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REPORT COMPOSITION

The survey report is divided into a Sumary, and 9 Appendices. A
charge for each appendix and summary report to cover the cost of printing
wil l he required, should purchase he desired. The appendices each con-
tain a different category of information. Alphabetically identified,
the appendices are:

A. Background Information - This appendix includes the population
and industrial projections, wastewater flows and the engineering data
used as a basis for planning .

B. Basis of Design and Cost - This appendix contains the criteria and
rationale used to design and cost the final alternative wastewater treat-
ment system components .

C. Plan Formulation - The appendix presents the planning concepts
and procedures used in developing the alternative wastewater management
plans that were examined during the study.

D. Description and Cost of Alternatives - This appendix contains a
cost description and construction phasing analysis for each of the final
five regional wastewater management alternatives. Components of these
alternatives are described in detail In Appendix B.

fl. Social - Environmental Evaluation - This report provides an
assessment of the social and environmental impacts likely to arise
from the implementation of the final five alternatives.

F. Institutional Considerations - This report presents an assessment
of the institutional impacts likely to arise from implementation of the
final five a] ternatives .

C. Valuation - This appendix presents ~‘ broad evaluation of the
implications and use potential inherent in the final five alternatives .

II.  Public Involvement/Participation Program - This appendix docunents
the program used to involve the public in the planning procc~~ .

I. Comments - This appendix contains all of the formal comments from
local , State and Federal entities a~ the result of their review of theother appendices and the Sim~nary Report . Also capsul i zed are the views
of citizens presented at public meetings.

The Si~unina ry (locunent presents an overview of the ent i re  stu]v .
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PREFAGE

The Chicago Dis trict has developed five final alternatives for
regional was tewater management in the Chicago-South End Lake Michigan
area . This report presents an evaluation and analysis of the

- \ institutiona~~impacts that would result from the implementat ion of any
)$~~these alternatives (or parts thereof) . The intent is not only to

• - ‘provide an understanding of the institutional impacts of the final
alternatives , but also to highlight the implications that these impacts
would have on present institutional arrangements for wastewater
management. ‘s .’

Much of the analysis has resulted from earlier institutional
reports . (Appropriate portions of two prior institutional reports are
reproduced in the addendums at the end of this report.) In general ,
this report presents a sumaiy of institutional arrangements which
should be considered for modify ing existing ins titutions and/or
establishing new ones. These arrangements would be a prerequisite
to the actual implementation of any technical (engineering) solution
to the was tewater management problems of the area. It was also
recognized that the development of institutional arrangements
capable of implementing the technical solution (i .e. ,  alternative)
was necessary to further the process by which institutional arrangements
can be formulated. Thus , the objectives of this report are as follows :

1. To identify the institutional (including financial) impacts
of the five technical alternatives upon a cross-section of existing
institutions and to identify the types of changes to existing
institutions which would be necessary to implement the alternatives .
The cross-section includes those institutions discussed in the previcus
I1¼1~C report , “Evaluation of Institutional, Financial and Manpower
Factors - Chicago-South End Lake Michi gan. ”

2. To compare the five alternatives to each other to determine
impacts on selected ins ti tutional impacts .

3. To identify alternative institutional arrangements which could
be considered if any or parts of five alternatives would be selected
for implementation .

4. To serve , as one of several evaluation studies , as a basis for
local decision makers to assess and select the alternative(s) which ,
from a total resource management viewpoint , would provide the best
solut ion to the was tewater management problems of the C-SELM area.

5. Thus, to serve , together with other evaluation report s , as the
basis for further planning e fforts and sthsequent desi gn considerat ions .
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SECTION I - SUM~1ARY OF FINDINGS

The summary of findings presented below is the result of contractual
work conducted by Linton, Mields and Coston , Inc . for the Chicago District
Office of the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers . The maj or input of this work
has been to provide a framework for unders tanding the maj or implications
for ins titutional arrangements in the Chicago-South End Lake Michigan
Study area vis-a-vis fi ve technical wastewater management alternatives
proposed by the Corps of Engineers . The findings of this report with
respect to institutional modifications and changes necessitated by the
technical alternatives are presented below :

I. Current Federal policies point the way increasingly toward regional
solut ions to wastewater management problems .

II. Regardless of which of the five technical alternatives is considered
they all have signi ficant and simi lar implications for existing institutional
arrangements.

III. The major difference in institutional impacts result from the fact
that two of the technical alternatives require the use of large amounts of
land for spray irri gation sites to renovate wastewater.

IV. Three institutional approaches have been selected for consideration:
a local approach , a regional approach and an areawide approach .

V. Several mechanisms are suggested in the discussions to implement
the three institutional approaches . These are :

(a) increased use of contractual agreements

(b) expansion of certain institutions geographical authorities.

(c) the creation of new or expanded service areas using existing
legislative authorities.

(d) the creation of one or more new institutions to manage and
oversee areawide districts . This will requi re new state enabling
legislation .

VI .  A maj or new institutional a rrangement to imp lement any of the
alternatives is not recommended at this time .

VII .  The analysis indicates there would be major economic and
administrative advantages from increased regionalization ; however ,
consolidation will requi re local citizenry and governmental approval.

F- I- i



VIII. All of the institutional alternatives are consistent with the
trend towards regionalism and consolidation in the provision of waste-
water inanagt~ment services.

IX. Regardless of which institutional approach is ultimately
chosen or implemented, existing institutions should be utilized and
incorporated to the greatest extent practicable.

BACKGROUND FACTORS INFLUENCING WP~STEWATER MANAGEMENT

RECET’~IT FEDERAL INITIATIVES IN WATER QUALITY LEGISLATION

Federal initiatives in water pollution control date back more than
two decades to 1948 when the firs t comprehensive Water Pollution Control
Act was passed to s~~port and assist the states to control and prevent
watex~ pollution. This and subsequent legislation up to the recently
passed Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, discussed
below, adhered to a policy of keying Federal water pollution control efforts
to the principle that the states should lead in the national effort to
control pollution. In these early legislative attempts enforcement
responsibilities and the setting of standards were assigned to the states.
In 1956, major changes were instituted and the National Water Pollution
Control program was permanently established by providing $500 million for
grants to local communities to build sewage treatment plants . In 1965,
in response to increasing pollution problems, Congress passed legislation
establishing a permanent agency to administer Federal water legislation
and at the same time required the states to develop standards for water
quality within its boundaries . In 1966, Congress again increased the
allocations for Federal support for state pollution control efforts
authorizing $3.4 l)illion for FYO 7-7l .  Despite continued Federal legislation
efforts , the problems continued to grow wors e , particularly the problem
of municipal sewage. Congressional hearings in 1970 and 1971 revealed
that the enforcement process was not working, state and local needs for
improved treatment facilities were growing more acute, and the discharge
permit system was cumbersome and unworkable.

To help correct these deficiencies, Congress passed the Water Quality
Act of 1970 and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The
United States Environn~ntal Protection Agency was created under the
provisions of Section One of the Reorganization Plan Number Three of 1970
(transmitted to Congress by the President on July 9, 1970). Sections Two ,
Three and Four of this Reorganization Plan trans ferred the vast maj ority
of all Federal envi ronmental and pollution control activities (including
water pollution control to the United States Environmental Protection Agency .

Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972

In 1972 , Federal policy unde rwent a maj or philosophical and substantive
change with the passage of the Federal Water Pollution Cont rol Act Amendments

F — I — 2
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of 1972 (FWPCAA) . This legislation mandates a major change in emphasis
in the enforcement mechanism of the Federal Water Pollution Control
program from water quality standards of water bodies to effluent
discharge l imits .  Under the new law, the basis for pollution abatement
is the setting of treatment discharge effluent limitations.

Under the earlier 1965 Act, water quality standards became the major
control mechanism; States dec ided how water was to be used, the levels
of pollutants permi tted by use category, types of abatement requi red and
a t ime frame for abatement. This system, however, did not achieve the
success expected. Many states , for example, were slow to adopt the
required standards and had difficulty establishing relationships between
a tolerable level of pollutants and water uses. The 1972 FWPCAA adopted
the change from these water quality standards to effluent limits because
of the great di fficulty in establishing reliable and enforceable effluent
limitations on the basis of a given stream quality. In addition, water
quality standards often could not be translated into effluent limitations
defendable in court tests because of the imprecision of water quality
technology .

The result is that water quality will not be the measure of program
effectiveness and performance and not a means for elimination or enforcement.
The central goal of the new water pollution control law is contained in
Section 101. Section 101 charges the Environmental Protection Agency with
the responsibility of setting effluent standards to achieve the national
goal of eliminating the discharge of pollutants into navigable waters by
1985 and of achieving wherever attainable, an interim water quality which
provides for the protection of wildlife and fish as well as recreation
by 1983. Section 101 also directs EPA to provide major research and
demonstration grant financial assistance to agencies and institutions who
request it.

Section 208

The Act also recogni zes the piece-meal approach of past policies and
their implicit failure. Section 208 notes the interdependence of pollution
control efforts by encouraging areawide solutions to water pollution control
and abatement. Section 208 provides a program mechanism whereby populated
areas with diverse and complex waste disposal and treatment problems may
plan and manage waste treatment programs on an areawide basis. Section
208 recognizes the interdependence of waste treatment management systems
and seeks to take advantage of the economies of scale inherent in large
scale provision of services . An earlier IRID-EPA administrative agreement
also sought to coordi nate l iii) water and sewer grants and EPA constniction
grants; however , now for the firs t time in 25 years of Federal Water Policy,
a mechanism is clearly defined whereby areas may plan and coordinate a
variety of related water resources developments to assist in achieving the
goal of clean water by 1985.

F - 1 -3



Sections 306 and 307

Section 306 di rects I PA to develop national standards of perfonnance
for new sources 01’ pollut i on from specified manufacturing processes . The
States are requi red to submit procedures for app ly ing and enfo rcing such
standards . Section 307 directs PPA to develop effluent standards for
toxic substances and national pretreatment standards for pollutants which
could interfere with the operation of publicly o~sned treatment facilities.The intent of these sections is to insure that stationary sources of
pollution are designed, built and operated to minimize the discharge of
pollut ants . Also, they reflect the intent of Congress to expand Federal
guidance to the states .

Other Signi ficant Federal Policies Affecting Was tewate r

Several other Federal policies also have a significant bearing on the
national was tewater management programs and policies . One is the Federal
requirement for reg ional clearinghouse agencies to coordinate and i mprove
planning and prograrming at the local level. The A-95 agencies established
by the President ’s Office of Management and Budget in 1969 require that all
Federal programs and policies be reviewed to insure that they are
consistent with regional service needs and that they encourage the most
efficient use of Federal and local resources. ihe practical effect of this
requirement has been to broaden the range of e ffects and consequences
to be considered before approving any Federally supported proj ect or
proposal.

Under the FWPCAA of 197.2 both the Corps of Eng ineers and the
Environmental Protection Agency will play increasingly active roles in
wastewater management. The Corps possesses an extensive engineering
and planning capability which is recognized in Section 208 of the new
1a~ . Section 208 authori:es the Corps to provide technical planning
assistance upon request from designated areawide planning and management
agencies and provides an authorization of up to $50 million for FY 73
and agai n for FY 74. At the same time , Federal funding for the Uousing
and Urban Development ’s water and sewer grants p rogram has been eliminated
in the Administration ’s proposed Fl 74 budget, thereby placing all of the
present Federal construction program activities in EPA.

Other Significant State and Coun ty Factors Influencing Icastewater Management

Bi-State Area. Along with Federal policies and actions shaping
was tewater management policies and programs, several si gni ficant local
factors stand out. The C-SEL\~ area is a bi-state urea and includes , inaddition to most of the (licago ~k~tropolitan Area, a significant portion
of the highl y urbanized and industrialized northwestern corner of Indiana .

1:~1 ~l
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As a result , the study area is affected and complicated by two di stinct
sets of ins titutions .* At the present , Indian a does not have the
authority to assume genera l obli ga tion bond indebtedness as does I l l ino i s .
On the other hand , the Illinois Constitution, recently revised and
simplified , provi des new support for the concept of local communi ty rule.
Three types of institutions currently p rovide was tewater management and/or
treatment services within the C-SELM area , municipalities , counties , and
special districts. Illinois counties may provide these services onl y if
they are not already provided by an entity organi zed for similar services .
in Indiana , on the other han d, there is now authority to es tablish reg ional
water and sewage districts , however , no signi ficant public demand for
such a district has been heard.

While there are attempts in Indiana to widen the institutional
authority to provide wastewater management services , there are othe r
attempts to limit this authority. For examp le, Indian a law (h ouse
Enrolled Act No. 1001) now requires any plan which involves the
interstate transfer of sewage for land disposal to be approved by
both the state legislature and the county commissioners of the affected
counties. In a related law (House Enrolled Act No. 1002), also passed
in 1973, planning commissions in Indiana are prohibited from assisting
in the implementation of any land disposal provisions of any study
that would create a multi-state waste disposal system. This law did
not, however, prevent the commissions in assisting in an exchange of
information concerning wastewater management studies.

Finally, no regional institution exists in either state with the
authori ty or j urisdiction to implement and/or operate wastewater
management programs and proposals . Planning commissions are universally
recommending agencies; not building or regulatory agencies. Similarly,
at the interstate level, the Interstate Planning Committee makes
recommendati ’ns but it has no authority to implement, regulate or
enforce its recomendations . At the regional level, the Northeastern
Illinois Planning Commission in Illinois and the Lake-l’orter County
Reg ional Transportation Commission in Indiana both have comprehensive
planning authority but no power to implement plans. At the state level,
both states have their own regulatory and enforcement agencies .

h ome Rule

Increasingly, public attention and concern is being focused on the
need to maintain the integrity of home rule for local communities . lEe
emphasis on protecting this concept is nowhere more evident than in
the recently revised I l l inois  Constitution. While the concern for
protecting local communi ty ’s autonomy and integri ty is being taken
mere seriously by policy and decision mak ers at all levels of
government in the two affected states , it is also becoming more app~.rent
that increased regional coordination of technical systems , financing
and institutional capabilities is the only solution to growing problems

*See Mdendum.



attendant to efficient and economical wastewater management and
treatment services. This sets up a ba Ic conflict. In short, the
technological trend is toward greater consolidation of wastewater
management services because of greater economies of scale. At the
same time , there is concern for the mounting cos ts associated with
these services . The “taxpayer revolt” , as it has come to be known ,
is a clea r sign that cos ts cannot continue to rise wi thout some
dramatic protes t from the taxpayers of the affected areas . Although
these realities are , on the surface, in conflict, this does not
necessari ly mean a solution is not possible. On the contrary , it
means these issues demand close attention and a realistic evaluation
of the interes ts involved.

1909 Treaty Between the United States and Great Britain and the Great
Lakes Water Quality Agreement of April 15, 1972

Another background institutional factor to be considered in the
Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 entered into by the United States and
Great Britain. The purpose of the treaty was the desire of the
parties “to prevent disputes regarding the use of boundary waters
of the United States and Canada and to settle all questions.. .
involving the ri ghts , obligations, or interes ts of either in relation
to the other..., along their common frontier, and to make provision
for the adjustment and settlement of all such questions as may
hereinafter arise.”

Article IV of the treaty in part provides that “it is further
agreed that the waters herein defined as boun da ry waters and waters
flowing across the b oundary shall not be polluted on either side to
the injury of health or p roperty on the other. ” This provision is
applicable to the waters of Lake Michigan because these waters flow
across the international boundary . In those instances where pollution
emanating from the C-SE W area would be suff icient  grounds for init iat ing
proceedings under the treaty, it is more likely that legal proceedings
would be instituted to abate this pollution under U.S. law (i.e., 1972
FWPCAA) and/or State law (i.e., Illinois Environmental Protection Act or
Indiana Environmental \lanagenient Act).

On Apri l 15, 1972, the two countries entered into the Great Lakes
Wa ter Quality Agreement. This agreement established a number of
general objectives for pollution abatement such as ecological freedom
f rom toxic subs tances and set a n uirber of water quali ty standards such
as total coliform , dissolved oxygen , and dissolved solids . The
agreement called for the construction and operation of munici pal waste
treatment plants discharging into the lakes and the establishment of
t reatment requi rements for all  industrial  plants . The ugreement prov i ded
that the International Joint Commission should examine the actions taken
by the two Gove rnments to carry out the agreement. In addition , a
wate r qual i ty  and advisory hGa rd and a re~eaic h boa rd are to be c reated
umder the authority of the Int ernat io iu l Joint Co mm iss ion .

- I -
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The present state of affairs in wastewater management services
provision in the C-SEW area is characterized by several factors at
the state and Federal levels. At the Federal level, a change in
philosophy from assisting local efforts in setting water quality
standards to now establishing a national framework for effluent
standards and implementation of areawide plans is beg inning to take
effect. Strict new limits on effluent discharges by class and
category (in some cases amounting to a total prohibition of toxic
pollutant discharges) will be set by the Environmental Protection
Agency while areawide solutions to pollution control are to be
emphasized and regional approaches in all federal programming efforts
are also encouraged by the A-95 regional review agencies. The Corps
of Engineers can be expected to play a larger role in planning and
emphasizing consolidated technical approaches while the bulk of the
Federal constniction review and enforcement progress will be conducted
through EPA.

