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ABSTRACT 

A Case Study of the Sewer Bond Issue 

In Logan, Utah: 1957-1965 

by 

Barbara Stoll Sinclair, Master of Science 

Utah State University, 1969 

Major Professor: Calvin W. Hiibner 
Department: Political Science 

vi 

A single political issue, public financing of a sewage treatment 

facility for the city of Logan, was studied in an attempt to determine 

the effect of certain variables on the formation of public policy. 

The case study method of research was followed, and conclusions 

were based on data obtained through personal interviews as well as 

through study of public documents. 

Among factors which influenced the decisional process was the 

degree to which technological knowledge was accepted. Policies developed 

by the state legislature and the federal bureaucracy to deal with 

environmental pollution also affected the local situation. A conflict 

which arose over interpretation of certain of these policies was 

largely resolved in court . 

(112 pages) 



INTRODUCTION 

In 1968 an official of the Cache County Chamber of Commerce 

declared that it was not unu sual, and certainly not alarming that 

taxpayers in Logan, Utah, the county seat, had twice rejected proposals 

for issuance of city bonds to finance improved sewage facilities. 

Recent statistics, he explained, indicate that most cities in the 

United States undergo at least two unsuccessful bond issue elections 

before voters finally agree to the expe nditure of public funds for 

civic improvement. 

However, Logan City's three sewage bond elections, in 1957, 

1962, a nd 1965, caused much divisiveness within the community, and 

the problem was not resolved without serious disunity between the 

State of Utah a nd some political subdivisions. 

The issue that dominated this controversy concerned the method 

of sewage treatment, which involved economic considerations and 

feasibility of adapting one system or the other to local conditions. 

It assumed wider significance when the constitutionality of control 

by a sta te regulatory agency was challenged. 

Cities and towns in Utah common l y used mechanical plants, such 

as the high r ate trickling filter system proposed in engineering 

studies in 1957 and 1962 for treating Logan's sewage. An alternative 

method of treatment by waste stabilization ponds (lagoons) was not 

l 
approved by the State Boards of Health and Water Pol lut ion Contro l . 

1
As defined i n Cornell, Howland, Hayes, a nd Merryfield, "Engineering 

Report on Sewage Collection and Facilities for the City of Logan ," 



2 

The two state agencies have statutory authority to classify 

state waters according to degrees of quality and use. This authority 

provided a basis for control over the types of sewage treatment 

sys tems utilized by municipalities, for the Water Pollution Control 

Board could demand that city sewage be adequately treated before 

its discharge into waters covered by the Board. The Board's inter-

pretation of adequacy of treatment l ed to the adoption of rigid 

standards limiting engineering design of facilit ie s. 

The classification of waters into which the effluent from any 

treatment facility at Logan would flow dictated that a secondary 

sewage treatment process be used. This is usualLy required lvhere 

the strength and quantity of sewage is high and the receiving stream-

flow is not capable of supp lying sufficient dilution water and oxygen 

to handle the loads imposed on it by partially treated sewage. 

Secondary , or a dditional , treatment involves the further decomposition 

of organic matter in sewage. 
2 

An important factor in determining the t ype of treatment facility 

to be used was the problem of excessive groundwater in the southeast, 

or Island, section of the city. The Island is mainly a residential 

section, si tuated in a low area between the Logan River and the Loga n-

Hyde Park -Smithfield canal. A map of Logan City is included in the 

Background section of this thesis. 

(unpublished report, Boise, Idaho, 1964), p. 63, lagoons are essentially 
large, shallow bodies of water into which untreated sewage is intro­
duced and detained for a period of time sufficient to permit stabil­
ization of the sewage by a fairly complex natural process involving 
sunlight, air, water currents, algae, and bacterial action. 

2Ibid., p. 57 . 



Logan has a hydraulic load (total watpr and sewage flowing 

through the system) comparable to a city many times its size, due 

3 

to the high level of groundwater in this area. The old Island sewer 

system had been designed to accommodate drainage of this water by 

leaving open joints. A mechanical plant designed to handle this load 

would necessarily have had to be of tremendous size, and upkeep and 

maintenance would have been costly. Although the cost of lagoons 

would be less under such conditions, the ponds themselves would need 

to be larger than usual and the purchase of more land for the site 

would be involved. 3 

Hypotheses and Purpose 

Subjective beliefs which underlie the following hypotheses will 

be te sted for validity by recording the biography of Logan' s sewage 

lagoons, and drawing conclusions based on the outcome of research: 

A. The complexity of technical requirements in modern e nviron-

mental development causes policy-making functions to conform to the 

standards and limitations of technology . 

B. Demands at different levels of government initiate local 

community action, which is s ubsequently shaped by legal interpretations, 

or modifications of existing statues, or both. 

C. Local governmental policy reflects current predominant 

community interests. 

D. None of these. Voters simply "muddle through" the policy­

formation process with a perceived community need as catalyst. 

3Norman B. Jones, personal interview in Logan, Utah, September, 1968. 
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Research and Procedure 

The case study method was followed in research and presentation 

of material. Information came from interviews with private citizens 

who promoted positive action as single-issue leaders , with city 

officia ls, and with neutral technicians. 

Correspondence and transcripts of meetings between professional 

persons and agents of state government were researched to aid in the 

understanding of technical and legal aspects of the controversy. 

Other sources of information included technical reports, letters to 

the writer, public documents, and newspaper articles. 

Logan City is a corporate municipality loca ted in Cache County, 

a level valley about 50 mile s long and 12 mile s wide, enclosed on the 

eas t and west by spurs of the Wa satch Mountains. The eastern boundary 

is known as the Bear River Range. The broken chain of high peaks which 

form the western boundary extends far beyond the valley north and 

4 
south. 

The Bear River drainage system begins in the Uintah Mountains in 

Summit County, Utah, winds a 500-mile course through southern Wyoming, 

northern Utah, and southern Idaho, and enters Cache Valley through 

Bear River Narrows in the northeast end of the valley. The Bear River 

empties into the Great Salt Lake. Principal sources of water are the 

4 
William Peterson, "Physica 1 Description and Geology," in The 

History of a Valley, ed. by Joel E. Ricks and Everett L. Cooley 
(Salt Lake City, Utah: Deseret News Publishing Co., 1956), pp. l 
and 2. 
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Bear Rive r and its tributaries. Four mountain s treams a re of s pe cial 

importance to the area: the Little Bear, Logan, Blacksmith Fork, and 

Cub rive r s . Irrigation of lands on the leve l floor of the val l ey 

5 
pr ov ided a ba s is for agricultural development . 

Economy of the area i s based primarily on dairying, crop farming, 

a nd indus tries de pendent on agriculture . Logan and Pre s ton, Idaho, 

30 miles to the north, are major marketing and distribution center s 

fo r the valley. 6 

Utah State University, with a stude nt enro llment of a bout 9,000 

during regular school sess ion, i s s ituated on a bench in the northeast 

section of town . 

In 1964 the population of Logan , including college students, 

was a pproximate ly 20,400 per sons. Thi s figure repre sent s an increase 

of more tha n 100 percent since 1920 a nd an average a nnual gr owth 

7 
rate of about two percent. 

Local gove rnment is adminis t ered by a mayor and two commissioners . 

Mayors are e lected for four-year terms and commissioners are e lected 

alternately for two-year terms . Other officials include an auditor, 

the only fu ll time elected official, and a city at torney and engineer, 

both appointed by the Commission, 

Ownership of lights and water, two public utilities with high 

rate structure s , has helped Logan City Corporation to maintain a 

5
Leonard J. Arrington, "Life a nd Labor among the Pioneers," in 

The His tory of a Valley, ed. by Joel E. Ricks and Everett L. Cooley 
(Sa lt Lake City, Utah: Desere t News Publishing Co., 1956), pp. 147-149. 

6 
~-. pp. 240-247. 

