a lesser role in the creation of the
Greater Cleveland Regional Transit system than it did in the formation
of the Cleveland Regional Sewer District. Although federal funds built
Cleveland's rail rapid transit system, it was chiefly the system's
deteriorating financial condition rather than federal policy that made
regionalization inevitable. That need became abundantly clear when
CTS deficits began to mount as a downward spiral of declining
ridership, higher fares, and deepening service cuts spun out of control.
Federal requirements for area-wide planning certainly encouraged a
metropolitan focus on transit problems, but local politics set the
timetable for the implementation of a metropolitan transit system.

When CTS annual deficits made metropolitan ownership a
necessity, the key issue in the system's reorganization was who would
provide the subsidy required for its continued operation. Cohesive
leadership was necessary to convince voters that public money for a
regional transit service would benefit the entire comunity. Although a
transit subsidy was crucial, Cleveland's administrative thrift,
supported by its low-tax policies, had ruled out municipal funding
adequate for the system's needs. As the system's finances grew worse

in the early 1970s there was no leadership, City Hall simply reacted to



the various crises in transit operation as they occurred. The politics of
frugality was too well entrenched to attempt more. City leaders,
seeking to avoid blame for losing control of another municipal function,
delayed the consensus-building necessary to create a metropolitan
transit system by maintaining the illusion that the system could right
itself.

The process of establishing a metropolitan transit system in its
latter stages bore some similarity to what had occurred when the water
pollution control program was regionalized. The Cuyahoga County
commissioners initiated a plan to take over the transit system which
forced the city's hand, and Mayor Perk again supported an independent
regional transit district in order to prevent a county takeover of the
system. As representatives from Cleveland, Cuyahoga County and
suburban governments sought to influence CTS reorganization, the
principal of shared authority to appoint the policy-making board of
trustees made an independent district the preferred choice. The
implications of adding yet another governing entity to the complexity of
local government were of little consequence to the crisis-oriented
management of Cleveland. It was enough that the same political
partnership administering the Cleveland Regional Sewer District also
would guide the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit system--a move
that confirmed suburban independence from the declining city for a

second time.



CHAPTER FIVE

REGIONALIZATION OF THE CLEVELAND TRANSIT SYSTEM
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Cleveland Railway Co. to provide streetcar service at cost plus a 6%
return to its shareholders, with city approval required for system
improvements transit fare increases, and route changes.

2No city tax funds were pledged for repayment. Summary of CTS
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSION

The post World War II movement of central city populations to
suburban areas expanded the area-wide delivery of major municipal
functions, straining the capacity of many existing city governments to
meet the increased demand for efficient service. This circumstance
prompted renewed examination of the best way to administer these
broad-based functions. In response, several rapidly growing cities
greatly expanded their boundaries. A few cities (notably Miami and
Indianapolis) consolidated city and county government. Most cities,
however, especially cities that had already grown large and were
surrounded by rings of well-established suburbs by 1945, had to find
other solutions.

Cleveland, Ohio, fell into this third group. By 1945 it was
surrounded by a double ring of suburbs. City and/or suburban voters
rejected federated or consolidated city-county government in repeated
elections in 1950, 1959, and between 1969 and 1980. Thus Cleveland
provides an excellent case study of the most common response to the
new municipal service challenges of the postwar period. In Cleveland,
at least, the challenge was met after many delays through the creation
of special arrangements for each function. Two elements were
important in the local process of regionalization: recognizing the need
and deciding what form the reorganization would take. Both national
and local actions influenced the process in Cleveland as population

dispersion and changing federal policies intersected at the local level.
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While federal policy promoted regional administration of major
municipal functions such as water pollution control and mass transit,
the regionalization process itself was primarily driven by local political
concerns.

The county home rule charters of 1950 and 1959 gave Cuyahoga
County the authority to administer municipal functions such as
Cleveland's regional sewage disposal and transit systems for the entire
area. These charters, drafted by metropolitan reformers and selected
politicians, proposed comprehensive changes in existing governmental
arrangements. In the absence of a compelling reason to make such
changes voters turned them down, partly due to the distrust of pro-
home rule elites by ethnic and black voters of modest means. In the
effort to find an acceptable metropolitan alternative, decision-makers
were forced to work with existing governing structures. The City of
Cleveland owned both the water pollution control (sewage disposal)
operation and the urban mass transit system, and although the two
services had quite different technical and regulatory requirements, the
region's changing political realities produced the same result: a
single-functional special district for each. Cleveland also owned the
region's dominant water system, but it was able to retain substantial
control of this service after making significant rate and other policy
concessions.