On the state and local level , the situation is strongly influenced
by local concerns over protecting and maintaining local autonomy while
at the same time reducing cos ts . The two states possess different
institutional arrangements, different financing authorities and distinct
laws. It is against this background that the following reviews and
analysis is presented.

I —



SECTICP~ II - ANALYSIS OF MAJOR INSTITIJFICT’~AL SIMILARITIES
AND DISTINCI’ICNS N~DNG THE FIVE FINAL ALTERNATI \ES

The five alternatives under consideration offer a broad range of
solutions to the area ’s wastewater management p roblems . As has been
pointed out in the preceeding Section, there are major institutional
im pacts which are common and identical to all of the technical
alternatives; however, there are numerous differences as well. In
terms of developing institutional arrangements for the C-SELl’.! area,
the similarities appear significantly more important than the
differences.

This Section considers the various institutional impacts under
six headings:

1. Impacts of regionalization requirements of the alternatives.

2. Impacts of financial requirements of the alternatives.

3. Impacts of reuse requirements of the alternatives.

4. Impacts of land use requirements of the alternatives.

5. Impacts of home rule requirements of the alternatives.

6. Impacts of manpower requirements of the alternatives.

Under each heading there is a short discussion of the similarities
and differences between the institutional impacts resulting from each
of the alternatives. Included is a discussion of whether new legislation
is needed, or if expanded implementation of existing laws will suffice.
The matrix on the following pages describes the five alternatives and
indicates major di fferences and similarities of components .

All alternatives encourage the trend toward regionalism in waste-
water treatment and management services and would require some reg ional
integration of s imilar existing and new wastewater functi~ is.

All of the alternatives, including Alternative I , would regionalize
or consolidate services beyond the existing system. The basis of
Alternative I, for example, is really a comp ilation of planning efforts
presently advocated by existing local and regional planning agencies
using current standards (now superceded by no discharge of critical
pollutants criteria contained in the lWPC~~ of 1972). These existing
plans upon Which Alternat i ve I is predicated, would place various
controls on land use and development practices . In addition , the system

I: - I t -
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would benefit from increasing economies of scale due to the elimination
of as irany as 68 existing treatment facilities . Alternative I as
well as Alternatives II through V would carry these effects even
further and would, in increasing degrees, require the coordination
of planning, operations and management activities . As the proposed
technica l al ternati ves become more consolidat ed , i.e. , use fewer but
larger components , t he cooperation , interdependence and coordi nation
necessary to implement the alternative also become technically more
complex. Alternative I would reduce the existing number of facilities
and plants from approximately 132 t o 64 , while Alte rnat i ves I I through
V would generally consolidate facilities to an even greater degree.
Thus, Alternative II would utili:e 33 plants, .-U temative III would
employ 17 plants, and Alternatives IV and \‘ would utilize a mix of land
sites and treatment plants. The di ffe rences between these alte rnati ves
in tenns of consolidation are in degree hut not in kind. All alternatives
reflect the trend t~~’a rd greater efficienc ies obtained in operating
larger coordi nated sys tems

I~U’ACf OF REGIONALl AT1a~ 1 QU II ~E~~VP~
As indicated on the matrices at the end of t h i s  Section , all the

alternatives require a greate r deg ree of r eg i onali zat ion than presentl y
exists within the study area . Alternative 1 , which wou ld require the
leas t amount of regionalization, would reduce the ni,nnber of treatment
plants wi thin  the s tudy area from approxiniatelv 132 to 64, ten of which
would be new facilities . The fact that Alternat ive I requi res the
elimi nation of 68 existing p lants indicates that even the m.inimum
level or reg ionali :at ion required by the alte rnat i ves would si gnif i-
cantl change existing institutional arrangements . In the other
alternatives, many more existing plants would be abandoned . Alternative
V retains only f ive of the 132 existing p lants and Alternative 1\’
would eliminate treatment facilities altogether.

Although all of the alternatives require a level of rcgionali:ation
which is substantially greater than the existing level , there a re also
differences in the levels o f reg ionali zation required by d i f f e rent
technical alternatives. However, as noted above, these di fferences are
not as si gn i f ican t  as the fact that all alternatives share a need for a
hi gher level of regionali:ation w i th  one maj or exception . Roth of the
land alte rnati ves ( I V and \ )  would req uire a level of reg ional i zation
substantially greater than the remaining three al ternatives . From an
institutional perspective , thi s pr esents si gni ficantlv greater problems .

As the discussion which follows w i l l  show , the main impact of
reg io nalizat ion falls upon local institutions which ha ve respons ib i l i ty
b r t i -ic actual construction , opera t ion and mai n tenance of t reatment
plants.

1 - 1 1 — 7
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One of the more significant differences among alternatives is th at
the land treatment alternatives require a greater degree of regionalization
than do the treatment plan t alternatives . If the treatment plant
alternative requiring maxi mum regionalization (Alternative III) were
implemented, the study area could be divided into seventeen separate service
areas . ~~ the other hand , the maximum ni..urber of separate service areas
permissible under land treatment alternatives would be only five .
(Alternatives IV and \5’) . Furthermore , none of the treatment p lant
alternatives utilize components which cross the Il l inois-Indiana boundary
(an exception is a single existing storm water management conveyance line
which is part of the basic suburban storm water management system) . On
the other hand, Alternative IV , the pu re land treatment alternat ive ,
utilizes components which cross state lines. This means that the plant
disposal systems in each state could be operated independently under an
overall regional scheme , whereas the land treatment sys tem could not be
unless so designed and costs increased. Assuming that operation of
the land treatment alternatives would require some type of agreement
between Illinois and Indiana because of the interstate nature of the
alternatives, Congressional approval of the agreement would be required
by Title 33 USC Section 1154(b), This does not necessarily raise a
serious institutional problem, however, because under the provision of
the Section 1154(a), Congress has directed the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency to “encourage compacts between States
for the prevention and control of water pollution .”

NI1’IBER OF TREAT~ENT PLANTS

The number of treatment plants utili:ed by a particular alternative
is another technical factor affecting regionalism and having an institutional
impact. First , the number of plants used dete rmines the number of
institutions which will  have a facil it -~’ located within their jurisdict ion .
Iör example , if 64 plants are used , all of the maj or institutions w i thin
the study area involved in the operation of existing treatment plants
would have treatment plants wi thin  thei r j urisdictions whereas if five
plants (Alternative \‘) are used, only five major institutions would
have plants wi thin their boundaries . According ly,  as the number of
plants is reduced, the opportunity for consolidating existing institut ions
increases. Second, the number of p lan ts utili:ed dete rmines the number
of institutions affected by the abandonment of existing plants . As
the number of institutions affected by the ab andonment inc reases , so
do the institutional problems associated with assuming the outstanding
debts and compensating the owners of abandoned p lants . Third , the
number of plants utili zed affects interrelationships among exis t ing
institutions. As the number of p lants is reduced , the geographic a rea
and number of political subdivisions served by each plant inc reases . C

This creates an increased need for consolidation and/or contractua l
arrangements between the institutions without t reat ment plants and those

I~- 1 I - 8
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with plants . Furthermore , if the geographic area served by a plant
becomes regional ra ther than loca l , the enabling legislation of the
institution operating the plant may have to be changed to allow it to
serve the additional area(s).

SPRAY I RRI GATfl1’~ SITES

The utilization of the spray irrigation sites required by Alternatives
IV and V will have significant institutional impacts outside, as well as
inside , the study area . Within the study area , Alternatives IV and V
~vuld have a simi lar impact because of the comon need for a cooperative
arrangement among was tewater management institutions to regulat e the use
of shared facilities such as conveyance systems and the irrigation sites
themselves.

(Aitside of the study area , the institutional impacts of the
alt ernatives would be similar in that both use essentially the same
irrigation sites . However, Alternative IV would have a greater impact
because it requires more acreage. Institutions outside the study area
which would be affected include agencies responsible for the relocation
of people, agencies responsible for land use planning and control , and
agencies with the potential for being assigned responsibility for the
acquisition and operation of the spray irrigation sites .

The major impact of the irrigation sites , however , would stem
from the need to incorp orate citizens living outside of the C-SE W
area in the wastewater management decision-making process. In order
for these citi zens to be assured that thei r own self-interests and
values are protected it is imperative for them to have administrative
responsibility over their lands . A good technique for incorporating
such citizens in the decision-making process would be to establish
locally controlled agencies which would be responsible for acquisition
and operation of the spray irrigation sites . The local agency would
contract with existing wastewater agencies within the C-SE W area for
the disposal of wastewater. A second alternative would be to coordinate
operation of the locally operated irri gation sites and the existing
collection systems through a regional body composed of representatives
from within and outside of the C-SEW area. However, if this regional
approach was adopted steps would have to be taken to avoid potential
conflict with the one man, one vote principle while providing the
citizens in the outlying area an influential voice.

STORM WATER SYSTE 1~E

Th’o basic types of storm water collection and treatment systems are
ut i l ized  by the technical alternatives . Alternative I would treat the
storm water of the ~‘ietropo1itan chicago and Gary areas which would he
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collected through combined sewers . The impact of this storm water
S stem would be minimal as a similar sys tem p resent ly exists .
Alternatives II through V would utilize a more comp lex and regionalized
storm water treatment system. The storm water of suburban and rural
areas would he collected separately and stored before being treated C

at a controlled rate. This system wil l  have seve ral institut ional
impacts . First, it will be necessarv to acquire the storage sites . Second,
institutional adjustments will be necessary if storage sites are utilized
for recreation . Third, a cooperative mechanism will  be requi red to
control the release of water from storage sites to treatment plants or
sI ray irri gation sites .

SLUD~~ DISPOS AL

Two sludge disposal options have been p roposed as part of the reg ional
wastewater sys tems . Option 1 would ut i l ize sludge for agricultural
fertilizing, while Opt ion 2 would use sludge for land reclamation. These
options raise several institutional problems. The problems associated
with Option 1 are similar to the problems connected with the acquisition
of spray irrigation sites in that legal rights to use farm land for sludge
disposal will have to be acquired. Option 2 will require contractual
arrangements with the coal companies or other owners of the land to be
recl aimed. Furthermore , land reclamation projects will have to be
coordinated with applicable regional and local land-use plans. This would
be accomplished by involving representatives of local governments located
in the disposal areas in the decision making process. Both Options 1 and
2 will also require regional cooperative arrangements to regulate the use
of shared facilities suh as conveyance systems and disposal sites .

ABILITY TO RESPOND TO REGI(I ’4AL REQUIRE~1ENTS

The ability of existing institutions to adapt to the regional
requirements of the technical alternatives depends largely upon the
institutions ’ geographic flexibility . The different types ol agencies
involved in the operation of treatment plants (municipalities , counties
and special districts) have di fferent levels of geographic flexibility .
‘-hiu ici palit ies in Indiana and Illinois serve the areas wi thin their
boundaries but are permitted to treat the sewage of other political
subdivisions on a contrac tual basis . Counties , which a re involved in
treatment plant operation only in Illinois , are more restricted because
the~’ are authori zed to act only in areas not served by another entity
organized for simi lar purposes. Special districts generall\’ provide the
greatest opportunity for adaptation to an increased level of regionalization .
Special districts organized under general enabling legislation in
Illinois and Indiana are authorized to incorporate additional areas in
-a variety of ways . However, under special Sections of the Illinois
Code, there are two dis t r ic ts  that are more restricted; ~‘Ie t ropolitan
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Sanitary District of Greater Chicago ’s jurisdiction can be en larged
only by an act of the State legislature ; and North Shore Sanitary
District ’s jurisdiction is restricted to municipal corporations and
the area wi thin three miles of a municipal corporation . Thus , of
the existing institutions, the functional requirements of the five
alternatives can be met most readily by the special districts within
the study area , although municipalities appear to have considerable
flexibility also.* Other institutional reforms would also be required
by the need to regionalize. The need to establish agreements among
the institutions and in particular the interstate agreement required
by the on land t rea tment alternatives have been discussed above .
Cooperative agreements for all alternatives would be needed to regulate
the use of shared facilities, such as conveyance systems and storage
facilities, and to provide for assumption of the debts of abandoned
fac ilities .

Furthermore , because of the regional nature of the technical
alternatives, some type of agencies or agency with areawide authority
and j ur isdict ion would be needed in order for the system to function
effectively. Such an agency should have responsibility for the overall
planning of the systems and authority to regulate operation of the regional
system. Service area jurisdictions would ultimately have to be determined
by local institutions and authorities.

Although there are several regional institutions in the C-SEW
area, none has sufficient authority and jurisdiction to effectively
control the operation of a was tewater management system for the entire
area.** At the interstate level, the Interstate Planning Committee is
authorized to consider all planning and development problems affecting
the Chicago-Gary area but has no regulatory or enforcement authority.
At the regional level , the Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission
and the Lake Porter County Regional Transportation and Planning
Commission have comprehensive planning authority but no power to
imp lement plans . Both Illinois and Indian a have regulatory agencies
at the state level. In Illinois , the Illinois Pollution Control Board
and the Environmental Protection Agency regulate treatment facilities
and promulgate water quality standards. The Indiana Stream Pollution
Control Board and Environmental Management Board perform similar functions
in that state .

In order for these regional planning institutions to fulfill the
requirements of regionalization, several modifications would be
necessary. First, in the case of Alternative IV , there is a need to
develop uni fo rm object i ves for was tewater management in the I l l inois

*Se~S .-\~kIenduni .
**Addendum A - In t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s  Among Ex i s t i ng Wastewater Management C

Institutiona l Systems.
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and Indiana portions of the C-SEW area and to coordinate enforcement
of standards . This concept could also be investi gated in the cases of
the other four alternatives. This could be accomplished by an
interstate agreement between state regulatory agencies. Second,
regional plann ing agencies need authority to implement regional water
and land resource plans or to coordinate the implementation of plans by
local institutions. If local agencies cannot be required to coordinate
the planning, construction and operation of their facilities at the
regional level, then implementation of any regional alternative w ill
be difficult.

li\ll~ACfS OF ~1II3 FINANCIAL REQUIREMENTS OF 11 IE ALT ERNATIVES

tinder present arrangements, wastewater financing is obtained
from three sources: Federal cost sharing, State bonding (Illinois
only) and local contributions .* Since costs of attaining new
standards may increase as much as ten times the current annual level
of expenditures, regardless of which alternative is used, ways of
minimizing the financial strain should be examined. This could
include: (a) increasing the deb t ceiling, (b) increasing the tax
base by expansion or reassessment, (c) assessing costs to users in
a more equitable m anner, (d) contributing greater amounts from local ,
state , and Fede ral treasur ies , (e) expanding or creating new
institutions to permi t the spreading and leveling of cos ts over
a greate r area.

A~nRTEATIa-~ COSTS

Level of Treatment

The basic financial difference between Alternative I , which treats
wastewater to current state standards and the remaining alternatives,
whi ch meet the NDCP cri teria , is the amortized annual total costs .
(Amortized annual cos t is defined as the annual p ayment of princi pal
and interest , based upon the current Federal interest r ate of 5 1/2
percent over 50 s-ears for cap ital , OE,M and rep lacement cos ts) .  The
total annual amortized cos t of Alternat ive I is $202 mill ion( l990 ,
present worth basis). This contrasts with the remaining alternatives
which fall within the range of $593 million (A lte rnative IV) to $ 17 5
million (Alternative III) for 1990.

*See Addendum. F-i T - 1 2
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Method of Treatment

Of the four NDCP alternatives , the pure Physi cal Chemical
Alternative II is less costly in terms of total annual cost than
Advanced Biological Treatment Alternative III. However, it is
important to note that Land Treatment Alternative IV is the leas t
costly of all of the NDCP alternatives. In addition, Alternative \T ,
(Advanced Biological combined with Land) is equal to a less costly
than the pure Physical-Chemical and Advanced-Biological systems
respectively. Thus, the land treatment system, in terms of annual
amortization costs, will place a significantly smaller burden on
the institutional financial structure than any other alternatives.
Iloweve r, even this burden wil l  be considerab ly greater than waste -
water expenditures to date in the C-SEW region.

CAPITAL , OPERAT I CI’JS AND MAINTENANCE (OE1M) AND REPLACEMENT COSTS

While two or more alternatives may have a similar total amortization
(annual cost) requirement, it is useful to examine the individual
components of this yearly total cost. While the total annual cost
requirements of two sys tems may be roughly equi valent , d i f ferent  ins t i tut i o nal
arrangements may be required in order to finance the alternatives. There
are several reasons for this. First, while capital cost repayments are
usually spread ove r a number of yea rs the total cap ital cost of the system
must be raised before the system can be built. If  the ins t i tu t i ons wi th in
the study area are to accomplish this , then the legal authorit~’ and
capac ity to undertake such financing must be p resent. The second component
of total annual costs is operation and maintenance. Unlike capital costs ,
sufficient funds to cover these requirements have to be raised each year ,
not at the beginning of the proj ect. The third component of total costs
is. replacement costs . If these are substantial , then the in s t i t u t ion
will  likely be required to undertake bond financing or raise annua l funds
to meet these requirements.