7 Corne 11, Howland, Hayes, a nd Merryfield, "Engineering Report 
on Sewage Collection and Facilities for the City of Logan," p. 1. 
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desirable financ i al position in recent years. Property taxes provide 

the other chief source of r evenue. 8 

A local evening newspaper, The Herald Journal, is owned by the 

Scripps League of Sea ttle. Some r esidents also subscribe to The Salt 

Lake Tribune or The Desere t News. The latter is a publication of the 

Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. It s circulation reflects 

the predominant religious affi liation. During time covered by this 

study, there was one local AM radio station, KVNU. 

There are about 30 civic and social organizations in Logan, a nd 

a like number in Cache County. 9 

8 
Venal Jones, personal interview in Logan, Utah, May, 1968 . 

9 
Cache Chamber of Commerce, "Clubs a nd Organizations in Cache 

Valley and Their Presidents," Logan, Utah, 1967-1968 . (Mimeographed.) 
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BACKGROUND: 

POLITICAL-LEGAL FRAMEWORK AND TECHNICAL DATA 

The Wa t e r Pollut ion Control Act and WPCB 

By the early 1950' s it was recognized that sewage discharge from 

a growing community must be adequately tre a ted before it enters state 

waterways, where it becomes a stream pollutant, a potential he alth 

hazard, a nd an aesthetic nuisance. To safeguard waters of the s t a t e , 

the Utah Legislature in 1953 passed the Water Pollution Control Act , 

and unde r its a uthority created a regulatory agency, the \~ate r Pollution 

1 
Control Board (WPCB). 

The Act s t a te s, in part, that 

. pollution is contrary to the best interests of the state and 
its po l icy f or the conservation of the water resources of the state, 

. it is decla r ed to be the pub lic policy of this state to 
conserve th e water of the s t ate and to protect, mainta in a nd im ­
prove the qua lity thereof for public water supp lies, for the pro­
pagation of wildlife, fish and aquatic life and for domestic, 
agricultural, industrial, recreational and o ther legitimate 
beneficial uses; to prov i de that no was t e be di scharged into any 
wa t e r of the state without first being given the degree of treat­
ment necessary to protect legitimate beneficial uses of such 
waters .. . to in s ure due consideration of financial problems 2 
impo se d on water polluters through pursuit of those object ives. 

The nine member s of the Water Pollut i on Control Board, to be 

appointe d by the Governor with consen t of the Senate for eight-year 

terms which expire consecutively, were to include the s t ate health 

l 
Water Pollution Control Act, title 73, ch. 14, Utah Code Annotated, 

1953. 
2 

It ~·, sec. l. 



8 

commissioner; a representative from each of the state's industries 

(minerals, food processing, agriculture and livestock, fish, recreation, 

and wildlife, and other manufacturing): a representative for municipal-

ities; and two members at-large. The Board was to choose from among 

its members a chairman and vice-chairman and appoin t as executive-

secretary the chief sanitary engineering officer of the State Hea lth 

Department, who was to administer and carry out policies of the Board. 
3 

Functions and powers of the Board were to include the development 

of programs for control and abatement of pollution of waters of the 

state, accepting and administering federal grants, conducting investiga-

tions in relation to the discharge of its duties, setting standards 

of quality of waters of the state and classifying such waters acco rd ing 

to their reasonable uses in the interest of the public, issuing orders 

prohibiting or abat ing discharges of wastes into waters of the state, 

reviewing data relative to disposal systems in connection with the 

issuance of permits which are required by the Act, and giving reasonable 

consideration in the exercise of its duties and powers to financial 

requirements which may be imposed. 4 

Waters may be reclassified and upgraded with approval of the State 

Legislature, but the Board is to conduct public hearings prior to s uch 

reclassification.
5 

If the Board ha s reason t o believe there has been a violation of 

the Act, they may hold hearings, make findings of fact and conclusions 

3 
Ibid., sec. 2. 

4Ibid., sees. 3 and 4. 

5 
Ibid., sec. 6. 
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of law on the basis of evidence produced at the hearing and enter 

s uch order that will best further purposes of the Act. 6 Decisions 

are to be rendered by a majority of the Board. In case of contumacy 

or refusal to obey a notice of hearing or subpoena issued by the Board, 

any district court has jurisdiction to issue an order requiring persons 

affected to appear and testify or produce evide nce . Failure to do so 

may be regarded as contempt of cour t. 7 

Persons who violate provisions of the Act or an order of the Board 

may be held guilty of a misdemeanor and may be enjoined from continuing 

the violation. The state's attorney genera l i s to bring action for 

an injunction against violators. 8 Judicial review in any district court 

is available to those accused of being in violation, providing they had 

appeared at the Board hearing or had not been served notice of the hearing. 

The court may receive additional evidence during review.9 

State Regulation of Waste Disposal Systems 

In 1954 the WPCB and the State Department of Health adopted a 

code for regu la ting waste dispo sal systems known as "Standards for 

Sewage Works:• which was at the time essentially the same as the 

"Recommended Standards for Sewage Works" passed by the Great Lakes ­

Upper Mississippi River Board of State Sanitary Engineers. This Board 

was comprised of r ep r esentatives from Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, 

6~ .• sec. 7. 

7Ibid., sec. 8. 

8Ib id. , sec. 10. 

9Ibid., sec. 11. 
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Minnesota, Missouri, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wiscons i n. lO 

This same se t of recommendations was commonly known as the 

"Ten- s tate Standards. 11 Utah's version, based on a rev is i on of these 

standa rd s, covered de s ign criteria used in approving plans for trea t-

ment plan t s. A modification of Utah' s code al l owed lagoons for furthe r 

treatment of eff luent from treatment plants, but did not permit raw 

sewage lagoons. 11 

Technical Report of Local Conditions 

The WPCB dema nded that certain indus tries and cities in Utah 

take effec tive action to provide adequate trea tment of sewage before 

i t entered state wat ers . Logan City officials we re pres sed to correct 

exis ting conditions, because city sewage had been discharged without 

treatment to natural and man-made watercourses adjacent to the city 

s ince 1918, when the first sanitary sewer collection system was 

constructed. Wa s te s were eventually car r ied to the Bear River. 

The ex i sting sewage system 

The city was served by two sewage systems, the North Outfall 

sys tem, se rving a pproximately 2,100 acres in the northern two-thirds 

of the city, and the sou theast or Island Outfall sys tem , providing 

service to a pproximately 600 acres in one-third of the city. The 

North Outfall discharged into an open ditch about 700 feet west of 

10 
Utah, State Department of Health, Code of Waste Disposal 

Regulations, Part III, Sewers and Wastewater Treatment Works, 1954, 
revised May 18, 1965 (Salt Lake City, Utah), p . l. 

11
Ibid. 
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Sixth West Street between Second North Street and Thi rd North Street . 

The South Outfall discharged into an open ditch on the north side 

of Second South Street several hundred feet west of Sixth West Street . 
12 

Many of the sewers in the older section of town on First through 

Fifth North Streets were constructed in the ea rly 1900's and the 24-

inch trunk line of the old North Outfall system was constructed in 

1939. The I sland System was constructed around 1924. 13 

Excessive amounts of non-sewage flow into systems s uch as those 

described above are common, because of the general deficiency of 

workmanship and materials during these early construc t ion periods. 

This non-sewage flow entered the system through fau lty joints , broken 

pipes and faulty side sewe r connections. All three conditions existed 

in the Logan sys t em. Excessive i nfiltration had reduced the net 

sewage-carrying capacity of the system, also causing pollution of 

otherwise unpolluted groundwater which entered the system through 

14 
infiltration. 

The water bearing, al luvial gravel nature of the area traversed 

by the Logan Island system influenced the inf iltr ation problem. 

Periods of high infiltration correlated with periods of high ground-

water, such as the beginning of the irrigation season in the vicinity. 