Cleveland's water and sewage disposal systems had been crucial
to public health since the mid-19th century, and their administrative

histories under Cleveland's control were an important component in



the city's status-conscious view of itself as a major urban area. As
capital- intensive utilities, they required substantial user fees, and over
the years, Cleveland imposed higher water and sewage rates on the
suburbs in order to subsidize artificially low rates for city residents.
After World War II the rate-setting decisions came under increasing
fire from suburban officials who belicved they were unfair, and the rate
differential the city insisted on earned Cleveland the enmity of the
suburbs connected with its system. The policy of low utility rates for
city inhabitants was part of the municipal frugality that characterized
most of Cleveland's post World War II governments during the 1970s.

Cleveland's control of its sewage disposal system was challenged
in the mid-1960s by the federal government's commitment to clean up
Lake Erie, one of the nation's most polluted waterways. Pollution
controls minimally necessary to protect an urban area's public health
were no longer adequate; water clean enough for active public
recreational use required more stringent pollution standards called for
by federal and state agencies. Higher water quality standards in turn
compelled local governments to improve their sewage treatment
facilities, and in Cleveland, as elsewhere, effective pollution controls
had to be regional in scope. In effect, regional ownership was
necessary if national clean-water goals were to be met, and the legacy of
mistrust established by Cleveland's politicization of sewage rate-setting
led the suburbs to insist they share authority in the restructured

system. Negotiations to create a county water pollution control



authority foundered on the issue of Cleveland's continued operation of
the system and on the lack of direct suburban participation in rate-
setting authority. The stalemate was broken by the Common Pleas
Court which resolved this conflict in 1972 by creating the Cleveland
Regional Sewer District to administer the area's water pollution control
program. The new district's Board of Trustees was made up of city,
county, and suburban appointees.

The same combination of local and federal influences was
responsible for changes in urban mass transit. In this instance,
however, the federal government played a dual role. Federal funding
of a national highway network favored the use of automobiles at the
expense of the public transit systems which experienced a severe loss in
their ridership and growing deficits. With urban mass transit in
jeopardy, the federal government provided funds in 1964 to expand
existing metropolitan transit systems--but made significant funds
available only to those with regional administrations. In 1952, the
Cleveland Transit System's early postwar planning for a rail rapid
transit system allowed it to secure a federal loan to complete the initial
project, which was extended with the aid of federal grant in 1968.
However, its complete dependence on farebox revenue put Cleveland
Transit in severe difficulty as it lost ridership. By 1970, transit
regionalization and a public tax subsidy were essential if the transit
system was to free itself from unmangeable debt.

Procrastination by city officials delayed resolution of the system's

financial problems until 1974 when Mayor Ralph Perk finally agreed to



form a regional transit district. Under the belated leadership of the
city, the Greater Cleveland Regional Transit authority was created Dec.
30, 1974 with a reallocation of authority among Cleveland, Cuyahoga
County and the suburbs similar to that established in the regional
sewer district. The following July, county voters approved a 1%
increase in the sales tax to subsidize its operation.

Although county-run water pollution control and transit systems
were considered during the regionalization negotiations; the county
commissioners' authority was indivisible--neither city nor suburban
officials could effectively participate in policy-making or rate-setting
deliberations. In contrast, the governing authority of a single function
district in Ohio could be allocated in any way agreeable to its
participants which, in the Cleveland case, reflected city, county, and
suburban service needs. The partnership also satisfied the new
political imperatives in the Greater Cleveland region.

Partnership in the new special districts also represented a
dilution of Cleveland's municipal authority. Anxious to maintain
control of its largest municipal assets, the city persisted in its view that
the rapidly growing suburbs were still appendages to the dominant
central city and subject to its control. This perception encouraged
Cleveland's postwar administrations to conduct a series of holding
actions until circumstances forced a change. Indicative of this mode of
operation was the city's politically inspired thrift. Although it helped

reelect the Mayors and City Councils, administrative frugality stifled



muricipal leadership as Cleveland's caretaker governments focused
narrowly on politics and constituent interests instead of attending to the
growing problems of the city as a whole.

In summary, Cleveland's regionalization process and its outcome
were shaped by a blend of postwar demographic changes and federal
policy initiatives on the one hand, and local political interests
concerned with details of the metropolitan restructuring on the other.
Although the two systems were administered differently and their
services were not of equal importance to the greater Cleveland
community, political relationships endemic to the region produced
similar redistributions of authority over them that satisfied the area's
competing political interests. Greater Cleveland was representative of
most older urban areas searching for the best way to administer
municipal functions that were rapidly expanding, and the use of a
single function district was a popular answer to the question of who
should provide these area-wide municipal services and in what form.