Of the fi ve a l te rnatives , Al ternat ive  I has the lowest total  cap i t a l
cos t , annual OE~M cost and annual rep lacement cos t ( 199() present worth
basis) .  Howeve r , a n imibe r of d i f f e rences are evident  among the four Ni)CP
alternatives. These are:

1. The land t reatment alternative has a s iy n  i f i  can t lv 1 oi.cr t o t a l
cap i tal  cost ($7. 06 b i l l i on , present wor th  has is for 199( 1) than am- cf
the remaining systems . The next least cost ly  ( .-\ i tcnt at i vi i i  , Plivs i cal -

Ghem i ca l )  is $ 7 . 11 b i l l i o n  fo r 1990.

2. Annual operation and maintenanc e costs ~l non- lan d a l t e  mat  i ~ CS
fall w i t h i n  the range of $2 26 m i l l  ion (Al t c m ~~a t  k-c \ )  c ~~~ m i l l  io n
(present worth has is , \lte mat i ye 11 )  for l9~

)I
~. Hi i s  cont m t s t  s 1 a

si g n i f i c a n t l y lowe r $156 m i l l  ion for the land p~ ion ( A l I enia t ive I \ )

I- 1 1 - 1 3
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3. Annual replacement cost , which, if large , can si gni ficantly
tax the managing institution’s financial capacities , is greatest for
the pure Ph ysical-Chemical and Advanced-Biolog ical options . It is
slightly less for the Advanced Biolog ical and land combination and
significantly less for t~ie pure l and alternative. These annua l costs
for 1990 range from $19 million (present worth basis , land) to $60
million (advanced biological treatment) and will  very probably place
a major bur den on the existing financial structure in the C- SEW region.

IMPACf UPON IN STITUTI a~S

The impacts of the five alternatives upon the institutions in
the C-SEW area is discussed bel~~ . These are classi lied as local
institut ions , which include municipal corporations , counties and
special sanitary districts ; and state institutions. The focus of the
analysis will be upon the abili ty of such state and local institutions
to fi nance the capital , O~M, replacement and associated costs of the
systems.

Local Institutions

Counties , municipal corporations and special districts in Indian a and
Illinois are characterized as operational agencies because in addition to
financing all or part of the was tewater management costs , they frequently
operate the facil i ty as well. These operating agencies will  be confronted
with cos ts under the alternative proposals that are si gnificantly hi gher
than those currently in effect. The total capital cost, for example of
Alte rnative I is $2.68 bi l l ion  for 1990 (present worth bas is ) .  This
contrasts with the least costly NDCP system (Alternative IV , land treatment)
which has a total cost of S7. OUbil l i on for 1990 .

On an annual basis , t i -ic total cost requirement of the least costly N1X P
sys tem is $593 million (Al ternative IV ) for 1990 (present worth basis) .
This exceeds the $202 in i l l ion( l9 90)  for A l t e rna t i ve  1 , which t reats
wastewate r only to current state standa rds .

The above costs can be compared with those which the States of
I l l ino is  and Indiana are current l y spending on wastewater management.
i t  is important to note , h~ ceve r , t hat the C-SEL ’1 area includes only
set~nent s of each state and that the fo 1l~ s- in ~: data represents total s tat e
and local expenditures for both states in the i r  en t i re ty . I n 1971 , Indian a
spent a total of approx imately $69 m i l l i o n  and I l l i n o i s  $140 mi l l ion  on
was t ewate r management in capital , O~fl and rep lacement cos ts .  iltese f i~ urcs
are exceeded by the l owes t annual amort i :a t ion  cos t of the four \l)CP
sy stems ( \ i  te ni at i  y e i V ) wlm i cli is $~59~ ~m mi 11 ion Ipresent worth bns~s) for 1990.

I- - I l  - i- i  
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Of t he total  annual expendit ure for wastewater by the states in 1971 ,
S 1  million (Illinois) and $36 million (Indiana) i\as used for cap ital
f a c i l i t i e s . This contrasts to the estimated annual amortization of
capi ta l  cos t of $ 157 mnilliorr (pr eseflt worth basis) in 1990 for
Alternative I.  Considering the NDCP systems , Alterna t ive  IV (land
treat ment) is the least costl y in terms of annual capital costs:
$416 mil l ion for 1990 . The most expensive system , Alternative I I I ,
(ad vanced biolog ical treatmnent ) has comparable annual cc(sts of $393
mi l l ion (present worth basis) for 1990 .

From the above comparisons , it is appa rent that current expenditures
in the states are far lower than the costs of the various alt ernatives ,
especially those which treat was tewater to NDCI’ standards . This suggests
th at exist ing insti tutions may not be able to accomodate such a f inancial
bu rden without radically affect ing the tax structure and without reallocating
resources from other public services .

There are additiona l factors which support this hypothesis. Firs t ,
ti-ic requirements of the most costly system in terms of annual total
amort i zation expense (Alternative I I I , advanced biolog ical) are li kel~to exceed the borrowing ceilings of many mnun ici pa l corp orations and
special districts wi thin the C-SE W area. The rema ining systems , to a
lesse r degree , will  encounter this  p roblem also. Voter resistanc e to
increase debt is a p roblem which w i l l  be encountered in any e ffort  to al ter
the rest rictions on the amount of indebte& ess. The extent to which the
much publici zed taxpayer revolt is a reality may si gn i f i c a n t l y  e f f ec t  the
likelihood of new local bond issues for wastei~ater financing .

Additio nally , many of the smaller  munici pal i t ies  in both indi an a and
I l l i nois have l i t t le  remaining bo rrowing marg in and conseq uently have poor
bond ratings . This factor often makes it  di f f i cu l t , i f  not impossible to
sell a si zeable bon d issue of the dimens i on that w i l l  be require d for t h e
NDCP al ternatives .

Wh ile the special dis t r ict o ften offers  greater f inanci ng f le x i b i l i t y
than is usually available to the munici pal corporation , i t  is hi ghly
unl i kely that a h i - s ta te  special d i s t r ic t  can or wil l  be created which
covers the entire study area . Fve;i i f i t  we re , a massive bond issue
would requi re a subs tantial inc rease in taxes and/or user fees . Furthermore ,
hi gh interest rates and bond ma rket conditions at any given t i me can make
i t  di f f i cult to sell a large bond o f fe r in g  at an economi c p r i c e  ~to theborrower).

State Institutions

Based upon past experience , the state would seem to be the i n st i t u t i on
with the greatest capab i l i t y  of ass i s t ing  local i n s t i t u t ions in the
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fi nancing of was tewater p rograms . Bond issues have generally had hi gh
credi t ratings . Illinois, for example, has recently issued a $750
million general obli gation wastewater bond and could be expected to
further contribute in the future . It is important to note , however ,
that all of the ND~P alternatives (without storm water) require a
capital expenditure in excess of $5.0 billion (1990 present worth
basis) as well as operation, maintenance, replacement and amortization
costs. A bond issue several times the size of the substantial Illinois
issue would therefore be necessary . Indiana , on the other hand, is
prohibited from issuing a genera l obli gation bond and therefore currently
has neither the experience nor capaci ty to finance was tewater debt costs
through this procedure .

Revenue bonds are more costly than general obligation bonds at
this level of expenditure because hi gher interest rates must be paid
to bondhold ers . However , they could be used to finance a portion of
capital and/or replacement cos ts .

A major institutional impact of either type of bond is the payment of
the bond debt. This factor is as important as the ability to issue a
bond(s) of sufficient size to meet capital and/or other costs. Bonds
are repaid through taxes and/or user fees. Implementation arid administrative
considerations are critical as well as the population’s response to the
fees that would result under any alternative.

Modi fying the Financial Capacity of Existing Institutions

In orde r to imp lement any of the wastewater management alternatives ,
a number of changes in existing institutions would he required. These
anticipated changes would apply to local institutions and to state
institutions which could either be modified or supplemented with new
institutional arrangements.

The most basic changes would be legislative . If the states are to
take a more viable role , Indiana would have to pass a constitutional
amendment that would enable it to ass~une general obli gation bondsindebtedness .

On the local level , the bonding authori ty (ceil ing on indebtedness)
that is expressed as a percentage of assessed property value would have
to he raised to acconur~ date th e capital requirements of the majority of
the alternatives . One way that this can he accomplished is 1w having the
leg is la ture raise the statutoi~ debt li mits that appl y to the selected
local institut ions . This could most practicall y he accomplished for
special districts which generally have debt limits which are determined
separate and apart from other units of local government thereby permitt ing
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greater flexibility in financing. In addition, Indiana would need to
amend the Constitutional debt ceiling of 2 percent that applies to all
local insti tutions . The revised Illinois Constitut ion of 1970 sets no
debt ceiling. Another method would be to have the property tax board
raise the assessed value of property. Either course of action, of ten
associated with increased property taxes, can be politicall~ undesirable.

Several other legislative changes, relating to the ability of local
institutions to levy selected types of charges would also be necessary.
Specifically, in Indiana special districts may have to be pe rmitted to
levy special assessments to meet a portion of the costs to the various
alternatives and should also be permitted to issue revenue bonds. In
Ill inois , the enabling legislation of special districts may have to be
amended to authorize charging user fees for treatment of domestic sewage.
They are currently prohibited to all but industrial users in these
institutions .

changes other than those by the legislature would relate to the
relative contributions of local , State and Federa l governments . \s
discussed in an earlier report* and in this report, local institutions
will be unable to finance any of the alternatives that have been presented
even if they have sufficient legal bonding capacity remaining (they
generally do not) . Poor bond ratings and the unwillingness of the public
to support this debt are the main reasons. Therefore, the State and
Federal government will likely be required to ease the local financing
burden. In Illinois, the state has demonstrated the ability to finance
local ~~stewater proj ects . Such potential could be expanded in 1)0th
Illinois and Indiana . A necessary measure for meeting the costs of any
of the five technical alternatives will ~ie an increased Federal role infinancing. Some commitment to this i ncreased role is evident from new
Congressional wastewater financing provisions contained in the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972. In particular the
Envi ronmental Financing Authority con tai ned in th is Act crea tes a $100
mil l ion fun d to assist local gove rnments in borrowing funds on reasonable
terms to cons truct waste treatment works .

FEDE RAL LEVEL

It is important to note that certain provisions of the recently - enacted
Federal icater Pollution Con t rol Act Amendments of 1972 requi re that a
sys tem of user fees be estab li shed to meet opera t i on , maintenance and
replacement cos ts attribut able to all users of the f a c i l i t y . However , the
local share of cap ital costs may be financed throug h revenue bonds which
are serviced with user fees or general obli gat ion bonds which are pa id
off from gene ra l taxation .

*5~~ Addendum .
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Current legislation authorizes the Federal government to provide
75 percent of the capital costs for was tewater proj ects . However ,
the constantly-changing order of Federa l pr iori t i es and the relat ively
low level of funding envisioned in the envi ronmental are a w i l l  not
assure that Indiana and Illinois will  recei ve a Federal contribution
that is of the magnitude required under each of the p lans.

Industrial users and municipal facilities are requi red to pay
back to the Federal sector the proportionate cost of treating their
wastes. Additionally, local recipients of Federal assistance could
implement a system of user fees that results in a similar contribution
toward the local share . In the absence of an eng i neering esti mate
of the percentage of capacity of costs attributable to industry , it
is not possible to determine the percentage of the local share which
may be recouped from industrial users . Thus , the local capi ta l  cost
requirement may he 25 percent (or less if  indus t ry is required to pay
a share of local costs) if the Federal government contributes funds
freely . h owever , the scarcity of resources in this area makes such
assim~tions tenuous at best.

Ultimately,  because of the magnitude of the costs of the p roposed
systems, the issue to be resolved is whether the public will he willing ,
through sharply increased taxes and/or user fees , to pay the hi gher costs
associated with NDCP standards. Furthermore, the public ~ill have t o
absorb the costs of retiring outstanding indebtedness on facilities
which are to he abandoned. If the federa l leve l emphas i zes an areaw i de
approach to was tewater , ab andonment could be accen tuated , th ereby
increasing this burden .

IMPACTS OF RE -USE REQUIRENENTh OF ThE FIU ~ ALTE RNA TIU~S

All alternatives would employ water reuse schemes . -\i l of the
alternatives , except Alternative I , consider comparable reuse capab i l i t y
of the treated water and s ludge by-products . The four N1 X~Th a l te rnat iv es
accomplish this integration by p lanning the reus e of wastewater and
wastewater treatment by-products with related proposa ls which , in turn ,
create institutional impacts. Al though there are dis t inct ions  among the
alternatives , they are not critical from a broad institut ional perspective.
All four alternatives conside r to some degree , reuse a l te rna t iv es  such
as crop production, recreation, land reclamation , power production , stream
flow augmentation and water supply. To cope with these resource
management alternatives, existing institutions must e i the r  I)e granted new
authorities , or cooperative arrangements deve loped w i t h  those agenc i es
that have the authori ty . At the same t ime al l  treatment and reuse options
must he integrated with land use p lanning . This w i l l  he required regardless
of which technical a l t e r n at i v e  is adopted.
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As noted above four of the five was tewater management alternatives being
considered for the C-SE II1 integrate wastewater management wi th natural
resources management in general . The technical alternatives accomp lish
this integration by planning for the re-use of was tewater and wastewater
treatment by-products with related land proposals which in turn creates a
series of institutional impacts . The alternatives provide for the re -use
of wastewater in several different ways, as follows:

CROP PRODUCT I ~ 1

Some si gnificant institutional impacts within and outside the study area
would be caused by the utilization of spray irrigation sites for c rop
production. The institutional impacts of using wastewater to grow crops
would vary depending upon whether the public or private sector is involved
in prodi.~ ing crops . If  a publ ic  agency is to grow the crops , then either a
new agency would have to be created or the enabli ng leg islat ion of an ex i s t i ng
agency ~wastewater or other) would have to be amended to authorize such
activity . For example , this prob lem could arise in Alternatives IV and V.
Both of these land treatment alternatives propose that contractual
arrangements he adopted with the present owners who would retain title
to the lands. The only lands actuall y purchased in these alternatives
woul d he in areas where lagoons or sludge dis posal facilities (op ti onal)
are to be located. In return , the farmers would he paid a yearl y fee whi ch
would include both init ial  and annual cash paymen ts to offset damages
incurred for installation of irri gation and drainage systems and to
of fset the annual capi tal gai ns foregone . Such an arrangement would
requi re the creation or modi fication of a public or private agenc to
administer the leas i ng , growing , and selli ng of crops that could
involve hundreds of thousands of acres . Another possible p roblem
created by the use of wastewater for agriculture would be conflict with
the agriculture crop support programs . Operation of spray i r r i ga t io n
sites would have to he coordinated w i th  the appropriate Federal and
St a te agenc ies to avoid possible conflicts with programs or reg ulations .

BECEU~AT I ~~
The five technical  a l t e rna t ive s  also use wastewater for recreat i on.

I:or example , the sto rm w ate r  detent ion Ponds and b u f i e r  zones could be used
for h ik ing ,  f i sh ing  and s a i l i n g  in the suburban areas . Alt ern at ives  1!
through \- ‘ would u t i l i z e  open space lands in the niral areas as treatment
S i  t~ s for iii ra l storm water , and a l l  a l t e rna t ives  would prov i de t reated ~at ei’for stream flow augmentation and as a resourc e base for land related
programs . One of several a l t e rna t ive  i n st i t u t i ona l  m o d i f i c a t i ons would be
necessary in order for \~astewater to he used for recreation . Li the r the
enabli n g legi  sl at  io n of e x i s t  in g was tewater inana~emcnt agencies could he
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modified to authorize them to provide recreational services or the
existing wastewater management agencies would have to establish cooperative
agreements with other agencies responsible for recreational development
and operation .

LAND RECLAMATI (}~
The optiona l use of sludge for land reclamation is another way in

which the alternatives integrate was tewater management with overall
resource management. Al though , the Metropolitan Sanitary Dist rict of
Greater chicago has already initiated a program to reclaim strip-mined
land in Fulton County , I l l i noi s , the use of sludge for land reclamation
could present serious institutional problems because the technical
alternatives would require land rec lamation on a much large r scale.
There is a potential, however, to reduce at least some of the institutional
problems associated with large scale reclamation activities in that coal
companies presently engaged in surface mining outside the study area have
expressed some interest in integrating land reclamation activities
utilizing sludge into surface coal mining activities. The institutional
problems would be similar to thos e discussed above in relation to the
acquisition of spray i rri gation sites and sludge disposal sites . Also ,
the restoration of land should be coordinated with public agencies
involved in land use planning to insure that the restoration programs
serve public needs to the fullest extent possible.