Indicat ions were that corrective measures would probably need to be 

app lied over most of the existing I s l and s ys tem to reduce leakage 

signif icantly, since the sources of leakage indicated an over-all 

12 
Corne 11, Howland, Hayes, and Merryfield, "Engineering Report 

on Sewage Collection and Facilities for the City of Logan," p. 5. 

l3 
.llii· 

14Ibid . , pp. S- 7. 



12 

problem instead of isolated major sources. 15 

Another source of water usually not intended to enter sewer 

systems is surface or storm water, including water from roof and 

foundation drains , leaking or perforated manhold covers, and inter-

connection between storm and sanitary sewer systems . Engineering 

s tudies disclosed that very little surface water enters the system 

through manhole covers or by means of interconnections, but that 

foundation drains were probably a major source of surface and sub­

surface water entrance into the system. l6 

Another problem was that of exfi ltration , which occurs in the 

same pipe section subject to infiltration when the groundwater falls 

below the level of the flow in a sewer. Exfiltration allows solids 

in the sewage to se ttle ou t and become lodged in the pipe because 

of the loss of transporting liquid. These solids provide a breeding 

ground for rodents and can also decompose, giving ri se to offensive 

and potentially explosive gasses. In extreme cases, they can cause 

complete stoppages if not periodically removed. 17 

Area service problems 

With respect to sewe r service for the city, five problem areas 

became increasingly significant (see Figure 1). In the Island area, 

development of properties, especially the Thrushwood area east of the 

Logan River, had been rapid , and the capacity of the existing system 

wa s not s ufficient t o handle s uch increased loads. 
18 

15 
.!!!!! 0 ' 

pp. 8 and 9. 

16.!!!!! 0 ' p. 7 0 

1 7.!!!!! 0 ' p. 8 . 

18Ibid., p . 20. 



••• 
Figure l. City of Logan showing sewer service areas 

..... .... 
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The recently-incorporated Bench area, southeast of the city 

was also developing, but had no sewer service provided by the city. 

If se rvice was to be provided to aid in development of the area, 

it would also connect to the Island Outfall. New homes had a lso 

been built in the south Logan-county fairgrounds area which had not 

been provided with sewer service . This are a lies lower than the 

se rvice area of the Island Outfall system and a new sewer trunk would 

be required for adequate se rvice . l9 

A fourth problem area enclosed the north Logan -Utah State Univer-

si ty sec tion, which was not provided with sewer service, with th e 

exce ption of a small section in the northeast corner where rapid 

development had caused sewer service to be provided by means of an 

unde rground pumping station which pumped sewage to the o'd North 

Outfall system. A new trunk sewer would be nee ded here and would 

extend north of the present city limits . Expansion of thi s area 

was anticipa ted for private homes as well as housing for USU students. 
20 

River Heights City, sou theast of the Logan River was not served 

by the city sewer system, since it l ay outside city limits . However, 

it had recently developed, and engineering studies indicated that 

expa nsion of the South Logan sewer system should not be planned without 

also considering thi s area. 21 

19
Ibid . 

20Ibid., p. 21 

21Ibid. 



Importance of Measuring Sewage Strength 

Laws of the state of Utah demand that the strength of sewage 

treatment facility effluent be measured before entering s t ate waters. 

This assur es that such di scha rge into these waters does not alter 

the standards of purity and use applied to st reams and lakes by the 

WPCB. 

Domestic sewage strength is practically the same in each city 

provided infiltration rates are normal. Industrial wastes, such as 

those from canneries, packing houses and creameries, increase the 

strength of domestic wastes. Two principal tests which measure 

sewage strength are suspended solids and biochemical oxygen demand 

(BOD).
22 

Both are mea sured a nd expressed in parts per million (ppm). 

BOD es timate s are especially important since they rev~a l how much 

oxygen will have to be supplied to stabi lize the sewage by action of 

aerobic bacteria (bacteria which require dissolved oxygen for their 

life processes). Where streams are sluggish or slow, such as the 

Bear River at Logan, a higher degree of treatment is necessary because 

the receiving stream does not provide all the oxygen necessary for 

the activities of these bacteria. Anaerobic de composition, which occurs 

when oxygen is ins ufficient, creates undesirable stream conditions. 

If these conditions persist, fish and other oxygen-requiring biota 

23 
perish. 

22Ibid., pp. 56 and 57. 

23Ibid. 
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The large volume of infiltration at Logan dilutes the sewage 

s trength, but does not decrease total sewage to be treated. Estimates 

of suspended solids content and BOD loads are usually made prior to 

design of sewage facilities, since the plant units are sized on the 

24 
basis of flow and of BOD and suspended solids l oads. 

Although sewage treatment plants can remove more than 90 percent 

of all bacteria in sewage and higher percentages of pathogenic bacteria, 

these removals are not always sufficient to safeguard receiving streams. 

In these cases, disinfection, usually by chlorination, of treated 

sewage effluent is often required. Bacteria of intestinal origin 

which is found in raw sewage may be highly pathogenic and could 

contaminate a stream enough to make it unfit for useful purposes 

25 
many miles downstream . 

Classification of State Waters 

Final limit s for the amount of bacterial content of Utah's 

waters used for different purposes were set forth in a 1955 pub l ication 

of the WPCB, The Standards of Quality and the Regulations for Water 

Classification. Class "C" waters, such as those of the Bear River 

were to be 

so protected against pollution as to be suitable at al l 
times for domestic water s upplies which are treated before use 
by coagulation, sedimentation, filtration, and disinfection. 
Class "C" wa t ers shall be suitable without treatment fo r irri­
gation, stock watering, fish and wildlife propagat ion, r ecreation 

24~. 

25 Ibid . 
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(except swimming), as a source for industrial supplies, and for 
other uses, as may be determined by the Board .26 

The discharge of wastes into Cl ass "C" waters was prohibited if 

such discharge resulted in: chemical characteristics of the waters 

exceedi ng limits prescribed by U. S. Public Hea lth Se rvice, "Drinking 

Water Standa rds " in February, 1946;
27 

chemica l characteristics of 

the waters exceeding r ecommendations for irrigation water qua lity 

as outlined in U.S. Department of Agricultur e, Handbook No . 60, 

28 
issued in February, 1954; a monthly arithmetical average "most 

probable number" (MPN) of coliform organisms
29 

in said waters exceeding 

5,000 per 100 milliliters; monthly MPN ' s of coliform organisms 

approximating this number; monthly arithmetica l average BOD in said 

waters exceeding fi ve parts per million; monthly BOD meas urement s 

in excess of the above amoun t; a BOD exceeding 10 parts per million 

in more than five percent of samples co llected; any slicks, floating 

solids, suspended solid s or sludge deposits in said waters which a r e 

readily visible, or an ap preciable change in colo r of sai d waters, or 

26Utah, State Water Pollution Control Board, The Standards of 
Quality and the Regulations for Water Classification (Salt Lake City, 
Utah , February 24, 1955), p. 2 . 

27u,s., Public He a lth Service, "Drinking Water Sta ndards , " 
Public Hea lth Reports, Vol. 61, part 1 (Washington, D.C . : U. S. 
Government Printing Office, February 6, 1946), p. 371, quoted in 
Utah, State Water Pollution Control Board, The Standards of Quality 
a nd the Regulations for Wa ter Cl assification (Salt Lake City , Utah, 
February 24, 1955), pp . 2 and 3. 

28u.s., Department of Agriculture, Handbook No . 60 (Washington, 
D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, February, 1954), quoted in 
Utah, State Water Pollution Control Board, The Standards of Quality 
and the Regulations for Water Classification (Salt Lake City, Utah , 
February 24, 1955), pp. 2 and 3 . 