Cleveland represents a case study of how the postwar
deconcentration of population from one major central city combined
with federal intervention to reform the delivery of two regional
municipal services within the parameters of its local political mores.
The regionalization process dealt with the larger issue of suburbia's
independence from the central city, and the detailed analysis of the
course it took in Cleveland revealed the changing suburban status as

communities moved collectively from their traditional role as satellites



of the central city to economic and social independence. Suburban
inclusion in the political partnership administering Cleveland's newly-
founded regional districts was a salient feature of that evolution which
refuted a common 1950s view that suburbs were inept, fragmented
dependencies of the urban core.

Suburban independence from the central city was the first step in
redefining the pattern of new settlement whose locations were
increasingly determined by the traffic patterns on the perimeter
highways encircling the urban region. Although the Cleveland
experience was an exercise in local particularism, it pointed out some
of the difficulties involved in a metropolitan process which was national
in scope.

Suburbia's evolution was milestone in the long history of its
development--a phenomenon examined by recent urban historians.
Peter Muller, in Contemporary Suburban America (1981), pinpointed
the acquisition of suburban independence in the 1970s, the apex of the
postwar exodus to the suburbs where regional economic and cultural
dominance was outside the central city for the first time, lodged in
scattered multifunctional cores. According to Muller,

"...the city and suburbs have assumed new roles. The central city
is becoming more specialized as an elitist service center and the
home of the metropolitan disadvantaged, while the suburbs
comprise a band of diversifying urban development involving the

gamut of once exclusively downtown-bound activities."1



Robert Fishman, in Bourgeois Utopiag (1987), saw the creation of
an entirely new decentralized city beginning in 1945 with the opening of
suburbia to the middle and working classes marking a new era of
accelerated expansion and independence. The complex metropolitan
structure resulting from the continuing deconcentration of the urban
population owed its existence to the network of superhighways circling
the perimeter of the metropolis. Fishman projected,

"...a post urban era in which high tech research centers sit in the
midst of farmland and grass grows on abandoned factory sites in
the core...both core and periphery are swallowed up in seemingly

endless multicentered regions...."2

These new cities (or technoburbs” as he called them) contained all the
specialized functions of a great metropolis along those highways,
making central cities less relevant to the region.

While Fishman acknowledged suburban independence of the
central city as vital to the formation of entirely new perimeter cities
after 1945, he also maintained that the loss of suburban exclusivity was
an important component in establishing his dividing line. Using the
British model in which upper middle class business leaders were
equated with the rural squirarchy of comparable income, the author
defines his pre-1945 "bourgeois utopias” as privileged middle class
residential areas, excluding all those from the lower classes except

servants. Taken as a whole, this narrow definition did not represent



American suburbs before 1945 as they contained housing available to
those with a much greater range of income than Fishman's elitist
definition indicates.

Fishman's vision of edge cities developing along the nation's
highways, however, was given a statistical definition by journalist Joel
Garreau in 1991. He maintained that in order to qualify they must

have,

"...at least 5 million or more sq. ft. of leasable office space;
600,000 sq. ft. or more of leasable retail space; more jobs than
bedrooms; is perceived by the population as one place--a regional

end destination for mixed use; and is nothing like a city in 1961."3

According to Garreau, downtown Cleveland, the junctions of Interstate
271 and Chagrin Blvd. and Interstate 77 and Rockside Rd. qualified as
edge cities in this area, documenting Cleveland's loss of centrality to
the metropolitan area.3

Although their timelines vary, both Muller and Fishman viewed
suburban independence as a dividing line separating the old and the
new. The traditional metropolis composed of a central city surrounded
by suburbs had been superseded by the new reality of a multicentered
metropolis. Muller, Fishman and Garreau, however, only described
the superficial aspects of these expanding locations on the highways
surrounding growing metropolitan areas, addressing the role of
developers and builders in creating them, the variety of technical,

economic, and social services they offered, and the potential of these




areas for providing virtually all the needs of a mobile population. While
they identified this phenomenon as an entirely new type of city, they
disregarded the political role of the existing counties, cities, villages,
townships, and special districts in which these centers reside. These
governing entities institutionalize the settlement patterns and supply
the infrastructures to keep them functioning. How they utilize their
corporate prerogatives to lend, build, zone, and tax to support these new
perimeter locations will be a determining factor in the continued

viability of these new cities.

In 1993, the growth of cities on the periphery of the metropolis
continues to be a work-in-progress, where regional political solutions
used in the 1970s will in all probability become obsolete as metropolitan

areas continue to grow in the search for more useable space.

Samuel P. Hays has written that:

"An urbanizing society cannot be understood if one's vision is
limited to the city itself, but only if in the process of historical
change one can identify a larger context to which the city can be

related."4

The writer hopes this dissertation might be considered a contribution
to that larger context.
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