PUVER PRODUCTION

Alternatives IV and V would also provide storage of wastewater in
lagoons at spray irrigation sites which could be used as heat sinks for
industrial and/or electric utility installations. Certain institutional
modi fications would be necessary if such synergisms are to be realized.
The institution responsible for operation of the spray irrigation site
would need authori ty to provide was tewater for such purposes . If  the
water is to lie leased to private users , a sys tem of equitable user fees
would have to be established . Similar  arrangements would also be
necessary if land treatment sites are used for pumped storage electrical
generation.

~ \TER SUPPLY

~~e of the pri mary re-users of was tc~ate r would he as a source of
potable water. The impact of reusing wast~~ater in this manner would
vary depending upon whether existing inst i tut ions are authorized to
provide a water supply. Special districts in Illinois are authorized
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to provide a water supp ly hut the major districts (Bloom Township,
Sanitary District, NSSD and ~~DGC) have not exercised their authority.In Indiana, special districts are not authorized to provide a water
supply ; however , a recently enacted section of the Indiana Code p rovides
for the creation of reg ional water , solid waste , and sewer districts .
In both states , municipalities may engage in sewage disposal and water
supply .

Institutional modifications are necessary if existing wastewater
management agencies are to integrate was tewater management with total
resource management. Existing institutions must be granted new authorities
or cooperative arrangements wi th other resource management agencies must
be developed if they are to capitalize upon the potential for the reuse
of water and its was te constituents for such beneficial uses as crop
production , recreation , land reclamation , power production and water supply .

An importan t legal restriction affecting the desi gn of water re-use
systems is the case of Icisconsin et al v Illinois et al 388US 426, which
limits Illinois and its political subdivisions to withdrawing water from
Lake Michi gan at a rate of 3200 cfs . Illinois may apply for a revision
of this limitation; however , the State must demonstrate that the reasonable
needs of the chicago area cannot be met by other supp ly sources and that
“all feasible means reasonab ly available.. .have been employed to improve
the water quality of the Sanitary and Ship Channel and to conserve and
manage the resources of the reg ion.. . in accordance with the bes t modern
scientific knowledge and the engineer practice. ”

Another factor to be considered in planning for water re-use is the
water quality standards regulating the level of dissolved solids which
can f low into Lake Michigan. Both I llinois and Indiana have adopted
water quality standards which contain non -degradation provisions . Such
standards requi re a level of treatment substantially hi gher than that
which can be provided by proposed treatment technologies, if existing
standards are enforced , Il l inois , which presently does not discharge
ef f luent into the lake , would he prevented from using proposed technology
to return treated e ffluent to the lake and thereby establish a basis for
withdrawing additional water supplies from the lake. The Region V
Off ice of the U.S. Fnvi roninental Protection Ac~encv has indicated that
based upon existing water qual i ty  standards , a return flow of 1, 500 ingd
would not be acceptable. Enforcement of existing standards would also
require hndiana , which currently does discharge t reated e f f l uent to Lake
Michi gan , to adopt new treatment techniques .

IMPACT OF LAND REQUI ~~~N’FS

All five of the proposed technical al ternat ives w i l l  have great lv
inc reased land use impacts because they a l l  requi re inc rease] ac reage
for the system components and increased land use regulation . Whil e  t h i s
ins t i tu t iona l  impact is present in a l l  a l t e rnatives , the impact varies
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with L~ e ~echnology involved , with the physical/chemical and the land
treatment systems requiring the greates t amounts of land. As a result
all alte rnatives will have instituti onal implications di ffering in
degree but not in subs tance. New land use regulations wil l  be required
to govern the use of flood p lains , recreational development , population
density and displacement, sludge disposal areas, and comercial
development and should include zoning and other forms of ordinance
controls. All the technical alternatives will requi re these similar
institutional authorities to regulate these land use impacts . ‘the
insti tu tional impacts stem either from the acreage requirements of the
alternatives ’ individual components or from a general need shared by all
alternatives for increased land-use regulation to p reserve and protec t
the integrity of the technical sys tem as well as the other values attached
to the surrounding lands .

The use of treatment p lants does not raise maj or ins t i tutional
prob lems for several reasons. Local wastewater management institutions
are presently authorized to acquire and sell rea l estate . According ly,
these institutions should have few legal problems in acquiring additional
acreage needed for new facilities or disposing of excess real estate
created b\- the abandonment of existing facilities . h oweve r , the
disposal of surplus land should be coordinated with the plans of other
public agencies.

On the other hand , the use of spray irri gation sites and the slud ge
managemc-nt options do present major institutional problems because of - 

-

their large acreage requirements. Fi rst , was tewat er management agencies
within the C-SEIJ ’.1 area may have di f f icul ty  in securing the use of the
large tracts of land. The ik~t ropolitan Sanita ry Dist rict of G reate r
Chicago los t its authori ty to exercise the power of emi nen t domai n outside
of its jurisdiction because of opposition to such authori ty . Consequentlc ,
I~~DGC and other agencies can now be forced to pay ~ premium p r i c e  fo r
land located outside their jurisdiction . Furthermore, a l ega l question
may arise as to whether the authority of existing institutions to acquire
real es tate can be interp reted as authorizing con t ractua l arrangements for
the use of large tracts of land r equired for land treatment s i tes .
Acquis i t ion  of the land also p resents other ins titu t ional  problems . I f
the land is acqui red in fee , implementation of the system could be delayed
should it become necessary to ins t i tu te  condemuation proceedings .
Furthermore , if the land is bought outri ght , there could be a major
impact on the tax rolls of the polit ical subdivisions in which the land
is located as ownershi p changes from the private to the pub lic sector.
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This impact could necessitate an arrangement whereby agencies within
the C-SE LM area compensate political subdivisions outside the area
for los t tax revenues . If the land is to remain in private
ownership, there will be substantial legal problems in working out
contractual arrangements for disposal of sewage and sludge on the
land. For example , there must be suffici~nt incentive to the landowners
to keep the land in compatible use. Another problem which arises,
whether the land is publicly or privately owned , is the need to relocate
displaced people. This requirement could place a large burden on any
agency within the C-SELM area which would be involved in relocation efforts.

As noted above, a second set of institutional impacts arises because
all of the alternatives require a level of land-use regulation which
substantially exceeds that currently in effect within the study area.
In order for any regional wastewater management system to operate
effectively, increased land use regulation is necessary. First , land-use
controls are necessary in orde r to allow was tewate r management sys tems
to function at their designed capacity. Second, regulation is needed
to preserve the sites actually required for wastewater treatment , storage
si tes , and other related facilities. For exan~le, all advanced alternativesrequire existing open spaces for storm water management. Deve lopment
of these areas must be controlled if the system i.s to operate as planned .

To prevent was tewater systems from being overloaded , enactment and
enforcement of non-structural constraints such as zoning regulations ,
erosion control regulations , and health codes are necessary . The basis
for these constraints already exists in regulatory powers available
to local governments . In many cases these powers are not exercised
especially in terms of common reg ional objectives . What is needed in
order to promote effective was tewater management is cooperation between
those agencies responsible for wastewater management and those responsible
for exercise of the regulatory powers and an effective program which
actually achieves control .

In addition , preservation of areas required for treatment facilities
requires cooperation between was tewater agencies and othe r public
institutions which own land . lcastewater disposal systems must be
designed in coordination wi th  other types of publ ic  and/or private land
use and vice versa.

IMPACTS OF I iO~E RULE REQUI R1~~ N’FS

All Alternatives would have a direct affect on home rule interests .
Since all the al ternat ives imp ly consolidation of exis t ing and new
wastewater services , they al l  w i l l  affect the home rule authori ty and
control over what are now local decisions . The more consolidation a
technical alternative proposes , the fewer f unctional components are
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involved and the smaller the influence of an individual community or
agency . In effect , Alternatives IV and V are more complex in that they
require more technical coordination of functions and activities as well
as institutional coordination and agreement. In the same manner, the -:

larger and less flexible the proposed technical system is , the more
removed the local service providers and agencies are from the
regional decision making . As a consequence , all of the technical
alternatives face the same difficult home rule issues, particularly
as the systems become more integrated (from Alternative I to V).

The home rule concept is a powerful and important political and
hence institutional factor which all of the technical alternatives must
contend with not only in Il l inois , where the passage of a new constitution
placed emphasis on the concept , but in Indiana as well. In both States ,
proposals to increase the authority or jurisdiction of agencies regardless
of their functional authority or the alleged need have met with a storm
of public discussion and controve rsy . Planning agencies in both
States and at the interstate level as well , have been consistently
unsuccessful in implementing plans developed on a regionwide basi s
because of a perceived threat to local home rule interests . Nowhere
is this threat more implici t than with regard to reg ionwide or areawide
wastewater management p lanning . The matrices on pages through
along with the foregoing discussion indicate clearly that all of t1~~technical alternatives have important impacts on the degree of
requirements for regionalization. From the matrix on page which
comp a res the alternatives to the reference p lan (Alternative I) and
to one another , it can also be seen tha t the inpact on home ru le is - 

-

likely to increase as the nunber of facilities decreases and hence the
degree of regionalism increas es . As was pointed out earlier , it is likely
that the more regional in scope a propos ed alternative is the less di rect
decision making control a local community may feel it has over reg ional
wastewater management sys tem decisions affecting it s own local interests .
As a result, technical alternatives will receive greater public scrutiny
the more they affect local rule interests or the more ieg ionali zation
they imp ly or requi re . In particular the home rule issue becomes
importan t in Alternatives IV and V both of which require large amounts
of land for land disposal sys tems . In these two alternatives , and to a
lesser hut still  si gni fi can t extent in the other alternatives, large
amounts of land are requi red for was tewater treatment. All of these
land use impacts , (discussed ear lier in some detai l )  indic ate the need
for large scale land use development policies and regulations. In the
rural areas where much of the requi red land is to be provided , no inst i tut ion
presently exists with  the autho rity o r j ur isdiction to unde rtake such
la rge scale planning and regulation. In order for any of thes e alternatives ,
and in particular Alternatives IV and V , to wo rk , an exis t ing agency or
ins t i tu t ion  must be granted the additional lega l authori ty required or a
new insti tution w i t h  the requisite au thor i ty  mis t he c reated.
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lcith an institutional mechanism which encourages local
participation in regionwide decisions, greater local public support
can be expected for ~~~ of the technical proposals .

IMPACT ON ~IANPOWER RESOURCES

All alternatives would require increased manpower resources
over present levels . All of the p roposed technical alternatives would
require substantial increases in skilled and unskilled manpower resources .
This is because all the alternatives will  serve a large r need than is
presently the case and in addition, the technolog ies to be emp loyed
require new and di fferent skills not p resently in use. Therefore , these
new advanced technologies will  require a shift to hi gher and more
technical skills not presently required. Physical-Chemical treatment
technologies require specific skills as do advanced biological and land
treatment technologies. These manpower needs wil l  be satis fied in part
by the addi tion of new people while a substantial number will requi re
retraining. While there are substantial diffe i-ences in manpower needs
among the alternatives (from 3200 manpower units in Alternative I to
11,600 for Alternative I I I ) ,  the importan t factor to note is that all
of the alternatives have manpower needs si gnificantly hi gher than the
present requi rements .

SIJM1ARY

The matrices which follow are provided to simimarize visually the
above impacts. One matrix for each technical alternative is provided
wh ich displays the different institutions in the C-SELM area and the
institutional impacts . An “X” indicates there is an impact while a
blank indicates there is no signi fican t impact. A review of thes e
fi ve matrices quickly shows that while the five technical alternatives
vary somewhat in thei r impacts on existing institutions, the substance
of their impacts is very similar regardless of which technical alternative
is discussed. With these similarities and the differences previously
discussed, the following Section presents a discussion of institutional
considerations for the C-SELM area based on maximizing efficient and
viable institutional cri teria.
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SECrION I I I  - ALTERNATIVE INSTIT IJFIONAL ARRANGEMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTING
~I11E FIVE TEQINICAL ALTERNATIVES IN ThE C-SELM STUDY AREA

INTRODUCTI ON

Earlier Sections in thi s report es tablished tha t , in comparison to
the present “system” , all of the five technical alternatives would
requi re dramatic and substantive changes in the existing institutional
system for providing waste.~ater and related water resources services
in the C-SELM area . The previous Section further discussed some of
the di fferences among the technical alternatives in tenms of the
implications for existing institutions; and it has been demonstrated
that each alternative has its own institutional impacts and requi rements .
On the basis of this information this concluding Section discusses
possible institutional arrangements for wastewater management , in the
C- SE LM study area and analyzes the political , economic , and administrative
feasibility of implementing each of the institutional arrangements
discussed. A discussion of specific institutional modifications,
including financial provisions is presented. This information is
displayed in matrix form on page F-III- 2 for easy reference. Implicit in
this discussion is the assumption that to the greatest extent possible
the existing ins ti tutions and structure should he maintained and util ized
and that new structures , institutions or concepts should be introduced
only when existing institutions or modifications thereto would be unable
to implement the technical alternative.

The criteria discussed below have been developed as indicators of an
institution ’s ability to deal effectively with problems which confront it.
As such these criteria could be analyzed in terms of any institution, not
jus t those concerned with wastewater management. The assumption is that
the more an institution or institutional arrangement is capable of
maximizing a particular component , the better are the chances of
implementing that particular arrangement and its attendan t modifications .

l\~— F l  ‘IlJTIONAL REQUIRLMEN TS

E(;oNc~uc QUAL l Tl l~
Ab i l i t y  to Acconinodate Peri phe ral Factors

h e re should he control  ove r th e sources of i~ast es disc harged into
t he t reatment sy s tem such th : i t  there are no unaccounted program costs .

A b i l i t y  to Achi eve I conomi es of ~cale

( ; iven a populat ion J i - I l s  i t  ~ of suf f i c i en t  s i z e , i t  usually follow s
tha t  the la rge r the a t  a ~ erv i ced by the i n s t i t u t i on , the lowe r the u n i t
co~- t -  wi  1 1 h e .  \ t • ~~ i ona I n st i  tut ion would meet th is  c r i t e r i a .
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AD!’[INISTRATIVE QUALITIES

Control of Casual and Affected Areas

The institution should have suff ic ient geographical j u ri sd ic t ion to
effect regulatoiy control over areas which cause was tewater problems and
which are affected b treatment programs . This differs from institutional
criterion (ability to accommodate peripheral factors) in that the focus
is on including the governmental unit wh ich produces , or is a f fected by,
those peri phera l or external factors .

Ability to Respond to Changing Needs and Conditions

The institution should have sufficient service , functional , temporal
(time) and areal flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances .
~castewater management institutions should also have suff ic ient  authori ty
to integrate was tewater management wi th  total resource management . iVithout
such authority, the synergistic benefits of wastewater management cannot
be fully captured.

Adequate Authority to Imp lement Decisions

The institution should have the authorit ies requi red of a wast ewater
management agency as speci fied by Section 208 of the 1-1.i ’(L-~\ of 1~~~.These authorities incl ude the power to:

(a) cons t ruct , operate and maintain the treatment works and related
facilities required by the areaw ide waste treatment management p lan.

(b) accept grants or other funds ; r aise  revenues; incur  short - and
long- term indebtedness.

Adequate Financial Resources

Adequate revenue is necessary in order for an in st i tu t i on to CXe l ’ c i sC
its legal authori t~’ . Bonds , user charges , taxes and revenue sha r ing  ar e
ways of raising revenue which w i l l  p robab ly be considered. In order to
insure that the inst i tut ion w i l l  have an adequate f inancia l  base , i t  should
meet certain requirements suc h as a minimum geograph ic  ar ea , populat i on or
assessed property value .

Abil i t y to Conside r Alternat ives

The inst i tut ion should be able to cons i der and i mp lement a l te  mat i ~and necessary changes thereto.
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Conipatability with Existing Governments

The institution should not dup licate services currently being
adequately perfo rmed by existing governmental units. It should also
fit into the local, State and Federal institutional structure.

Ability to Establish Regional Visibility

Regional visibi lity is necessary in order for the institution to
cultivate political and legislative support for its programs and budgets.

POLITICAL QUALITIES

Ability to Promote Meaningful Public Participation in Planning and[~ cis ion -Making

By involving citi zens in the decision-making process, the institution
will educate the public and thereby develop p lans which are both in the
public interest and publicly supported.

Political Accountability and Responsiveness

The most important political criteri on for any democ ratic government
is that those whom it purports to govern have access to and ult imate control
over it.

Responsibility for a Spectrum of Services

The more varied the functional scope of an institution, the more the
opportunity to make trade-offs and compromi ses necessary to accomplish
the major objectives of the institution .

Ability to Attract Qualified Personnel

The institution should have enough power , presti ge , exposure , and
pecuniary incentives to attrac t qualified pers onnel .

Ability to Promote a Consensus Among Decision-Makers

The institution should strive to create a regional consensus on
objectives and approaches among men~ ers of the agency ’s decision-making body .