29
coliform organ isms are bacteria from the fecie of warm-blooded 

anima l s. 
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a pH (measure of alkalinity and acidity in waters) of said waters 

lower than 5.0 or gr ea t er than 9.0; the presence of any toxic wastes, 

phenols, or other deleterious substances in such concentrations or 

at such temperatures as will render said wa ters injurious to fish 

life and waterfowl or unsafe or unsuitable as sources of wate r supply 

for domestic use, food pr ocessing or industrial use, or unsuitable 

for agricultural purposes, stock watering, or recreation (except 

swinuning) . 30 

The "Standards" were modified September 7, 1960, by an amendment 

which stated that the Board may assign any one of the classifications, 

A, B, C, D, orE, to a give n water notwithstanding the presence in 

the water of natural pollutants in excess of limit s established by 

the classification, in which case the subscript "1" is added to the 

usual classification designation. No change in waste discharge 

restrict i on of the basic classification was to be inferred, except 

that the di scharge of any wastes in such a way as t o increase the 

concent rat ion of any of the excess ive natural pollutants in the 

classified water was prohibited. The amendment also provided that 

wastes discharged to waters of the state under limitations impo sed 

by a given classification were to be further controlled as required 
31 

to protect wate r quality designated by all downstream classifications . 

30utah, State Water Ppl l ution Control Board, The Standards of 
Quality and the Regulations for Water Classifica t ion, pp. 2 and 3, 

31Ibid. , p. 4. 
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PROCESS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT: 

TWO SEWER BOND ELECTIONS 

Initiators 

The quest for improvements in the Island sewer system began 

as residential expansion increased the level of groundwater in the 

area and heightened property damage potential. 

In January, 1955, H. Merrill "Bud" Peterson, Lynn Skabelund, 

and Rulon Hansen, residents of the southeast section, attended a 

City Commission meeting to ask Mayor William W. Owens and Commissioners 

Ben W. Evans and J. Vernon Cook what progress had been made in connection 

with plans for a proposed sewer main extension to their section. 

Property owners in the Island area had recently petitioned the city 

for s uch an extension, and a study of water problems was being made 

by Dr. Alvin Bishop, USU irrigation engineer, and Professor Eldon 

1 
Stock. 

By September the Commission informed Skabe lund , who acted as 

spokesman for several property owners on the Island, that practically 

all plans had been completed i n connection with the sewe r extension, 

but that additional groundwater tests would be necessary before these 

plans could be submitted to the WPCB. 
2 

l 
City of Logan, Minute Record, Board of Commissioners, Book L, 

meeting of January 11, 1955. 

2rbid., meeting of September 6, 1955. 
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J. L. Montrose, businessman who later became an active proponent 

of lagooning, ran unsuccessfully against Cook for a seat on the City 

Commission during the November municipal elections . H. R. Pederson 

was elec ted auditor. 

Peterson, Skabelund, Hansen and George D. Preston continued to 

follow progress on the proposed Island sewer extension the following 

year. They talked with project engineers, Dr . Bishop and Professor 

Stock, and attended Commission meeting s to emphasize the need for 

improvemen ts in their neighborhood. 

Late that same summer, the engineers notified the Commission 

that they were unable to continue with their work. Stock had moved 

from the city and Dr. Bishop was on leave of absence from the University 

for service in Japan for the ensuing four months. Commissioner Evans 

was authorized to hire other engineers to continue a study of problems 

in the Is land area, and he employed a Salt Lake consulting engineering 

firm, Templeton and Linke. They were to determine the feasibility of 

e liminating underground water infiltration from the I s land sewer system. 

Mayo r Owens and the two commissioners agreed that the city should 

also consider prepara tion of plans and specifica tions for a sewage 

treatment plant for Logan. 3 

By November City Engineer Ray Hugie had been authorized to work 

with the WPCB in preparing an application for federal funds for the 

proposed construction of a treatment plant. Accordingly, Peterson 

and othe r citizens from the southeast section were informed that the 

3Ibid., meetings of January 31, August 7, and August 21, 1956. 
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city expected a preliminary report within six weeks from project 

engineer, Win Templeton, on the cost of improving the Island system 

and providing the city with a mechanical treatment plant. 4 

The Cache Chamber of Commerce committee 

In 1956 the Cache Chamber of Commerce became involved in a 

campaign to clean up industrial waste in the valley. Secretary-

manager Dean Smith appointed a Sewage and Sanitation Committee to 

coordinate plans for an educative program on the causes of pollution. 

Merrill Peterson was asked to head the group. 

Peterson was the local dealer for Ca terpillar equipment and 

machinery, and had seen slides on pollution which were distributed 

by the company and by the United States Public Health Service. As 

a sportsman, who for se\Teral years had been concerned about the 

detrimental effects of stream and lake pollution to fish and wild 

fowl, Peterson was deeply interested in anti-pollution measures. He 

had written seve r al articles on the subject and some were published 

in The Herald Journal. 5 

Other residents who expressed an interest in the drive were 

recruited to the committee. Among those who actively supported the 

campaign were: Dr. Merrill Daines, physician; Dr. Bruce Watkins, 

Professor of Electrical Engineering at USU; Lynn Skabelund, building 

contractor; Rulon Hanson, paint contractor; Irwin Moser, county 

surveyor; Commissioner Evans; Curtis Calderwood, local attorney; 

Norman Daines, businessman; Dr. William Sigler, of the USU Wild l ife 

4 . 
Ib1d., meetings of November 20 and December 18, 1956. 

5
H. Merrill Peterson, personal interview in Logan, Utah, June, 1968. 



Resources Department and later chairman of the WPCB; and Dr. Reed 

Roberts, then state sanitarian and later Ass i stan t Professor of 

6 
Zoo logy at USU . 

The committee retained Max Brunson, loca l photographer, to 

22 

produce films showing the results of wastes being dumped into st r eams 

in the val l ey by indus tries and towns. As evidence of pollution, 

the films we r e irrefutable. Pictured were the blood-red s treams which 

received r efuse f r om meat packing plants, ditches and streams infes ted 

with rodents and insects thriving on city waste, and waterways laden 

with discharge from industrial plants and towns along the Bea r River 

and its tributaries . 7 

Peter son estimated that some eight to ten thousand persons saw 

the films as the commi ttee contacted schoo l s, civic groups, sportsmen ' s 

orga niza tions , ci ty officials, and church groups to present this 

dramatic illus tration of exis ting conditions. Newspape r articles 

repo rted committee activity and expanded the campaign with additional 

info rmation. The Logan Junior Chamber of Commerce provided a ss i s tance . 

Residents of the Island and College Hill areas encouraged committee 

effor t s by contac t ing ne ighbors and friends. 8 

There i s general agreement that the committee's drive was highly 

e ffe ctive as an eye - opener. However, the promotion of all-out anti-

pollution measures became an unpopular cause with many citizens. 

Peterson recalled that business a ssocia tes and neighbors made wi secracks 

6 
Dean Smi th , personal interview in Logan, Utah, July, 1968. 

7Pe t erson , interview . 
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about the campaign, and some businessmen declared that they would 

not buy from him anymore. Peterson declined naming names, but said 

opposition came from bankers, businessmen, motel and apartment house 

owners, and others who were afraid it would cost them too much money 

to support an extensive clean-up project. He noted that some opponents 

later profited financially from construction of the city's sewage 

treatment facility, and also that one individual, who was later elected 

to city government, fought any type of sewage treatment facility at 

this early date, but later took credit as having fought for such 

measures. Peterson also felt that he lacked full support from the 

Chamber's board of directors, even though the drive had become Chamber 

9 
policy. 

Dr. Roberts worked closely with Peterson, providing technical 

advice and supplying additional information. The committee disseminated 

information gathered from USPHS bulletins, other government publications, 

and technical journals. Dr. Roberts and Peterson showed pictures of a 

trench where the kill from a chicken farm had been dumped over a period 

of years without having been cleaned or covered up to Dr. R. 0. Porter, 

local physician and State Department of Health official. Dr. Porter 

confronted city officials with pictures of the scene and demanded 

action on a sanitary landfill for the city. Officials and citizens 

visited the site to view the heaped chicken carcasses. 
10 

The anti~pollution drive now concentrated on a comprehensive 

program, including sewage treatment and a sanitary landfill. Proponents, 

9rbid. 

10rbid. 
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especially Peterson, pushed the campaign enthusiastically . Perhaps 

too energetically, commented Smith, who thought that such a hard and 

fast drive for drastic changes alienated people in the community, 

11 
e specially businessmen. 

Dr. Roberts felt that committee perserverance eventual l y convinced 

most persons in the community to back the campaign, but that "the 

leaders" were not behind it . Some businessmen, o lder citizens, and 

local administrators, who often called attention to the progressiveness 

of the community and the comparatively high level of education among 

Logan ' s citizens, preferred to ignore the fact that city waste lay 

exposed in an open ditch close to town. 12 

As a state sanitarian, Dr. Roberts was deeply involved in the 

problem of pollution. As a zoologist, he was concerned about the 

potential dangers involved in Jagooning as a method of waste treatment. 

Without proper management weeds could grow in the ponds affording 

insects a breeding ground, and unJess steps are taken to prevent odors, 

ponds can become offensive. Dr. Roberts was interviewed for thi s study 

several months after Logan's sewage lagoons became operable and he 

still expressed a preference for enclosed treatment facilities, but 

withheld criticism of the alternative method unless a longer period 

of opera tion and testing disclosed inadequacies. 13 

Both Dr. Roberts and Peterson had confidence in the professional 

judgment of Lynn Thatcher, chief sanitary engineering officer of the 

ll 
Smith, interview. 

12Dr. Reed S. Roberts, personal interview in Logan, Utah, September, 
1968. 

J 3Ibid. 
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State of Ltah and Executive-secretary of the WPCB, who was a proponent 

of waste treatment by the mechanical plant process. Thatcher' s home-

town is Logan, and he received his baccalau:;eate degree in engineering 

at USU. 

Bond Issue Proposal , 1957 

The s~wage and Sanitation Committee continued the campaign in 

1957. During an April City Commission meeting Peterson, Skabelund 

and Preston presented a letter signed by presidents of the Cache 

Chamber of Commerce, the Logan Jaycees, and by Peterson as co~nittee 

chairman, re questing that plans for financing of a sewage disposal 

system include money to cover the cost of equipment needed to operate 

a sanitary landfill. 14 

Appearing at the same meeting on behalf of the Logan Cow Pa s ture 

Association were Merlin Eliason and Eugene Stewart, who wanted to kn ow 

what effect the construction of a sewage disposal plant would have 

on their use of irrigation water from the sewe r outfall . 15 

Farmers whose l and lay below the sloughs into which sewage was 

discharged, had, for many years, used slough water for irrigation and 

stock watering purposes. Crops raised in thi s section of the valley 

included hay, grains, and some garden produce and fruit . Livestock 

herds are raised primarily fo r beef and dairy products. 

Peterson and Skabe lund were informed by the commission in July 

that their pe rition for forming an Island Sewer District did not have 

14city of Logan, meeting of April 23, 1957. 

15~. 



the required number of signatures of property owners whose land 

abutted the proposed district. However, the city had filed with 

16 
the WPCB a request to provide a primary sewage treatment plant 

26 

to be so constructed that secondary facilities, plus a trunk line to 

the Island, could be added later. 17 

Total cost of the facilities was estimated to be $1,400,000, 

less federal aid of about $250,000. Financial arrangements included 

repayment of the bonds, interest, and operation costs through revenue 

from a three-mill property tax levy, and a minimum $2.00 monthly 

service charge. 18 

An ordinance providing for an October 8 special election, and 

declaring an emergency s itua tion in the city, was passed by the City 

Commission August 27th. The proposal called for issuance of $1,000,000 

19 
in sewer improvement bonds. 

A Herald Journal article on September 11th indicates that there 

was some misunderstanding concerning the purpose of issuing these 

bonds. The news story explained that the proposed project would not 

be a sewer system for the Island area, but would provide a larger 

sewer main extending from that area to the new plant, which would 

serve the entire city.
20 

16 
Ernest W. Steel notes in Water Supply and Sewerage (Jrd ed.; 

New York: McGraw-Hill, 1953), p. 418, that when a plant gives only 
primary treatment, it decreases the BOD in receiving streams, but the 
effluent is said to be only partially treated. When secondary treatment 
is provided, sewage is frequently designated as completely treated, 
although this may be far from the case. 

17city of Logan, meeting of July 2, 1957. 
18Ibid., meeting of July 16. 1957. 
19 

Ibid., meeting of August 27, 1957. 
20Herald Journal (Logan, Utah), September 11, 1957, p. 1. 
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The Herald Journal also published notice of weekly Tuesday 

evening meetings which the Commission had set so citizens could ask 

questions which would clear up any misunderstanding concerning the 

project anq its financing. Another news article explained that Logan 

was to receive the $250,000 federal grant under Public Law 660. 21 

Mayor Owens spoke to local groups on adoption of the bond issue, 

and stressed the necessity of action in the interest of public health. 

He also reminded citizens that the WPCB had demanded action from the 

community, and pointed out that such improvement would help Logan's 

growth, especially in areas where no sewer system was provided and 

could not be provided under WPCB rulings until a new plant was con- · 

22 
structed. 

Early in October, The Herald Journal noted that opposition to 

the proposal for a plant had grown in the past few weeks in spite of 

its endorsement by several groups, including the Jaycees, and the 

local chairman of Utah's Commission on Industrial and Employment 

Planning, Bob Welch, and in spite of newspaper publicity emphasizing 
23 

the imperativeness of heeding WPCB orders. 

On October 9th the local newspaper announced in a banner headline, 

"City Rejects Sewer Bond." The issue had been turned down by almost 

a two-to-one vote, with 888 in favor and 1530 opposed, out of 7,288 

registered voters. The only two voting districts favoring the plan 

were the College Hill and Island areas. Editor Ray Nelson's story 

21 
Ibid. , September 17, 195 7' p. 1. 

22Ibid., September 25' 195 7' p. 1. 

23Ibid., October 3, 6, and 7, 1957, P· 1. 
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explained that opponents of the issue thought it f inancially unwise 

for the city to plunge into $1,000,000 indebtedness with the added 

cost of interest, and recommended instead, a pay-as-you-go plan, 

including possibly a charge on connections now which would accumulate 

funds for a future treatment plant. Many persons were afraid of the 

f . h' h 24 costs o government go1ng 1g er. 

Earl T. Hunsaker was elected mayor of Logan in the November 

municipal elections. His campaign against E. G. Ear l included the 

promise to work vigorously for civic improvement, including sewer 

and landfill facilities. Hunsaker was backed by proponents of the 

defeated bond issue proposal, who had been assured that he intended 

. 11 . 25 to promote ant1-po ut1on measures. Newel Winget won election to 

the City Commission over Sterling Nelson. Commissioner Evans had been 

defeated in the primaries and Mayor Owens was not in the 1957 race. 

During a June, 1958, City Commission meeting Peterson introduced 

a representative of the USPHS who offered the cost-free services of 

26 
his agency in a complete sanitation survey of Logan. 

Island residents were informed again during the summer that the 

problem of excessive water in the southeast section must be eliminated 

before sewer hookup could be provided. Commissioner Cook suggested 

a three-mill tax levy during 1958-1959 for sewers and drains, which 

would produce about $60,000 to be used for beginning reconstruction 

of the Island system, and clearing up infiltration problems . Other 

24 
Ibid. , October 9, 195 7, p. 1. 

25 
Peterson, interview. 

26
City of Logan, meeting of June 3, 1958. 
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residents, in the northwest part of the city, had offered to donate 

land and money if construction of sewage facilities for their area 

could begin. 27 

Conference on Interstate Pollution of Waters, 

First Session 

In response to a request by the Utah Water Pollution Control 

Board a "Conference on Interstate .Polltition of Waters of the Bear 

River" was called by the Surgeon General of the USPHS for October 

8, 1958. The "Conference" concerned Idaho, Wyoming, and Utah, members 

of an interstate compact (Figure 2, page 30), and was held on the 

USU campus under the chairmanship of Murray Stein, Chief of Interstate 

Enforcement on the Water Supply and Water Pollution Control Program 

of Health, Education and Welfare. Thatcher explained that the meeting 

had been called primarily because individuals and civic organizations 

in Utah had demanded action from the WPCB. Invitees from Utah included 

Peterson, Dr. Bishop, and Preston. Commissioner Winget also attended. 