ThNE R&I. DISCUSS iON OF 1N51I TUTT ONAI , AI ’PROA Q IES

This anal ysis presents three basic ins t i tu t ional  arrangements b r
consideration in the C-SEIN study area. The fi rs t is referred to as
the local approach and emphasizes  the maximum use of e x i s t i n g  i n s t i t ut i ons .
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It would be implemented primarily through the use of bilateral and
multilateral contractual agreements. The second approach goes beyond
this and is re fe rred to as the intermediate regional approach and would
involve a greater restructuring of service districts . This approach could
require special state enabling legislation to create the required service
districts and would conflict with home rule advocates . The third approach
goes further still and would create one or a few multi-county service areas .
This approach would very lik ely require new state enabling leg islation.
This approach is re ferred to as the areawide approach and would be the most
far reaching in terms of institutional , political , economic and administrative
repercussions . In li ght of the institutional impacts identified earlier ,
it is clear that existing institutions will not be able to implement any
of the technical p roposals without substantial modi fications . Under the
local approach discussed below thes e modifications would be kept to a
minimum.

lIfE LOCAL APPROAQ-I

All five of the technical alternatives propose the elimination of
fr om 68 to 132 treatment facilities . Thus , even the re fe rence p lan
(Alternative I) which is based on already existing local and reg ional plans ,
would eliminate b8 facilities . As a result , the service a reas of the
remaining existing institutions wil l  have to expand to f ill the void
left by abandoned plants and their administering institut ions . This
expansion means the remaining facilities and thei r administering
institutions will  have larger geographic areas to service which in turn
will include a large r number of political subdivisions and institutions .

Under the local approach there are two basic ways in which the
remaining existing ins titutions could respond to the elimination of
treatment facilities and/or institutions . They could either enter into
contractual agreements with these institutions, thus retaining a strong
degree of control over local affairs, or the remaining existing institutions
could expand their service areas and boundaries to inc lude a reas whic h no
longer have treatment facilities . In either case the reconstructed
entity would still be responsive to local control. From a regional
perspective , expandi ng service a reas is pr obab ly more desirable; hut f rom
a po l i t ical perspective less desirable. The viabili ty of inc reasing
geograph ic j ur isdict ion is large ly dependent on the present existing legal
authority which grants institutions geographic flexibility . In Illinois
the special sanitary districts are granted the greatest geographical
f lexibi l i ty  by their enabling legislation . in the absence of a contractua l
igreement, municipal wastewater treatment facilities a re restricted to
)rov iding services only wi thin the munici pal boundaries . County Departments
f public work s are similarly s tatutori ly restricted to providing serv ices
o areas wi thin the county not already served hy an exi sti ng agency or
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facility . Thus both municipalities and counties have limited geographical
flexibi l i ty  in Illinois. As a result only the special sanitarv districts
would provide an available option to use an existing agency. There also
exists enabling legislation in the Illinois Code authorizing river
conservancy districts to engage in a variety of water resource program
however, the authority remains basically unused.

In Indian a a somewhat similar situation prevails. Sanitation departments
are limited in their geographic flexibility and special sanitary districts
possess the most geographical flexibility for expansion of service areas.
A recently enacted section of the Indiana Code p rovides for the creation
of regional water and sewage districts , however, to date, no such districts
have been organized.

Regional institutions do exist in the two state area. However, they
are planning agencies with no authority to require their men~ershi p toaccept regional plans for was tewater management.

In order for these regional planning institu tions to ful f i l l  t h e
requirements of regionalization , several modifications would be necessar\- .
First, there is a need to develop uniform objectives for wastewater
management in the C-SELM Area and to coordinate enforcement of these
objectives. Second, regional planning agencies need authority to implement
regional water and land resource p lans or to coordinate the imp lementation
of plans by local institutions . If local agencies cannot be required to
coordinate the planning, construction and operation of their facilities
at the regional leve l, then implementation of any technical alternative
will be difficult.

F rom a financing perspective , both contractual arrangements and
expansion of service areas would place the burden for raising the
necessarv financial resources on a combination of municipalities , counties ,
special districts and the state. In essence , this is the fi nancing
arrangemen t that currently exists . In either case each remaining unit
of government woul d he responsible for modifying local restrictions to incur
indebtedness as necessarv and would also have responsibility for administrat ion .
As localities were found to he unable to meet the financial requi rements ,
the federa l government would have to expand its role. Of the two local
approaches , contrac tual agreements and expansion of geographic ju r i sd ic t ions ,
cont rac tual agreement is the mos t feasible and practicable from a political
standpoint and perhaps from an administrative stan dpoint .  For the mos t
part, contractual agreements should not require new state or county
enabling leg islation , should minimize local opposition , and shou ld mai ntai n
the integri ty of more existing institutions. As was noted above , however ,
the local app roach is probabl y less desirable from an economic or
financing view since it would depend on an already over-burdened patchwork
fi nancing system at the local level.

F— I I I —
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The location of an “U ’ an “R” or an “A” in each of the boxes in the
matrix on page F --I I I -2  indicates which of the institu.tional apnroaches arethought to be most likely to fulfi l l  the economic, aununistrati ve and
political criteria established. ~ the matri x it can be seen from the
frequency of the letter “L” that the local approach , implemented
primarily through the use of contractual agreements , appears in some
ways to be a practicable answer to at least some aspects of the total
wastewater management problem. In addition to being politically
fe’isible this approach would still be compatible with forthcoming
Federally supported areawide wastewater management planning programs
and activi ties (Section 208 requirements referred to earlier) .

~l}IE INTERMEDIATE REGIONAL APPROAQ-I

The regional approach departs significant ly from the local approach
just  discussed in that more subs tantial modi fications would be required
of the existing institutional structure. Basically the regional approach
would involve a significant restructuring of present institutions and
service areas which would very likely eliminate or consolidate many
of the smaller municipal and county public works departments within
the C- SEUvI area in both Indiana and Illinois. The si gni fican t
di fference between this regional approach and the local approach
discussed above is that many more existing was tewater management
institutions would either be eliminated entirel y and their services
absorbed by other jurisdictional expansions, or consolidated into larger
service areas . A subs tantial amount of expansion of existing service
areas and/or boundaries to include areas which no longe r have t reatment
facilities would be required.

To accomplish this regional goal , many of the same institutional
problems encountered in th e local approac h wou ld s t i l l  remain but wou ld
probably be even more comp lex from a political and administrative
standpoint. Thus new state enabling legislation would undoubtedly be
required to expand the geographical Jurisdict ions of exis t ing inst i tutions
to include new areas. As in the local approac h special sanitary d is t r ic ts
in both states appear to provide the most opportunity from a purely
administrative and institutional perspective . This reg i onal approach
could he based on service areas each of which contained at least one and
probably several treatment facilities . In the case of Alternative III ,
for example , as many as 17 service areas mi ght be created , one fo r each
treatment faci l i ty ,  with either contractua l agreements among the service
areas to facili tate collection and disposal of slud ge , or a planning or
en forcemen t authori to guide and coordinate the overall objective of
each o f the 17 districts . In actual i ty , the exact number of d i s t r i c t s  in
the reg ional app roach should be determined by the way in wh ich  the C-SE I I ’ 1
area could most log ica l l y be subdivided into service  d i s t r i c t s .  In the
case of Al te rnative IV, a reg ional appr oach s~~h as the one described
would also require some sort of interstate compact since t h i s  technical
dternative proposes to trans icr sewage from one state to another.

F- I l l  - 7  
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In this intermediate reg ional approach , cooperative and other contractual
agreements would also be frequently employed to coordinate policies
concerning land uses, shared facilities, resources and p lanning , and
construction and management activities . As in the local approach there is
pr esently no ins ti tution in the C-SEUq area with this authority and thus
either an existing inst i tution would have to be gi ven the autho rity or a
new one(s) created throu~ i leg islation wi th the necessa authori ty.  The
River conservimcv districts now permitted under Il l inois his ’. provide
another institutional option available for consideration. The same is
true of the regional water and sewage districts authorized in Indiana.
These dist ri cts have not yet been organi zed b ut do possess the geog raphic
jurisdictional authori ty which could p rovide the basis for rest ructur ing
ex isti ng institut ions into expanded service areas . The regional approach
does , however , invol ve a greater degree of consolidation ; it
does affec t a greater number of political subdivisions ; and it therefore
could he expected to meet greater public and institutiona l opposition.

The intermediate regional approach , li ke the local approach , would
operate most effect i vely i f  regi onal planning agencies were authorized to
requi re those age ncies responsible for the construction and operation of
t reatment faci l i t ies to adhere to reg ional p lans . I f  such agencies cannot
be required to coordinate the p lanning, construction and operat ion of
facilities, then imp lementation of any technical al ternat ive  wi l l  be
d i f f i c ult .

From an economic point of view , th e i n tennediate reg ional approac h
offers  si gnif icant  advantages over the local approach in that the local
financi ng and resources would be substantiall y consolidated and likely
inc reased. These special distr icts  would have to have the responsibility
for establish ing a comprehens i ve sys tem of user lees to raise revenues to
cover operation , maintenance and replacement costs. Additionally , these
districts then could hack bond issues while taxing authorit\~ or a system
of user charges . This would h e accomp lished on a broader scale than the
local approa ch thus allowing for a more e f f i c i ent and equitable d is t r ibut ion
of costs . By being able to d raw from the resources of a large number of
j u r i sd i c t ions  withi n its b oundary, the d is t r ic t  would very l ikely be
able t o  ~t~ta i n a favorable  credit  rating, thereby reducing the cos t of
borrow i n~’ m oney .

These act i ons would , however , have the effect  of red ucing local
dec i s ion  making control (and cons t ra in ts) ,  would c e n t r a l i z e  a d m i n i s t r a t  ion
t o a greater degree and would so l id i f y t he local f inanc i ng base . A gain ,
as rI ( tL -d abo ve , t hese economic advantages are prob ab ly bala nced by trade-
o f i s  i n the loss of local decis ion m akin g authorit y resulting f rom
cent ral i zation and consolidation . This  is shown graphical I~ in the mat r ix
which appeals on page F - I I I  — 2 .
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1HE ABLAMDE APPROAQ-l

This approach is s imi lar  in mos t respects to the reg ional app roach
jus t discussed except that it would go further and establish one or perhaps
a few multi-county service areas . Major institutional alignments and
changes would be required un der thic proposal and in particular some
mechanism, prob ab ly an inters tate compact , would be required to resol ve
the interstate trans fer of sewage which would be involved. Specially ,
technical Alternative IV would require an interstate agreement because it
would transfer waste from Illinois to a lan d disposal site in Indiana .
There have also been recent actions in Indiana to p roh ibit such a t rans fe r
through state legislation. These actions no doubt represent some public
th inking in Indiana . A second example of publ ic sentiment in indi ana is
also indicated by legislation introduced recently in the Indiana leg islat ure
which would require local public approva l and representation in any areawide
was te disposal system in all affected areas . Again , an are awide s\ s tem
wit h only one or a few large service areas would face most of the same
pol iti cal and administ rat i ve pr oblems which the p rev io usly discussed
regional approach would face except that they would be exacerbated.

Under the areawide approach , the success ful implementation of any
of the technical plan would not he as dependent upon the existence of a
regional planning body as is the cas e with the local or reg ional ins t i tut ional
approaches . Where onl y a few agencies are i nvolved in the construction
and operation of faci l i t ies , the re is less need for a separate agency
with enforcement authori ty to coordinate construction , operation and
planning.

In the case of financial resources deve lopn~ nt , an a reawide se rv ice
district(s ) would have the greates t advantage of a l l  three of the
institutional approaches discussed. It  could draw on the resources of
a large area , taking advantage of the result ing economies of scale and
could eliminate much of the exist ing dup l icat ion in both adminis t ra t iv e
and financing expenses . Its bonding authority ~could he substantial ly
greater due to its large r service are a and it  could be assumed that i ts
credit rating would be improved. This could in t u r n  reduc e the cost of
borrowing money .

In the li gh t of present federal policies , p a r t i c u l a r l y  areaw i de
management planning requi red b ~cc t io n 205 of the I~~l~L-\~\ of 197 (see
page 1- 1-3) ,  t he inte rmediate regional or area wide app roach would
be the more cons LS tent and far reach i ng than the local app roach . The
matrix on page F- 111-2 display s this  u~a l cs ~s.
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ADI)ENDUM A

‘IYPIiS OF 1-i X ISTIN G INSTITIJFI(}.~S

ILLINOIS

Wit hin the Illinois portion of the C-SEL~I area , there are three
significan t types of institutions involved in wastewater treatment ;
municipalities, county departments of pub li - works (DPW ’s) ,  and special
sanitary districts .

Munici pali ties

It is important to note that no single municipa l i ty  p lays an important
role in waste~.ater treatment within the study area. Howeve r , th~-rc are
many municipalities which own and operate their own t rcat-~ nt l a c i l i t i e s .
Illinois munici pali t ies are authori zed to p lan , construct , and m a i n t a i n
sewage facilities . Of si gni ficance is the fact that ntunic~ ; a i i t ~ es may
contract to treat the sewage of other municipalities , coun t~~ - , sanitary
districts , individuals and industries . Munici palities have the power of
eminent domain within the corporate limits . If the mun ic i pa l i t y  has a
population of not less than 100,000, it may condemn land and hu~ld f a c i l i t i e s
outside of the corporate limits. The may also collec t and dispose ( f
solid waste.

County DPW ’ s

lVithin the C-SELM area, the Lake and DuPage County DP1V ’ s are involved 
- 

-

in wastewater management. A crit ical factor in determining the ab i l ity
of county DPW ’s to assimilate all or portions of new wastewater systems
is the tact that DPW ’s are restricted by statutori ly in ~ osed peograph i J
limi tations. DPIV ’ s are authori zed to act only in areas without simi lar
services provided by another entity organized ’ for similar purposes ror
example , the Lake County DPWr s is restricted in the western part  of the
county bec ause the North Shore Sanitary District provides serv ice  for
the eas tern lakefront communities . Iloweve r , DPW ’ s may t reat effluent
f rom incorporated areas if  such service is requested hy a municipal
corporation . In addition , coun ties may con t ract to t reat the sewage
of any sanitarv distr ict  which has a population of less than 500 , 000 .

Another c r i t i c a l  factor is the scop e of the DP1V ’s authority . In
addition t o planning , constructing and operating sewage treatment f a c i l i t i e s ,
the Lake and I)uPage County DPIV’s provide water supply and a re engaged
in flood control ac t iv i ty . Al though county I )Pl\ ’s themselves do not have
comprehens i ve p lanning author i t\ ~, the I l l i nois Code does autho r i  :e reg i onal
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p lanning comissions to he es tab l i shed  1w count ies . Plan s developed by
such Comrnrii ss i ons are adviso rv only . ~u ii  t ;  DP1~ ‘ 5 a m e  also authori  zed to
order ai i t  los , m d i  vi d uals and fi rms to cease the 1;ollu t ion of str~arL~but such authori  t :  does not sr~~erecdo t H t  of the I I l i n o i s  P o l lu t i on
~atit m e l  ‘a m d .

-~ eJ L-a l 
- 

ani tarv Dis t r i c t s

There are a large nrmber of special sani tarv di a t  n c t  — w i t h i n  the
i l l inoi s portion of the C-SE LM area. Some d i s t r i c t s  are formed unde r
genera l enabling legislat ion whi le  others are authori  zed h y speci f Ic
sections of the Illinois Code . Three distri cts , the ~k-t ropolitan SanitarD i s t r i c t  of Greater chicago (~~ DGC) , the North Shore Sanitary D i s t r i c t

N’~HD ) , and the Bloom Townshi p ganitary Dis t r ic t  (BT SD) are of special
si gnificance hecaus e of the scale of thei r operations and wil l  he discussed
heloi~- .

~~DGC. ~~L)CC was organi:ed unde r Chapter -12 section 320 et seq . of the
I l l i nois Code . One c r i t i c a l  factor is f l e x i b i l i ty  of ~lSDCC ’s geograph i c
j u r i sd i c t i on .  Dv s ta tute , the corporate limits  of MaDGC may be extcridii~to any contiguous am - ca of Cook County where the operation of t r ea t m en t
plants will  be conducive to the p r ese I v ;m t  ion of public  hea l th . The d i s t r i c t  ‘ s
I ’eL -od ani  es , which may he extended by act of the s t a t e  leai s l at u r e , have
frcquentl \ ’  been extended so ti -m at t i m e d i s t r i c t  now includes almost all of
the county . The district  is also authorized to treat the secag.e of any
m u n i c i pal corporation wh i ch is wholly or p a r t i a l ly  within i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n .

The scop e of the d i s t r i c t ’s f unctiona l au thor i ty  is also i mpo rtan t in
al uat ing the dis t rict ‘s ab i l i ty  to i mp lement new was t e w a t e r  t reatment

proposals. ~LSDGC’ s ma j or function is the planning, c ons t ruction , and
operation ofTi~wers and sewage t reatment (acil i t ies.  As authori zed by
law , the d is t r ic t  is also i nvolved in h ood con trol and e l ec t r i ca l
generation . One of the d i s t r i c t ’s most signi ficant programs involves tha
reclamation of s t r i p-mi ned land in Fulton County throug h the app l i c a t i on
of slud ge prod uced by the d i s t r i c t ’ s t reatment p lan t . The d i s t  n e t  is
authori zed t o  purchase and lease real and 1~enaonal ~ 

m op e  m t v  a tb  within
and outs ide  of i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  and to ta -c property by cond emiu iat ion
hut only w i t h i n  i t - ~ boundaries . ~b DL a lso  p lay s a l i m i t e d  r eg u la t o ry
role i n tha t  i t  has the power to approve p l ue— I or  i l l  acmce rs cenh cct I
with the d i s t r i c t  and to issue germ i ts for  any discharge  w h i c h  may
pollute the water — of the H-- t m i c t  (this p rovision does m a t  ap p ly  t a
munici pal corpora t ion  of less t han 300 , 000

\55i ) . NSSI) was c mei t a d under the prov i s ion  of Lh apt ai - 12 acc t ion
208 at  - a 

~~
. of the I l l i n o i s  Lode . ‘ime crit i cal factor w i t h  rc~j~~ct to  N*’~l

i s t Imc I i m i t at ion~ which a r e  j~I w  m q on~~~~~a~ eI’~~~ s ~eograj~nc uris~T~ Ton.
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\~-~gj )  pro vides sewage t !- e a t mncr l t  l or  the eastern sect ion of I ike t u . t  -

k c t mt u tc ,  the district~’s jurisdiction i s  r e st r i c t ed  to m u n i c i pal
coip~a_i-at ions and the iF ~ t w i tim in three miii los of a ~n m u h i c i j~~comp ora t  ion . With I d fiidi- e i i  in it s , however, N~~SD has ~—ome geog rap im ic
flex  ibTiTf~ in  t h at  i ts  j un sd let  ion mar be oxparded by an act of
ti m e ~ t i L  Leg i s l a t u r e , by pet i t i o n  of the i-es i dents of a proposed
add i t i o n , or hv act of t u e  l) i st r i c t  ‘s Board of I nas tees .

NSSD is autho ri:ed to p lan , construc t , operate and maintain
se~ers and treatment p lan ts .  Al though the distr ict  is ;ilso authorized to
I)rovide a water supply, it has not exercised this au thor i ty .  NSSD has
the power to condemn p ubl ic  and private property both inside and outside
its corporate l)oun daries in order to c~nstrnc t sewage f a c i l i t i e s,  i t  also
has l imi ted  regulatory autho ri ty as it cam con t rol public and privat e
t :ihu t a r y  connections , set standards for ti -me construction of conmectin~sewers , and control the discharge into sewers of wastes which are t o x i c
to biol og ical treatment p rocesses .

ivgg 1~ BTSD was formed unde r general enah 1 in g leg i s l i t  ion (Chapter
42 se~~T~n 209 et seq.) wh i ch i-c st r i c t s  ti -me m~cogr ap h i c  j u r i sd i c t ion  of
sm n i tar  d i s t r i c t s  to any area w i t h i n  a m u n i c i pal corporation or w i t h i n
si x miles  of the boun darv of a munici pal corporation . It  is important
to i-mote ti -mat i th in  the above limitation , the OTSI) has f l e x i b i l i ty  in
expanding its j u r i sd ic t ion . The d i s t r i c t ’ s j ur i sd i c t ion  may be expanded
by pe t i t ion  of the i-es i dents of th~ a reas to be annexed or t-iy act ci the
Board of Tru s tees . The d i s t  n e t  ma~ amu i ex any t e r n tory which 1m m
conti guous thereto and whTch is serveJi~~~The d i s t r i c t .

RTSL) is authori :ed to p i l l , c ons t ruct , operate and maintain
—oo-em -s and sewage t reatment fac m lit los . I t  may a i so ic I iz i  ye and ope m a t e
moi t e n\orks if authorized to do so by referendum . The d i s t r i c t  has ime ~
exei -cised this au thor i ty . BTSI) may acqui re real and personal p roperty
hr purchas e or condemnation imis ide and outside i t s  j u r i s d i c t i o n , regulate
connections to i t s  sewers , arid p romul gate standards ‘or  the construction
of sem~ers and t rea tmr ~ nt f : i c i  li ties  which  connect m~ith ti -me d i s t r i c t ’s sy stem .
11-me d i s t r i c t  m i s c  has i i i t l o r i tv  to prevent ti -me p o l l u t i o n  of m~a ter  supp l i e s

mdi ich m m m v  m e used by a mun i ci pal corp oration w i t h i n the d i s t  m - i c t  and to
po l i ce  t i l e  area w i t h i n  fi fteen mii i los of t i - me  in take of u v such m~~m t a  F 5tl~~ l\ .
Furtlmena~x-c , Dl ~~I) mar p r o h i b i t  t ime  di  scha rge in to  seico m a  of c e r t a  in
su bm ~ta j icc- - - m whi ch arc tox ic  to biolog ical t reatment processes .

I \ D I A N -\

l\ i  t im in the In dian a po r t i on  of ti - me C -~-;i h’! a rea , t ao  fundamenta l  types
of i nst i  tut ions are involved i n m~as t c a a t er  t reatment ; special  — m i m i  t a re

~l i - - t  r m ~ t and ti -me sanitation (l(- i mi r - tmn e n t s of m u n i c i pal c or p om it ions .
l i m e  i a— m t ( T h i c i g o , L i re , l i m i m - sm i , and ‘- l i c l m i gan C i t y  S ;m n i t a r ~ 1) 1s t  n e t s  are
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ex~u m U le ~ of special districts . The Valpariso Sanitation and Sewer
Department ( VSS1)) , the Portage Sanitary Board (PSB) , and the Chesterton
Sewage U t i l i t y  (CS U) are ti -me princi pal municipal departments within the
a rea involved in was tewater management.

icipal Sanitation Departments

The fi rst critical factor in determining the ability of sanitat ion
depa rtments to adapt to a regional sewage system is th e geographic
flexibility of the departments .

The lurisdiction of sanitation departments in Indiana is generally
limi ted to the bounda ries of the municipal corporation . h owever , any
ci ty  or town may cont ract to treat the sewage of any other city or town
subject to the approva l by the State Board of h ealth and the I ndiana
St ream Pollution Control Board.

The second cri tical factor is ti -me scope of authority granted to
municipalities . ~inicipa1ities are authorized to plan, construct ,
operate , maintai n sewe rs and treatment facil i t ies.  They also provide
fac i l i t i es  fo r sludge and solid waste disposal. ~kmicipa li t ies  provide
wate r supply and are authori zed to acquire by condemnation real and
pe rsonal property wi thin  and outside of the corporate l imits necessary
for treatment facil i t ies .

~p~cial Dis t r ic ts

Special san itary dist ricts are created by city ordinance under state
enabling legislation. The j urisdiction of the districts includes the
corpo rate l imits  of the c i ty  and an additional area which ma he included
in a variety of ways . Additional cities , towns , p latted subdivisio ns
and unpiatted lands located in ti -me same county as the c i ty  which formed
time district may he included. En addition , the Boa rd of Sanitary
Coninissioners (the governing body o f a dist ric t)  m a y  i ncorp orate any
terr i tory which drains sewage into ti -me d is tr ict ’s sanita re s~-stem.
Sanitary dist ricts are also authori zed to treat sewage from sources
outside of the dis t r ic t  on a contractua l basis .

The scope of the d is t r ic t s ’ f unctional author i ty  is another factor
which is of importance in assessing ti -me a b i l i ty  of ti -me d i s t r i c t s  to adapt
to new technical p roposals . In a d d i t i o n  to p l anning , cons t ruc t ing ,  and
onerati ng sewers and t reatment f a c i l i t i e s , s a n i t ar y  d i s t r i c t s  have
au tho r i t y  to engage in solid was te disposal.  howeve r , only ti -me L an -c and
~Iich i gan Ci ty Sanitary Districts provide this service. The d i s t r i c t —  are
authori  zed to sell hr -produc ts  of sewage disposal  or to  p r’ovi~1e such
m a t e r i a l  or a p u b l i c  use w i t h o u t  cost.  In order to perio nn i t s  au tho r i zed

I m i r a t  ions , a spec i ; i  1 san i t a m - v d i s t r i c t  may purchase , l ease , or condemn
rea l or persona l p roperty w i t h i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  or a i  t h i n  f i v e  m i l e s  of i t —
houndaries .

—
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It is also important to i -mote that sanitary dis t r ic ts  are to a l imited
extent involved in regulatory activity. They are authorized to review
and approve plans for private treatment faci l i t ies  which connect with
the district’s facilities and they can requi re the elimination of
elements which would interfe re with sewage treatment.

INIE RRE LATI UNSHIPS :\~ )~G EXI STING h\S TEIVXFER
~~NAG1iNU NT I NSTITUTI (~~AL SYSTEMS

This section of the report mc i 11 examine ti -me extent to which icastewater
management institutions in the C-SEII1 area function together as a reg i ona l
system. This section will  discuss current efforts  at the local , reg i ona l
state and interstate levels to regionalize wastewater treatment and
identify those factors which are cri t ical  to ti -me success or fa i lu re  of
regionalization.

LOCAL LEVE L

A critical factor in determining ti-me strengths and weaknesses of ti -me
existing areawide wastewater management systems is the level of coord i nat ion
between local icastewater i nst i tut ions . At the pr ese i -mt , ti -m e re is a genera l
absence of coord ination between local wastewater ins t i tu t ions  in e i t h e r
the Il l inois or Indiana portions of the C-SEJJ ’l area. h oweve r , there are
limi ted exceptions to this rule . For example, in Illinois , ti-me Lake
County l)Ph~ operates some munici pal t reatment  p lants on a cont ractua l
basis. It is important to note that there is potential for some regional

4 effort by Illinoi s County DPW ’s and municipalities and by Indi ana
munic ipal sanitation departments as these agencies may t reat  the sewage
of other political subdivisions on a contractual basis. Indiana
municipalities also mar require an\ property owner to connect h i s  property
with the munici pal sys tem .

Sanitary districts in I l l inois  and Indi ana provide a g r ea t e r  o p p o r t u n i t y
for reg io nalizat ion for seve ral reasons . Firs t , in both states ti -me
districts have a certain degree of geographic flexibility because they
are authoni zed to annex addi t ional  areas e i ther  on the i r  own m i t  iat i ye , by
an act of time s ta te  leg islat ure or by pe t i t ion  of ti -me residents of ti - me area
to he annexed . The d i s t r i c t s  can also treat sewage from outs ide  t h e i r
boundaries on a contractua l has i s .  Another m- eason fo r ti -me a b i l i t y  of ti - me
d i s t r i c t s  to operate on a reg i onal basis is  thei r l i m i t e d  regula t  ing auth onit ~In I l l i n o i s  and Indiana ti-me special districts can regulate ti -me content  of
ti -me e f f luen t  which enters thei r f a c i l i t i e s  and can a lso  rev i etc p l ans for
connecting sewer l i n e s .
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INTRA STATE REGIONAL LEVE L

Illinois

The princ ipal regional agency w i t h i n  the Il l inois port ion of ti -me
C-SE LM area is the Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission ( N i I ( 1~ .
NI PC was created in 1957 by the I llinois legislature and di rected to
develop a comprehensive plan for Cook , Wi l l , I)uPage , Kane , Lake , and
Milenry Counties. The agency has p lanning responsibility in a variety
of areas including wastewater, open space, 1-mousing and transportation.
Of critical importance is the comprehens ive p lan which was adopted by
\ I PC in 1968 . The p lan calls for development corridors reaching outward
from chicago. Since 1968, NIP C has developed a Reg iona l Open Space Plan
and a Regional iVastewater Plan which serve as implementing elements of
the comprehensive plan . The Regional Open Space Plan recommends that
~2 1) ,O OO additional areas of regional open space should he acqui red in
No rtheastern Illinois befo re 1995. A land acquisitions plan involving
parcels of ti -mis size would exert a strong influence on the land use
pattern ‘.cithin the C-SEU.1 study area. NIPC is now developing an
implementation schedule for its wastewater management plan.

Although \IP C has reg ional comprehensive p lanning authority and serves
as an A-95 agency , of cr i t ical  in port ance is the fact that the agency ’ s
effectiveness is weak ened in seve ra l ways . N I P C  can advise local units
of government concerning ti -me interrelationshi p of their plans and p rojects,
hut time commission mna~- act only as an advisory body and its recommendations
have no binding e f f e c t .  Also , N I P C  has no independent source of revenue
and mus t rely upon the mer±er counties  and federal grants for i t s  inc ome .

Indiana

iV i t h i n the Indian a port ion of the C- SEIN area , ti -me pri nci pal reg i onal
agency is the Lake-Po r ter  Coun ty Reg i ona l t ransportat ion and Planning Conu n i s s ion
(LPCRT PC) . LI’CRTPC was cm -eat ed in  19b ’, unde r authori tv of t im e Ind iana
Reg io nal Plann i n g  -\et . The act  au thor izes  reg ional p lanning commissions to
develop a comprehensive p lan inc l ud i ng t ransportat i on for ti -me reg ion ti -me
agenc i es encompass. IJ - ’CRFPC a l so  serves mis a ~k~t ropolitan \ -95 C l e a r i n g hous e
and a--m — ueh , i t  comments upon local app l i c a t i o n s  for federa l  a id.  Al th ough
IJ CRI PC ’ s prese nt j u n i s d i c t  ion inc l udes only Lake and Por ter  Count ies , i t s
m um i sdict ion w i l l  p robab ly he exp anded to i nc lude at least L i l o r t  e Count
and perhaps New ton , Jasper , lu l a s k  i and Starke Count ies  . \ pr ovis  ion
of t h e  Reg i ona l P lann in g  \ct a u t h o r i  :es U~CRFP C to  admit political
subdi ~ s ions of another  s t a te  mi s memii -m c rs when a io~ i cal  p l anning a rca

\ t m u d —  beyond I mu d iana
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LPCRFPC has not yet played a major role in regional wastewater treatment
system planning. To date, the commission’s only involvement in waste-
water planning has been the development of the ‘~Master Plan Reports -

Sanitary Sewer and Water Facilities for Lake and Porter Counties ” . In
other areas such as t ransportation , public health and urban planning ,
LPCRTPC has been active in coordinating area efforts and in reviewing
applications for Federal and state funds . The Commission has not developed
a plan comparable to NIPC ’ s Regional Open Space Plan S

LPCRTPC is res tricted because it can act only in an advisory capacity
and has no independent source of revenue. However, a 1971 amendment to
the Indiana Reg ional Planning Act di rected par ticipating counties to le~~
a tax in order to finance their pro-rata share of the Commission ’s operating
expenses .

STATE LEVEL

In both Illinois and Indi ana , there are several state agencies which
will a f fec t  a regionalized approach to was tewater treatment.

Illinois

I n Illinois , two agencies , the State A-95 Clearinghouse and the
Bureau of the Budget , are of critical importance becaus e they have time

• capacity to affect regionalism through their influence in the area of
finance. The State A- 95 Clearinghouse reviews local applications for
federal financial assistance to determine whether ti-mere are dup li cate
or conflicting programs planned by othe r local un its of government . The
Bureau of the Budget is an influential  state agency which prepares the
governor ’s budget and therefore , plays an important part in determining
the dollar amount allocated to s tate agencies .

The Illinois Natura l Resources Developm ent Board serves in an advisory
and coordinating capacity . The Board is composed of ti -me directors of ten
state agencies involved wi th  natural resources. In ti-me area of m~astewater ,the Board has seve ral specific respons ib i l i t i es  including recomnmendi ng
legislat ion and p rograms to insure that state m a t e r  requi rements w i l l  be met.

Three other Il l inois agencies created by ti -me I l l i nois h i m v i  r onment al
Protection Act are also si gni f icant .  The I l l i no i s  In s t i t u t e  for
Env i ronmental Qualit~ is a research and advisory age iucv idu ic hu coo rdinates
research on waste disposal in northeastern I l l i n o i s .  l ime  ins t i tute  is
authorized to investigate practical  problems relat ing to ti -me technology and
adminis t ra t ion  of envi ronmental protection but max’ not engage in abstrac t
research . The Illinois Pol lu t ion  Contro l Board (IP Q~) is res pons i b le  for
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promulgating standards for water quality , effluents , treatment facilities ,
and treatment plant operators . The Board also conducts pollution
abatement hearings . Although the Board activities do not directly
promote a regionalized solution to sewage treatment problems, they can
indi rectly in that the promul gation of water quality standards may call
for more sophisticated t reatment p rocesses which in turn result in
economic attractiveness of large-scale treatment facilities . The Il l inois
Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for enforcing the I P~B
regu lations and administers the St ate ’s Anti-Pollution Board Program .
Local reques ts for financial aid for the cons t ruction of treatment
faci l i t ies  a re presented to ti -me agency .

There is presently no concentrated effort  on the part of I l l inois
State agencies to promote reg ional sewage treatment.  I loweve r , the State
-\-95 Clearing house and the Illinois EPA review applicat ions for financial
aid to insure that local government units do not purs ue confl ic t ing
programs and the I l l i nois Pol lut ion Con t rol Boa rd has ordered l)uPage
County t o reg iona l ize  its sewer system.