On the basis of joint state-federal studies of water quality 

and industrial waste characteristics it was reported that raw sewage 

and inadequately treated municipal and industrial wastes were degrading 

the water quality of Worm Creek and the Cub River, tributaries to the 

Bear River, and also the Bear River, so that water in the Bear River 

was inferior to Utah's Class "C" designation. An increase of coliform 

count above the mouth of the Little Bear River and Cutler Reservoir 

27
Ibid., meetings of June 3 and 17, 1958. 
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31 

28 
indicated what effect Logan's sewage may have had. Cache Valley 

had the greatest concentration of population area along the Bear 

River. 

The three majo r possible sources of pollution in Idaho were 

the municipality of Preston, the Whitney Sugar Company at Whitney, 

and the California Packing Company at Franklin. Wyoming authorities 

were said to be aware of the excessive waste contribution near the 

town of Evanston and a short investigation during critical periods 

was contemplated. Of the three states, Utah had a standard of water 

classification which could guide a study of the Bear River system to 

29 
determine what remedial action was necessary. 

Peterson spoke in behalf of Cache Valley mayors, the Sewage and 

Sanitation Commit tee and 28 other local organizations. He described 

the conunittee ' s efforts in the campaign against water pollution, 

commended Brigham City for having the only good secondary treatment 

plant in the vicinity, and described the purpose and extent of committee 

investigations along the Bear River which led them to believe that 

pollution was an interstate problem. He then asked the federal PHS 

30 
to take over and handle the entire program. 

28u. S., Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Conference 
on Interstate Pollution of Waters of the Bear River, First Session, 
October 8, 1958 (Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 
1958)' pp . 23-27. 

29
Ibid., pp. 68 and 69. 

30Ibid., pp. 57-59. 
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Stein sa id he realized that "everyone is giving lip-service to 

anti-pollution. Everyone is against sin. " However, PHS was in the 

delicate position of maintaining good federal-state relationships, 

and, since it is primarily the responsibil ity of the states to po lice 

waters within their boundaries, PHS would rather give them every 

opportunity to act on their own. 31 

Commenting on legal aspects and the constitutionally reserved 

powers of the states, Preston asked the other state representatives 

to describe what, if any, state laws Idaho and Wyoming had which would 

compare with Utah's s tatutory control of water pollution. Wyoming's 

Advisory Council on water pollution advised entirely, and the matter of 

prosecution was left to that state's Hea lth Department . Idaho law did 

not permit a state agency to take any action against industries except 

that which is recmmnendatory, and Idaho's Health Department could take 

action against an offending industry if a health hazard had been 
32 

created. 

Preston challenged the effectiveness of these non-comprehensive 

state Jaws . He also noted that, although Utah au thorities did have a 

legal basis to prosecute in cases of water pollution, no cases had been 

prosecuted, even after evidence (the Sewage and Sanitation Committee 

films) had been presented. He decried "paternal government," and thought 

that if a few offenders were touched with criminal prosecution, the 

local situation might be handled on a local basis. 33 

3lrbid., pp . 60 and 61. 

3 2 .!£!.<.! . • pp. 62 and 63. 

33Ibid .• pp. 63-66. 



Referring to problems c l ose t o home, Preston declared that he 

didn't think the sugar beet indus try was worth keeping if it could 

only be kept at the expense of stream pollution, although , " ... 

my compatriots in the banking business wou ld not agree with me." 34 

33 

R. H. Cott r ell, a representative of the Amalgamated Sugar 

Factory at Lewiston, Ut ah , sa id that if hi s fa c t ory were to c lean up 

its eff luent to a suggested 90 percent, the plant would be forced t o 

close down, thus taking out of circulation in the valley an estimated 

million and a quarter to a million and three quarter dollars per year. 

The 90 percent clean -up would involve installa t ion of a plant which 

would handle the popu lation equivale nt of a city of 350,000. 35 

In summarizing the proceedings , Ste in empha s ized the "hand s 

off doctrine" of the federal government, but offered PHS technical 

and financial assis t a nce to Utah to allevia t e a shortage of funds and 

personnel so the WPCB could pursue a s t udy a nd analyze data relevant 

to remedial measures. The s t a t e, in turn, indicated that such a study 

would result in action. Thatcher estimated that one yea r wou ld be 

necessary fo r the study, plus about t hree months for ana lysis and 

development of a classifica tion procedure for the Utah-Idaho area. 

A se cond conference would be se t to hea r results of the s tudy and of 

Wyoming ' s action on the problem near Evan s ton. 36 

34Ibid . , pp . 63 and 64. 

35~ .• pp. 46 and 47. 

36~ .• pp. 68- 76. 
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Alternative Raises Legal Question 

In February, 1959, George Bohart, spokesman for a citizens' 

committee from the southeas t section, wa s assure d by the Logan 

City Commis sion that the ci ty was concerned with the problem of 

pr oviding sewe r extensions to the area, but that the WPCB ma inta ine d 

its ruling against adding new sewe r districts to the c ity system 

until an adequate disposal pl ant was provided. During the s pring 

a nd summer, Bohart, Preston, Peterson, Jack Laub, and Richard Lamb 

helped to circulate a petition to form a sewer district in t he Island 

area. By April it was r eported tha t over 51 percent of property 

owners concerned had s igne d the pe tition, and the city engineer's 

office was authorize d to prepare pl ans and s peci ficati ons. An 

"anti - sewe r di stric t" pet ition was presented, but a tabulation of 

protests indica t e d tha t only about five pe rcent of property owners 

affec t ed were in opposition.
37 

Prior to municipal elections in 1959, the "Your Opinion 11 column 

of Th e Hera ld J ourna l publi s hed a letter signed by the chairman of 

the Cache Chambe r of Commerce Sanitation Committee and the Sanitation 

Committee chairman of the Logan Jaycees, Dr. Paul R. Stowell, concerning 

recent efforts by some individual s in promoting waste stabilization 

ponds for Logan. 

The lette r desc ribed the "open bayou" type disposal system as 

a money-saving measure, but one which would require too much land and 

would not answer the problem of odor nor e nha nce the area. Other 

37
Ci ty of Loga n, meetings of February 17, March 10, April 21 , 

May 19 , September 15, 1959. 



methods, such as chemical treatment, were also said to be wishful 

thinking, and citizens were urged to consider plans for financing 

the much-needed secondary sewage disposal system which could be 
38 

afforded by the approved mechanical pl ant. 

In the November 3rd municipal elections, Richard A. Chambers 

35 

defeated Reld Wangsgaard for a City Commission seat. Both candidates, 

in answer to questions on civic issues, had expressed their intention 

39 
to work for adequa te sewage treatment facilities. 

About this same time, there were indications that some areas, 

including Logan, were becoming aware of the possibility of constructing 

Jagoon sites at less expense than that connected with construction and 

operation of the conventional treatment plant. The Utah Municipal 

League became actively interested in the question of control by the 

WPCB on design and construction of a city's treatment plant in October, 

1959, when the city of Blanding sought to construct a lagoon treatment 

system and was informed by the Board that the proposed site did not 

meet standards. After being contacted by the city, Municipal League 

counsel, A. M. Ferro, prepared a letter to the state's attorney general 

with reference to the scope of authority of the Board , especia l ly in 

relation to situations where discharge from treatment plants did not 

40 
directly ente r state waters. 