I ndiana

There are also several Indiana state agencies which do or potential ly
could have an influence upon a reg ional approach to sewage treatment. The
I ndian a str eam Pollution Contro l Board is s taffe d and funded by time
Sta to  Board of Health and is the state ’s princ ipal was tewater t reatment
regulatory agency .  The Board inspects all municipal and industr ial
t reatment operations , reviews p lans for new facil i t ies , establishes wate r
q ua l i t -  stan dards , conducts enforcement procedures , and review s all
ap pl icat ions  for state and federal financial assistance (ti -me Board is
not an A-95 agency , h ut wo rks closely w i th ti -me statewide clearinghouse) .
The Boa rd can o rder munici pa l i t i e s  and sanitary d i s t r i c t s  to bui ld
f a c i l i t i e s  i n order to abate violations .

The 1)ivision of Planning w i t h i n  ti -me State i)epartment of Commerce
is an agency actively involved in promoting regionalism. The division
encourages inter-gove rnmental p lanning , and is responsible for d r a f t i ng
leg i s l a t i o n  dealing m . i t h  reg i onal inst i tut ions . The I ) iv i s ion  of P lann ing
imas divided the state into fourteen p lanning am-md development reg ions.

The Indiana Department of N atura l Resources is responsib le for flood
control , wat e r resource conservation , recreat i on and reservoi r development.
The department ’ s only involvement w i t h  was tewater is app roving conse rvancy
di s t r i c t s  and supervising deep-well  disposal systems .

The s tatew ide -\-95 rev iew process i s  performe d by the State  Bud get
Agency . the Budget .h~encv re l ies  wa~~i lv on the m d  ian a St ream l o l  lut  i on
Control  Board in  re v i ewi ng local app l i c a t i o ns for f edera l f in an c a l
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assistance. The purpose of the review process is to insure that federal
money is not used to finance competing or duplicate programs at the local
or regional levels.

The Indiana Environmental Management Board , which was created in
Feb ruary 1972 , has wide authority to affec t reg ional wastewater treatment
plann ing and development . The Board may , for example , develop a
comprehensive plan for control of the environment, develop regulations
to protect the envi ronment , inspect disposal sites and encourage and
assist local units of government in developing programs and facilities for
the control of air , water , r adiation , odor and noise pollution. More
signi ficantly , hewever , ti -me Board nmav , if it is in the interest of i-mealth ,
safety or welf are , order any person to connect or receive and treat sewage
from any other pers on or from an industry  or i-mousin g development . If ti -me
Board finds that local governmental units have not developed plans to
provide for adequate was tewater treatment , it may i-mold a public hearing ,
and if the facts support the conclusion , it may order the affected local
government units to form regional water , and/or sewage dis t r ic t s .

INTERSTATE LE VE L

Two th ffe rent coordinating bodies have been created to fac i l i t a te  ti -me
in tegration and coord i nation of planning ef for ts  in the C-SELM area.
These agencies are cr i t ical  factors in ti -me operation of a reg ional sewage
s~stem. The Reg ional Transpo rtati on Planning Board (RTPB) is a coordinating
con~~ittee composed of the executive directors of N I PC , LPCR1’PC and the
Chicago :\rea Transportation Stud y (CATS) . *1 though RTP B was created
princi pally in response to pressure from the Federa l Depa rtment of
‘I rans portation and is involved in t ransportation p lanning, the fact that
ti-me agency exists shows a willingness on the part of I l l i no i s and
Indiana to cooperate in solving inters tate p roblems .

The Inters tate Planning Commit tee  (IPC ) is a response to federal
pressure through I IUD for inters tate coordination of comprehensive
p lanning . IPC was created in l~~ 9 , by agreement between N I P C  and
U’CRTI~C to “consider al l  p lann i ng and development prob l ems a f fec t ing
ti -me entire ‘Metropolitan Reg ion ’ .“ It  is unclear mi s to whether I PC is
subordinate to N I P C and U CRFPC or vice versa.  This uncertainty has
created con fus i on regarding I P C ob j ectives and produced various assessmu ents
of i t s  e f f iciency . Wi th respect to p lanning for watem supp ly, sani tary
sem~ers , and solid was te nmanagement , there has been l i t t l e  coope ra t i v e
e f fo r t  and l i t t l e  is anticipated at ti-mis time . h owever , ti -mere has been
some exchange of technical information in  these areas .
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ADDENDUM B
FINANCIAL FACI’ORS

This part of the report will  identify those financial considerations
that will determine the extent to which state and local institutions within
the C-SEJIvI area will be able to finance was tewater management activities .
The report is organized into five sections .

I . Financing: legal cons traints and allowances .
II. The state budget cycles .

I I I .  State finances .
IV. Local wastewater financing - Indiana
V. Local was tewater financing - Illinois

Since the C-SELI4 area contains parts of Illinois and Indian a , ti -me
analysis for ease of unders tanding is separated along state lines wh enever
necessary . A nuither of tables have been included as well as a glossa ry
of terms.

SIJI+IARY

SECfIC~ I - FiNANCING: LEGAL CONSTRAI NTS AND ALLG,~ANCES

In terms of cons titutional and other state-imposed legal constraints
pertaining to wastewater fi nancing, Illinois is less cons t rained than
Indiana for nearly eve ry generic type of institution.

Indiana

The State of Indiana is precluded by the constitution from i s su ing
any general obli gation bonds , thereby e ffectively sh i f t ing the financing
burden to state created but locally-administered special d i s t r i c t s  and to
‘in~nicipal corporations . In turn , these i nsti tutions operate under a

-~rariety of constraints and allowances relating to pennissible indebtedness ,
iebt service , taxation powers , user charges and special assessments . The
-maximum debt ceiling for any i n s t i tut ion is 2 °~ of assessed property va luation.

ilinois

The State of I llinois is enabled by its 1970 Consti tution and ti -me
tate Code to tak e an active role in financing at ti-me state level.
‘irrentlv it has outstanding a sizeable general obli gat i on bond issue

assist local governments in was tewater financing . Local ins t i tu t io m is
i I l l inois operate under constraints and allowances verv s imi l a r , hut
~ss constrained than local en t i t i e s  in Indiana . h oweve r , ti -me maximum
bt ceiling penni ssihle for any i n s t i t u t i on  is S~ of assessed property
lue.
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Oi l ON II - 11 [Ii STATE BUDGET CYCLES

l-~eth statcs have relatively short budget cycles and this does not
encourage long-term planning. In Illinois , the National Resou rces Sect ion
a m t ime Bureau of the Budget has primary responsibility for develop ing
~%mis tew ate r expenditures , in Indiana , the budget formulation process for
m~astewater involves the Budget Agency and the legislature .

Sl Cl I~~ I I I  - STATE FINANCES

In ternis of direct state financing and in trans fers to local gove rnments
I l l ino i s  has taken an active role both generally and in wastewater. The
most si gnifican t examp le is ti -me current $750 million Ant i -Pol lut ion Bond
Act of 1970 which trans fe rs state genera l fund revenues to local governments
as part of an expanded state contribut ion in joint  federal , state and local
was tewater projects . Indian a has participated , in a l imited manner , by
providing several small t rans fers to local and reg ional inst i tu t ions .

Contained wi th in  this section are a nun~~cr of graphic s tate- local
comparisons of a categorical expenditures for wastewater and other
purposes . While these revea l that I er-cap ita expenditures for the total
of all local and state institutions are nearly iden tical fo r Indiana
and I l l i nois , there is evidence of a stronge r financial  capability in
Illinois in terms of long- term gene ra l oh l i gatio n bonding capacity .

SEC[ICN IV AND V - LOCAL WAS TEWAFER FINA ~ C INO

There are two d i s t inc t  local m~as tewater f i nanc i ng approaches in
Indiana: the sanitary d i s t r i c t  and the munici pal department of sanitation.
The sanitary distr icts  rely primari ly upon the issuance of gene ral
obli gation bonds for fi nancing and , as i ndicated by recent data , generall~have considerable borrowing capacitY remaining . Municipalities , however,
rely heavi ly  upon revenue bonds, an app roach general ly  considered less
desi rable beca use of h ighe r bond interes t cos t and variabilit y of ti - me
bond ma rket . Addit ional l y , ti -me low rat ing or absence of a ra t ing by ~loodvs
Investors Se rvice of many of thes e revenue bonds nay severe ly  l i m i t  t ime
u t i l i ty  of th is  fi nancing approach .

‘lime major was tewater financ i ng d i s t i n ct ion in  I i  l i r t o i s  is also between
sanitary dist r icts and m u n i c i p a l i t i e s . Data i n d i c a t e s  tha t  these san i ta rv
dist r icts are inc reas ingly l i k e l y  to b ’  supp lement ing  a rm ove rburdened
munici pal taxing structure , espec ia l l y in Cook Cauimt~ . i h c r x -  i~ one
indication of an expanded financ i ng role for -~pe cia l  d i s t r i c t s ,  o r exai np le ,
the Metropolitan Sanitarv D ist r ict has a n tmi e r  of s i gni f i c a n t cash f unds
and other f inancing tools at i t s  disposal t h at  are not a v a i l a b l e  to mnan~’
other I l l i n o i s  sani ta ry d i s t r i c t s .  There is little evidenc e of such a
t rend in Indiana.
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GL(~ SARY OI” T1’mRI ’~

Assessed \‘aluation: The valuation p laced on property for purposes oi
taxation .

Bond: An interest-bearing security :~ith a promise to pay back at a
specific date .

Geverage: This is a term connected with Revenue bonds . It indicates
the number of times that the debt se rv ice f or one year can he paid
after operating and maintenance charges have been subtracted from revenues .

Debt Limit: The statutory or constitutional maximum debt-incurring power
of a unit  of government .

Gene ral Obligation Bon d: A bond secured by p ledge of the issuer ’s f ull
faith , credit and taxing power.

Revenue Bon d: A bond payable from revenues deri ved from charges , rents
or tolls i~ fd by those who use the facility cons tructed with  the proceeds
of ti m e sale of the bonds . Such bonds are secured only by the project ’s
revenues .

The Bonding Process: Bon ds a re a means o f fi nancing major cap ital and
other expenditure~Thy providing large amounts of money which can be paid
back over an extended period of t ime (Usually 50 years or less). When
munici pal bonds are sold , the city receives the amount of the issue ,
say $20 million. The c i ty  is then obli gated to pay back this money
plus interest over a period of ~‘ears . i f  the bond is a revenue bond,
then the paycheck wi l l  be from revenues of ti -me proj ect. I f  ti-me bond
is a general obli gation bond , Pa~1nent w i l l  come from any/or all sources
of tax revenue for the city .
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SECT[(X\i I - FIN AN CING: LEGAL CCI’ISTRAI\T- AN!) ALLOWANCES

IND I -\.NA

Indian a would be permitted to issue general obli gation bonds of
the state only if a constitutional amendment is passed by the legislature
and ratified by the voters , a p rocess which has never been attempted.
State created institutions are permitted to issue revenue bonds and
several , such as the Indiana Toll Road Commission and several colleges
and universities, have done so. With the exception of special districts ,
(considered local institut ions), no state-level institutions have
outstanding indebtedness for ti -me purpose of wastewater financing .

The wastewater financing legislation tha t is contained in the Indiana
Code is lengthy , detailed and comp lex. The institutional focus of ti-me
code sta tutes is extreme ly speci fi c and what exists , is in essence a se r ies
of law s , each of which applies to a single city or a sing le special dis t r ic t .
Table 10 contains a summary matrix of relevant Indiana constraints and
allowances that will be discussed in ti-me following paragraphs.

‘I’he constitutional limitation on indebtedness of 2% of total mi sse~sedpr~~erty valuation mpplies to political and municipal corporations. ~ TLT~Olina t does not app ly to special districts which are not municipal
corporations hut rather special state functional units . -\ l imi t on
total indebtedness of l2°~ for these districts has been established by
the legislature and this is periodically raised.

Both special distr icts  and munici pal corporations can issue genera l
obligation bonds that are backed by the full fai th and credit of the
i ns t i tut ion and t he proliferati on of such issues on the market attests
to the usefulness of this approach . h oweve r , nmunici pal corporations
are also enabled to issue revenue bonds (called revenue wa rr ants) and they
generally rely heavi ly upon this type of bond.

Special assessments can be levied by cities of the third and fourth
clas s and in some instances by cities of the f i r s t and second class ;
however , special dist ricts cannot levy special assessments . Roth municipal
corporations and special districts arc permitted to levy user fees adequate
t o cover cap ital and operationa l cos ts . These are used by munici pal
corporations to cover the p lan t operation costs and to meet revenue bond
debt service requirements . Special dis t r i c t s , i f  t h e~’ levy use r charges ,
place the proceeds in a revolving fund wi th spec ial taxes that are levied ,
and the fund is used to pay the general o b l i g a t i o n  bond deb t service .
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Counties are also limited b y the ~ Constitut ional debt l imi t  which
is in addition to the limi t on all  cities and sanitary districts wi th in

ti m e county . Although they are permi tted to issue genera l obli ga t ion
bonds , i-mo counties in the Indiana study area have yet done so for ti -me
purpose of wastewater financing. This is due to the fact that in
11 (liana , municipalities and special districts have t raditionally undertaken
t h e  major was tewater management financing function .

IL!. INO IS

Illinois is permitted to issue general obli gation bonds for any
purpose, after approval by both houses of the legislature or by the
majority of voters in a general election. The most si gnif icant recent
example is the 1970 Anti-Pollution Bond Act which provides up to $750
mi llion to assist localities in the development of m unicipal sewage
treatment works.

The Constitutional and Code provisions that app ly to counties and
munici pal corporations are flexible.  Thes e provisions m ire outlined in
the matr ix  in data Table 11. The overall deb t limi t for all  types of ins t i tu t i ons
is 5~ of assessed property valuation (2 l/~~ in coun ties w i t h  mo re ti -man
500 , t~U i . If home rule units of a specific size exceed more restrictive
li m i t s , then the leg is lature may limi t their debt to less tI’an the 5~Osnst i t u t ional  cei l ing .

Cour ies a re enab l ed to issue both genera l obli ga t ion  mmd re v enue
bonds . User lees are erm i t t  ed but they mnust he equi tab Ic and ma~ he
high er I’or users g e o g rm iph i c a l l y  outside ti -me boundaries of the c

Ih e  same gene ral 
~ ~

ovm s i ons ti -mat apply to cotui t i e ’~ , m l s o  m mpp l v  t o
nunmci pal corporations , with m m nurther of minor di ffere~.~e~., such is bond
i n t e r e s t  m a t e s  and re fe rendum requirements . User l ees can be l e v i t ’-~ and
special assessments are permitted in Imome rule m unicipa litlL~~. lm I\es
~iv he levied to pay a t  I general obli gation bonds mi nd to ~~~~ expenses

Im i ,x warrants , another name for tax a n t i cip a t i o n  bonds , may :ml so t~ I s~ ueJ .
In addi t ion , a special annua l t ax of 5~ of assessed v~ ~ue of ‘ m o p c r t - ~ may
he levied to establish and m a i n L a i n  ml cap i t a l  irrprov enk ’nt l und . l i m e
r e s t  rictions and allowances speci fied in the code apply general lv to all
munici pal corporations .

The I l l inoi s code deals w i t h  special s a n i t a r v  d i s t r i c t s  in genera l , a~well as sped f i c a l l v  in terms of Chicago ’s ~k~t ropoli t an San i t a ry  h ) I s t r i c t
Special sani tary dis tm ’ i c t~ incur  h,dehtedness through the I s -umi n c e  of
general obli gation bonds , although districts w i t h  less t han 500 , 000
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population may also issue revenue bonds . Special assessments are p er mi t t cJ ,
a l thoug h user fees are limited to industrial users of the syst em. A
gene ra l tax is permitted to cover costs and to pay off general ob l i gmi t i on
hor~ An additional tax of .083°c can be levied annually (or a ~r L m 1t e r
im:i ’a i . t ~.ith a refe rendum) . As in Indian a , the special sanitary d i s t r i c t ’ s

debt l i m i t  is independent of the municipality ’s deb t l imit  and is there fore
a m aj o r  fi nancing vehicle for was tewater.

The Metropolitan Sanitary District of Chicago has a number of addi t ional
financing mechanisms not available to other special d i s t r i c t s .  it  may
levy ~ tax in addition to that necessary to meet expenses and debt se rv ice
of . 28~ of assessed va lue of property if approved by a public  referendum.
Also , i t  is permitted to establish a $17.5 million corporate working cash
fund , a $12.5 million cons truction working cash fund , a $380 ni Ilion
replacemen t and remodeli ng cash fund (all th rough the issuance of bonds) .
-Uthough ~~DGC is permitted to issue revenue bonds, the great hulk ofdebt financing is accomplished with general obligation issues .

RE FERENDUM REQUIRBENT S

Refe rendum requirements in Illinois and Indiana apply to general
ol)li gation bonds , except those of sanitary dis t r ic t s .  The refe rendum
requirement is not genera!ly applicable to revenue bonds which are constra ined
by bond market considerations which in turn are closely related to ti-me
general economic climate . In both states , the legally desi gnate d
pr ocedures for refe rendum are n ot burdensome and the t ime  lags not
significan t (90 days or the next genera l election) . F i f t y  Percent p in-
one vote is usually needed for passage . When a j u r i s d i c t i o n  is unde r’
an order of a court of law these re ferend’~ r e s t r i c t i ons  a r e  nut app l i cab le .

State of f i cials in I l l i nois ’ Bureau of ti -me hudget t ’eel Om It inc r e a s i n g
tax pressures have caused referenda for all purposes to he defeated in
increasing numbers since 1966. h oweve r , I l l inois ’ $750 m i l l i o n bond \ct
passed by a marg in of two to one . Recaus e this ~ t can e f f e ct  i \ e l v  dec rease 11w-
local matching requirement for was t em~ater  to 25 in mm j o i n t  federa l  EP \-
state-local sharing program, it is possible that  lower local ma t ching
bonding requirements encourage prospects of local  re ferenda . The same
cannot he said , howeve r , for I ndiana s ince  the State has riot been able  t o
lower the local share to date.
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SECt I (]\I II - ‘fl-U i STATE BUDGET Cf CLES

I ND I ANA

The State budgetary process in Indiana is keyed t~~’ard local
participation and t~~’ard longer-range planning. illinoi s operates on a
shorter budget- making authori ty with one executive agency .

Indiana operates on a biennial budget cycle with state and local
m igencies  submitting past expenditure data and appropriation requests to
the  State Budget Agency at the beginning of each cycle. A conurt ittee
composed of this agency ’s s t a f f  and Indian a House and Senate members
then formali:es the budget rec ommendation before  the are sent to the
leg islature for miC t io n . \~ t e r  the fi rst year of t~ e cycle, thelegisiat -re may nodi f\’ the ‘ud get as nece ssmm r~- . Mt i le t i - mis  two-year
cycle may encourage 1ur m ~ er  r cmge p l:~Iin I ug, i t  can res t r ic t  operations
of state agencies and ~~f l e u ~ - - t i n  gr an t .~ t o  local government to the
extent that the allocation for tb: two yea r peri od has been rendered
inflexible by a dministrat ive and leg i s l a t ive  processes .

I L L I N O I S

l-bwl get f o r m u l a t i o n  in  I l l ino is  is vested in the Gove rnor ’s Bureau of
the bud get o f f ice .  The bud get document is presented to ti -me leg islature
for approval and modification . The legislative branch may have no prior
ifl1)Ut in ti-me process . In effect , the Natural Resources U n i t  of ti -me BOB
develops the dollar allocations for ~astewater during the one-year budgetcy c l e  uithout extensive outside partici pation. The legislature feels
that  the N atural  Resources Unit h a s  ti -me exper t ise  to deve lop ti -me bud get
for nas tewater .

While this short hudget c~’cle discourages longer-range p lanning , it
does permit budget modifications on an ann ua l basis.

II I



SECtII1 ’~ I I I  - STATE FINAN CES - IND I ANA ~‘ND I L L I N O I

I ndiana data present a picture of a state ti -mat has undertaken li m ited
state fi nancing of was tewater activities . i t  has been able to trans fe r
l i t t l e  in recent years beyond funds for s tudy and planning purposes and
t i - m is  has been to state agencies rather tFian to local ~,overnmont s . in ti -me
past , federal grants fo r various purposes have been lost due to the state ’s
inabi l i ty  to match. Recent significant state grants for nmis t em ~a ter
have been:

$1 , 905 ,000 to I iairnnond S.D.
S O00 , 000 to Portage S.D .
S 412 ,000 to \alparaiso S.1).

India na and its various state agencies have no si gni ficant wastewater
debt outstanding. As mentioned previously,  the state anu its agencies are
prohibited from issuing general obligation bonds . Al though it has issued
revenue bonds , these have been for purposes other than was tewater.

In terms of general financing for all functions and in relation to
wastew ater , I l l i nois has taken a si gnifican t and active role.  ~ i June
30 , 1971 the state had the following general obli gations outstanding:

Armed Services Recognit ion $ 12 , 500 , 000
Mental mi ea lth and Welfare $100,000,000
Educational Institutions $128,800,000
,-\nti-Pollution $100,000,000

These represent general obli gations of the state and mire payable from
vari ous taxes , wh ile bei ng backed by I l l inois ’ fu l l - f a i th  and credi t .  The
1)onds have received Moody ’ s hi gh est rati ng - -\j \A . This ind i cates that
additional debt can probab ly be unde rtaken wi th  l i t t l e  di f f i c u l t y .

‘I’he I l l i nois Anti-P ol lut ion Ronds outstanding (sold) represent o m mi a
f raction of the $750 mil l ion authorized in 1970 . ‘l Ee in te res t  and pr inc ipa l
on these honds is paid fr cmI i  the state ’s general fund. These general fund
revenues fi nance approximately  two-thirds  of I l l i n o i s ’ expenditures .

Exclude d is $ l . 43 4  bil l ion in 1P72 revenues (S~73 m i l l i o n  of federa l
aid) which is restr icted by law to special  fund categories . Dur in g  1971 ,
these f ’rin ds d id  not account for any si gni f icant was tewate~ ‘xi-end i tures .
I - e r  l~J73 , a total  of $ 2 . 5  b i l l i o n  in state t rans fers to local  governments
~~~~ pro i~cted~ Of th is , S I . 4 b i l l i o n  h u H down from ( i 7  in  I i  scal I~Y 2 )
is free of res t r ic t i ens , p~t r t  of which can be used for was t enmiter f inanc ing .
lah ie  I i t emi ze s  a id  to local institut i urs (Illinois) by category .
hin vi ror m mnenta l p m’otec t ion and general a i d  repre~ent j i o t en t i a l  w m i s t e s m i t e m
exp erdi tuns , howeve r , gene ra l m m m d  tends to h u~ed for e t h e r  Purposes

I F  I I I  -
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TAB LE 1 - Aid to Locals-Categorical Comparisons - Illinois
(Millions of Doll ars)

!ctual Estimated Estimated
19 71 19 72 1973

General
(Sales tax share ~
state income tax share) 300.0 344.8 368.3

liduca t ion
elementary Er 2nd 931.3 988.1 1,131.1
J.C.  109 .7 136.9 204.0

h ealth 16.5 25.8 31.4

Econ . Growth 6.3 6. 4 6.6

linviro. Protection 200.0 300.0
(was tewater management)

Transportation 2 02.1  313.3 336.8

Total Monetarv Ass i s t ance  1, 708.1 2 , 143.0 2 ,517 .3

~~e-t welth of state income- tax receipts from individuals+
corporations is paid monthly to local general revenue funds .
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Tables 2 throug h 4 detail expenditures of the Illinois and Ind ia na
state and local institutions providing categorical and percap ita comparisons.

Table 2 State Instit ution Per Capita Debt: 1970
State Institution Per Capita (Millions of Dollars)

G.O. Bonds Revenue Bonds Total

Indiana None 103.35 103.35

Illinois 23.90 90.66 114.56

General expenditures by category for all state and local institutions
during 1970 are depicted in Table 3 below:

Table 3 General Expenditures by Category
State and Local Governments

In Millions of Dollars
By Capital Outlay

Total Ed ucation Hi ghways Sewerage Other

Illinois 1 ,395 419 441 71 464

Indiana 615 229 203 36 147

In terms of total capital outlay expenditures , sewerage amounts
to 5 .1% in Illinois compared to a slightl y higher 5 . 8% iii Ind ian a .

Table 4 below depicts per cap ita general expenditures for
sewerage.

Table 4 Per Capita Sewerare Expendi t ures
In Dollars

Total Capital—Outlay Other Tit an Capital Out lay

Illinois 12 .59 6.38 6 . 21

Indiana 12. 11 6.91 5.23

I
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Per-capita expenditures for sewerage are nearly ti-me sane in the two
states , although Indiana is spending more on a per-cap ita basis than
Illinois for capital outlay, while spending less for purposes other
than capital outlay (operation + maintenance, for exanple).

Ill inois has more special financing districts (2,313) than any other
state, while Indiana (619) ranks in the top third. An important reason
for the creation of special taxing districts is the fact that they can
incur debt which does not come under the limit of the county or city in
which they are located. There is a spec ific limit that applies to
special districts and which is depicted in Tables 10 and 11. An
individual may , therefore, pay taxes and fees to both the city and a
special district in Illinois . This is one of the reasons that the state
has undertaken assistance by decreasing the local share requi red through
the Anti-Pollution Bond Act.
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SEC’i’ION IV - LOCAL WABT1IiWATER FINANCING - INDI AN A

INDIANA ‘UNI CIPAL CORPORATIONS

Monicipal corporations in Indiana rely upon revenue bonds as the
primary financing tool for was tewater. Forty-six cities issued sewer
revenue bonds, while only five issued sewer general obligation bonds
during 1969. Revenue bonds are not backed by the full faith and credit
of a ntinici pality , hut are payable exclusively from the revenues of
the sewage plant. Because of this risk factor , revenue bonds command
a hi gher interes t rate , making the p roj ect most costly (in te rms of
bond interest paid) to the m unicipality . This hi gh er cos t is , in turn ,
paid for by the user of the sewage facilities in the form of user fees .
These characteristics make the revenue bond financing app roach less
desi rable.

Generally, the revenue bonds are under $2 million each, a relatively
small sized issue. Tables 6 through 8 provide additional financial
information for sanitary districts and municipalities within the lndiana
portion of the C-SEW study region.

One important indicator of a municipality ’s need for future rate
increases is the revenue bond coverage statistic (Table 5), which
represents the nmmth er of t imes that one year ’s deb t se rvice can he
paid after operating expenses have been sub t racted from revenues .

• For exaii~ le , if the revenues collected amoun t to $3,000, then $2 ,000
would be left after operating expenses have been subtracted from
revenues. Since this is two times the debt service, then the bond
coverage statistic is 2 .00. A fi gure of 2 .00  wi l l  cover tw ice  the annua l
debt service. The excess wil l  go into a revenue bond -fund .

The average coverage is a statistic indicating the nunmber of tines
that the average annual debt service can be paid. Several munici pal i t ies ,
notab ly Gr i f f i th , Kings ford h e i ghts and I-hi ghland w i l l  not be pene r a t i n g
suf f ic ien t  revenue to cover deb t service af ter  paying operating expeflse-~for each year over the l i fe  of t i-me bond . Other nmunici pal i t ies  mire  i n m m
ma rginal ly bette r position . ~- Ios t of thes e municipal i t ies  have a
relatively low (BBB) , ‘ho ody ‘s Bond Rat ing , which w i l l  mak e i t  di f f i c u l t
to sell future bond issues .

PB — I V —  I
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TABLE 5. Municipal Revenue Bond Coverage

County Average Bond Coverage

Lake County

Crown Point 1.81
Dyer 1 .33
Griffith .86
Highland .63
Hobart 1.21
Lowell 1.28
Schererville 1. 39

Porter County

Chesterton 1.37
Kouts 1.17

LaPort Count

Kingsford Heights .82
LaPorte 1.19
Michigan City N .A.
Westvil le 1 .06

Indiana Sanitary District Financing

Two of the sanitary districts (Hammond and East Chicago) are
in debt very close to the legislatively imposed ceiling of 10 percent
(recently raised to 12 percent) of assessed valuation of property .
Districts with little borrowing margin remaining are not able to
take an active role in financing unless the legislature raises the
ceiling on indebtedness . Table 6 below depicts the borrowing
margin for sanitary districts within the study area.

FR — IV— 2
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Table 6 . Borrowing Margin 1971
(I n Dollars )

Assessed Current Maximum
District Valuation Debt Ceiling Margin

Gary S.D. 388,000 ,000 18,000,000 38,800,000 20,000,000

Hammond S.D. 216,000 ,000 19 ,000,000 21 ,6~0 ,000 2 ,600 ,000

E. Chicago S.D. 275,000 ,000 23 ,250,000 27 ,500 ,000 4,250,000

The general obligation bonds of each of the above sanitary districts
have been rated A by Mood y ’s . This is an indication of a favorable
debt and taxing structure and the ability of the district to incur and pay
off additional debt within limits specified by the legislature .

NOTE : Michigan City Sanitary District created by special law is
a hybrid sanitary district which has issued only storm sewer revenue
bonds .

Indiana County Financing

Data for Indiana counties within the C-SELM area indicates that all
have considerable borrowing margin available (see Table 7 below)

Table 7. County Borrowing Margi n 1971
(In Dollars)

Assessed Maximum Debt Current Borrowing
County Valuation Allowable Debt Margin

Lake 1 , 172 , 152 ,645 23 ,443, 040 16, 403 .000 7 ,040 .040

Porter 347,103,950 6,942,080 3,565 ,000 3,377,080

LaPorte 253 ,308,080 5,066 ,160 None 5 ,066 ,160

At the present time these counties are not playing a major role in
wastewater management within the study area. However , special distri cts
located within these counties have assumed the important role .

I- B-1 V - 3
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SECTION V . LOCAL WASTEWATER FINANCING - ILLINOIS

ILL INOIS SPECIAL SANITARY DISTRICTS

Special sanitary districts in Illinois rely primarily upon general
obligation bonds as a debt financing me”hanism . The Illinois portion
of the C—SELM area has a number of sanitary districts , many of which
are very small and could be annexed by a larger district . Such has
been the case in Cook County where the Metropolitan Sanitary District
of Greater Chicago has absorbed smaller districts . Presentl y ,  MSDGC
includes all of Cook County .

The smaller sanitary districts have not been major factors in waste-
water financing in the past , although a number of districts seem to have
considerable borrowing margin remaining under the constitutional debt
limit of 5 percent of assessed value of property . Table 8 below presents
data compiled by the Illinois Bureau of the Bud get for a sampling of
sanitary districts within the study area.

Table 8. Borrowing Margin 1971
(In Dollars)

Assessed Current Maximum
District Valuation Debt Ceiling Margin

MSDGC 22 ,500 ,000 ,000 282 ,000 ,000 1 ,125 ,000 ,000 843,000 ,000

Island Lake 3,516 ,000 *NA 1 ,758,000 N .A.

Roger Lake 13 ,627 ,000 445 ,000 681 ,350 236 ,350

North Shore 818,451 ,000 8,905 ,000 40,922 ,000 32 ,017 ,000

Round Lake 28,547,000 760,000 1 ,427,000 667 ,000

Downers Grove 154 ,206,000 1 ,260 ,000 7,710 ,300 6 ,450,300

Salt Creek 86,528,000 25,000 4,327 ,000 4,302 ,000

W heaton 163 ,208,000 2 ,393 ,383 8,160 ,400 5,767 ,017

Nn t Av a i lab le
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I LLINOI S cOUNTIES

Because the Metropolitan Sani tary  District of Greater Chicago
finances , owns and operates n est of the w~stewater facilities withinCook County . the county itself does not finance wastewater ac t iv i t ies .
The indebtedness which the county incurs is for other purposes.
DuPage County has not financed substantial wastewater expendi tures .
In 1970 , voters of the county turned down by a seven to one margin
a $105 million bond issue which would have consolidated 87 municipal
plants into a regional system of 8 plants . Officials of the county believe
that the bond issue was turned down because of a controversy over who
would be the governing body and not for financial reasons. Will County
does not currently perform a wastewater function , although it expects to
establish a Department of Public Works within two years .

Table 9 below itemi zes the current indebtedness for all purposes within
the four counties in the study area. Remaining borrowing margin has been
calculated for each county . (In some cases , the fi gures for current indebted-
ness m ay include some debt which does not count toward the indebtedness
limit specified in the state code )

Table 9. County Borrowing Margin 1971
(In Dollars)

Assessed Maximum
Property Debt Current Borrowing

County Valuation Allowable Debt Margin

Cook 21 ,017 ,835 ,000 1 ,020 ,000 ,000 251 ,921 ,629 768,078, 371

DuPage 2 ,015 ,901 ,482 50 ,000 ,000 I’Jo county debt 50 .000 ,000

Lake 1 ,598,413,764 40,000 ,000 No county debt 40 ,000.000

Will 997,856 ,124 20,000 ,000 N A .  N A .

ILLINOI S ~~JNI CIPAL CORJk)RAI’Ia45

In terms of the number of bond issues , the outs tanding bond ed
indebted ness of Illinois munici palities is evenl y divided between
re venue and general obli gation bonds (according to a 1969 De p ar tment
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or th e  L i t e r i o r  ~urvev) . Because many of these issues are relatively -

~ m .i1l im i dollar an~~~~t , they are not ranked by Moody ’s Investors
~ . rv i ce and comp lete data is difficult to obtain. The recent $~ 5i)
m i l l i o n  state bond issue will further reduce local bonding requi re-
ment~ by reducing the local share requir ed for federally financed
i~.i~ tVi\a t e r fac j u t  ies. -
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