In February, 1960, Utah Attorney Genera l, Wa lter L. Budge ruled 

that the Board did not have power to regulate or prohibit construction 

38
Herald Journal, November 1, 1959, p. 13. 

39Ibid., October 30, 1959, p . 9. 

40A. M. Ferro, Counsel to Utah Municipal League, letter to author, 
August 16, 1968 . 
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of sewage treatment plants if the plant was located on property of 

the municipality, and if there was no discharge of effluents from the 

plant into water or upon lands not contained within the treatment 

plant enclosure. 41 Effluent from the lagoons eventually constructed 

at Logan does flow into state waters. 

Attorney Ferro and Tom McCoy, League director, contacted the 

Board to discuss state regulation of treatment faci litie s contained 

entirely upon city property, and concluded that members thought they 

had the power to pass upon this point as a means of avoiding growth 

of plants which might lead to future contamination of state waters. 

The Municipal League's position was that the act which created the 

\4PCB did not gran t that body power to intervene in such a broad sense 

in city affairs, and that such a grant of power would be in violation 

of the state's constitutional provision that the l egislature could 

not interfere with any municipaJ improvement or to perform any 

municipal functions.
42 

In order to resolve the question, the League prepared Senate 

Bi ll 198, which would have defined the scope of authority of the 

Board. The bill was subsequent ly introduced to the state legi s lature , 

but its enacting clause was deleted since a compromise had been reached, 

and by 1963 a new set of rules and regulations s tarted to develop.
43 

41 
Ibid. 

42rbid. (Refers to Utah Const., art . VI, sec. 29 . ) 

43~· 
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Conference on Interstate Pollution of Waters, 

Second Session 

Following the first session of the " Conference, " the WPCB had 

taken preliminary action to classify the streams involved, and it 

was anticipated that final action on classification wou ld be take n 

subsequent t o the second session. Preliminary classifications were: 

Bear Rive r, from the state line to Cutler Dam, Class "C"; below 

Cutler Dam to Malad River, 11 C1"; upper r iver in vicinity of Wyoming -

Utah state line, 11Cu; Cub River, "D"; Wo rm Creek, 11 0"; and the Malad 

River in Utah, 11C1 . "
44 

The second session was opened by Stein on the USU campus July 19, 

1960, wi th the introduction of Congressman Henry Dixon, former USU 

president, who expre ssed his concern fo r streams in the Cache Va lley 

a rea. St e in also introduce d Grant W. Midgley, Legislative Ass istan t 

to U. S. Senator Frank Moss of Utah, who described the Sena tor's efforts 

in beha lf of anti - pol lut ion mea sures on Senate commit t ees and his 

involvement with the loca l problem through extensive correspondence 

45 
with Peterson and other c ivic l eaders . 

F. W. Kittre ll , sanitary engineer in charge of wa t er pollution 

evalua tion in the Technical Services Branch of PHS l ocated at the 

Sanitary Engineering Center in Cincinnati, Ohio, present ed a compre-

he ns i ve report on pollut ion of the interstate waters of the Bear and 

44u.s. , Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Conference 
on Inte r s tate Pollution of Waters of the Bear River , Second Session, 
Ju l y 19, 1960 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1960), pp. 12 and 13. 

45 Ibid., pp. 8-11. 
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Cub Rivers and of Worm Creek , concluding that such pollution endangered 

the health and welfare of persons using these waters in Utah.
46 

Thatcher agreed with Stein that the survey presented by Ki ttrell, 

added to information gathered by Utah technicians, would provide 

sufficient data so that the Sta t e of Utah could proceed with its 

47 
committment to c lassify waters of the Bear River in Utah. 

Representatives of Amalgamated Sugar Company descr ibed their 

recently installed waste treatment facilities to conferees, and 

noted that their plan for handling factory wastes had been submitted 

to the WPCB, but they had no t yet received approval or rejection 

48 
from the Board. 

Peterson reviewed the list of organizations which had continued 

to pledge support of the Sewage and Sanitation Committee ' s drive. 

He told of committee activity and findings, and closed his statement 

with an expression of concern for the industries of the area, but 

thought that industries would not be tolerated at the expense of 

49 
stream pollution. 

The remarks of Preston again concentrated on the responsibility 

of municipalities and puhlic officials in cleaning up their own areas. 

He summa r ized the Logan situation to 1960: 

The whole snowball was started by the thunderous voice of 
Bud Pete rson years ago ; that is, locally, until it has reached 
this present s tage, and it came about because he had no means 
of curing a sewerage system in his own back yard, by means of 

46 
Ibid . , pp. 12-25. 

47..!!?.!!!·. P· 27 . 

48Ibid. , pp . 40 and 41. 

49 Ibid. , pp. 43 -45. 
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cesspools and tanks. And from that pressure on Logan City to 
put a sewer in_th£ south side of the city, has grown thi s 
organization Lsi£/ on which we cert3bnly compliment you people, 
and hope that it may continue ... 

Preston's hope was for preventive measures in the future, a 

goal toward which he was certain committee efforts would continue 

to be directed despite condemnation by groups and individuals whose 

51 
pocketbook they touched. 

Later, during the proceedings, Peterson mentioned a poll which 

had been taken by the Logan Junior Chamber of Commerce to find out 

what recreational facilities the city should have. Although sanita -

tion facilities weren'l mentioned on a questionnaire, almost 80 percent 

of those sent out came back with notice of the fact that Logan needed 

a sewage disposal plant. He attributed defeat of the 1957 bond i ssue 

e lee tion to a confusion of the facts involved, l ack of response from 
52 

officials locally, and no way to apply pressure from the state leve 1. 

In his concluding sta t ement, Stein advised conferees that the 

USPHS should be able to expect remedial measures to be completed by 

October, 1961. If this time was not agreeable to the states they were 

to notify the Surgeon Genera l of the United States within 30 days and 

make other arrangements. 

During the hedging which followed thi s proposa l for a deadline, 

Thatcher was asked when the WPCB intended to formally classify Utah ' s 

waters, and he replied that the s tate's attorney general had advised 

50
Ibid., P· 47. 

51
Ibid., pp. 47 and 48. 

52Ibid., PP· 62-82. 
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the Board to act in this matter. Stein said he didn't know that 

the classification necessarily affected municipal planning, such as 

that needed at Preston, Idaho. Others felt that polluters needed 

to be aware of stream classification so they could plan to meet these 

53 
st andards. 

Preston's opinion was that classification had nothing to do with 

cleaning up pollution, only with "how much pollution, " and that Utah 

did not need to wait for stream classification before beginning an 

e radication campaign . He also stated that the state's a ttorney 

general had indicated, during a discussion in the hallway, that he 

would start injunction proceedings in southern Cache County during 

the week. 
54 

53 
Ibid., pp. 62- 67 . 

S4Ibid., pp. 68 and 69. 
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STRATEGY IN CHALLENGING AUTHORITY 

Complaint against Industrial Waste 

Valley Rendering Company, a food processing corporation located 

in Hyrum, about eight miles southeast of Logan, was asked by the 

WPCB in July, 1959 , to cease construction of their new plant until 

facilities for waste treatment had been a pproved by the Board. The 

following month, representatives of the company met with the Board 

and indicated their intent to adopt a new process which met with 

1 
Board approval. 

In September the WPCB began tests on three discharge points from 

the plant, and subsequently concluded that wastes being emptied into 

nea rby sloughs and then into an irrigation canal contained BOD in 

excess of amounts allowed for discharge into Class "C" waters. The 

suspended solids and grease content was a l so said to be about four 

times that a llowed for untreated domestic sewage, although there was 

no separate classification for tolerable suspended solids in Class 

"C" waters. Waters from the company's sep tic tank disposal system 
2 

were observed coming to the ground and flowing as surface run-off. 

On July 6, 1960, the WPCB ordered cessation of such waste discharge 

by Valley Rendering. The Board also stated in its "Findings of Fact 

1
state of Utah v. Valley Rendering Company, Civil Case 9123, ~ 

1960, First Judicial District Court of Utah, Cache County. 

2Ibid. 
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and Conclusions of Law ," that there were other companies along the 

Bear River which we r e pol lu ting the waters of the s tate with wastes. 3 

Valley Rendering officials stated that they had employed engineers 

to study adequate facilities, and that the cost of these studies and 

facilities would be approximately $250,000 . As an alternative, they 

began building a system of re-circulation coupled with spray diffusion 

which would contain the wastes on Valley Rendering Company property, 

and made pl ans to investigate a ]agooning system as an alternative 

solution. 4 

A formal complaint was made July 28th in Fi r st Judicial District 

Court of Cache Councy by the State of Utah on behalf of the WPCB 

against Va lley Rendering by Attorney General Wa lter L. Budge. A 

summon s was issued defendants the same day . Attorney for the defendants 

was Calvin Rampton . Cause of the action by the plaintiff was that the 

processing company had not complied with the previous order. The state 

sought to enjoin the defendants from continuing this violation of sta t e 

law and petitioned the court to set a time for hearing the case and 

to issue an order to the defendants to show cause why they should not 

be restrained from dumping wastes into state wate r s. First District 

Judge Lewis Jones of Brigham City issued the order and set a hearing 
5 

before the WPCB in August. 

Pursuant to the court order, the Board he ld a hearing on the matte r 

on Augus t 25th. After enter ing its "Findings" the Board gave Valley 

3 
Ibid., "Findings." 

4rbid., 11COOClUSi005, II 

5~., "Complaint. 11 



Rendering until October 1st to submit engineering plans and other 

design data covering facilities which would correct the pollution 

problem, together with a construction schedule outlining when the 

proposed f acilities could be put into operation.
6 

Citizens for Better Government 

Defeat of the sewer bond issue in the 1957 special election 

stimu lated the interest of E. L. Hanson, M.D., who retired after 

43 

33 years of practice in Logan following a heart attack in 1959. From 

7 
1926 to 1936 Dr . Hanson was city physician . 

Realizing that his retirement would afford time for a detailed 

study of anti -po l lution methods, Dr. Hanson began to collect data which 

would substantiate his belief in the efficiency of sewage lagoons as 

a sys tem of waste treatment . He had read several articles on lagoons 

pointing up the comparatively low cost of construction and maintenance . 

He felt that equ iva lent costs of a mechanica l plant were so high that 

8 
they contributed heavily to defeat of the bond issue. 

After Dr. Hanson introduced the idea of lagooning as an alter-

native so lution to the city's problem, the Citizens for Better Government 

Committee formed to offse t efforts of mechanical plant proponents. 

Members of the committee were: Dr. Hanson, chairman; J . L. Montrose, 

secre tary; Carlos Buchner; Joseph C. Jacobsen; Profe ssor A. J. Morris; 

Dr. LeGrand Noble; Alton Dahle; Wilhelm Pedersen; W. P. Baugh; Mr. and 

Mrs. Clifford Jensen; Art Peace; Don Bateson; Ed Banellis; H. Sjostrom; 

and Ace Raymond. 

6
Ibid. , "Order. 11 

7Dr. E. L. Hanson, pe r sonal interview in Logan, Utah, July, 1968. 



Occupations represented on the committee inc luded owners and 

managers of local businesses, three contractor s , four profe ssiona l 

people, the poultry industry, and operators of rental units. 

Dr. Hanson said that an important reason for his involvement 

i n the issue of method of treatment was tha t he felt t he WPCB was 

44 

pointing " the finger of guilt " at sever a l communit i es, including Logan, 

for not installing a mechanica l plant to correct their pollution 

problems. 9 

Investigation of an al ternative 

Much of the information on waste stabilization ponds gathered 

by Dr. Hanson was published in The Herald Journal, and was presented 

to local organizations and during public meet ings convened for the 

purpose of cons ide ring the ensuing bond issue elections. The mate ria l 

was a lso relevant to hearing s conducted by the WPCB and State Department 

of Hea lth, and to proceedings in First District Court. This data was 

also used by the Logan physician when he joined others in recommending 

changes in existing regu lations t o t he WPCB which were effected in 

1965 . 

Dr . Han s on sec ured literature on lagoons from sources in the 

United States, Canada, and other countries. He made field trips to 

see mechanical plants and lagoons in operation in Idaho and Arizona, 

two of the 40 states then using both systems of sewage treatment, 

visited laboratories, and interviewed t echnical personnel. 
10 

9Ibid. 

10Ibid. 
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In August, 1960, an international conference on waste stabilization 

lagoons was held in Kansas City, Missouri. The conference was s ponsored 

by the USPHS in connection with water supply and pollution control 

through their regional agency. Attending were 330 representatives 

from 32 states and seven foreign count<ies. The state of Utah was 

not listed as having a representative present. Reports f rom the 

"Symposium on Waste Stabilization Lagoons" came from sanitary engineers 

who had engaged in research and gained field experience on oxidation 

11 
ponds. 

Drawing largely from this mate<ial, Dr. Hanson prepared his own 

report on lagoon treatment which he used to answer critics of the 

efficiency and health and safety aspects of this method . 

Among "Symposium" contributors were W. W. Towne, A. F. Bartsch, 

and W. H. Davis of the Robert A. Taft Sanitary Engineering Center, 

USPHS, Cincinnati, Ohio; J. G. Shaeffer, Director of Sanitation for 

the Province of Saskatchewan, Canada; and <epresentatives from health 

and sanitary departments of the states of South Dakota and Kansas. 12 

Comparative costs of construction, operation, and repair of the 

two systems were considered . Figures varied according to population, 

topography, and land prices. Contributors Herbert C. Clare and Daniel 

J. Weiner declared, in 11Economics of Waste Stabilization Lagoon s in 

Region VI," that the use of lagoons depends mainly on the feasibility 

1 ~.S., Public Health Service, Water Supply and Pollution Control 
Activities, Region VI, Proceedings of Symposium on Waste Stabilization 
Lagoons at Kansas City , Mis souri, August 1-5, 1960 (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1960). 

12 
Ibid . 
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of using available land. 13 Towne and W. B. Horning offered "Some 

Observations on Growth, Application, and Operation of Raw Sewage 

Stabilization Ponds," wherein they considered the high per capita 

cost of conventional plants in small communities or in large r communi­

ties with a limited tax base. 14 

Symposium reports supported the be lief of lagoon advocates in 

Logan that this method could provide substantial health protection, 

would be a sui table habitat for fish and wild fowl, could be constructed 

so that odors and insect breeding were kept at a minimum, could be 

designed to provide adequate service over an extended period of time 

for a community the size of Logan, and would operate efficiently 

15 
during all seasons . 

Dr . Hanson also observed that some mechanical treatment plants 

in other states and in several Utah towns were not operating efficiently. 

Installations in Provo, Orem, Brigham City, and the Weber and North 

Davis plants were producing odors and unsatisfactor y effluents. Idaho, 

Oregon, Washington, and Arizona were ~aid t? be exper iencing difficulty 

with plant operation. Plant operators had commented to Dr. Hanson that 

the problems connected with operation of a complex facility such as a 

mechanical plant were many, and that the expense potential in case 

of troub l e was great. Dr. Hanson also pointed out that raw, concentrated 

sewage could be exposed at the outlets of mechanical plants. 16 

13 
Ibid., p. 73. 

14Ibid., p. 77. 

15
Hanson, interview. 

16Ibid. 



He was among those who thought that the expense of building 

and operating a mechanical plant large enough to handle the city 

sewage plus the tremendous flow of groundwater through the system 

would be a great financial burden to Logan taxpayers, but that a 

lagoon system would be acceptable to the people involved if the 

WPCB would allow such a system. 
17 

Committee efforts 

47 

Prior to a second bond issue election for a proposed mechanical 

treatment plant in December, 1962, the Citizens for Better Government 

Committee waged an educative campaign in behalf of waste stabilization 

ponds. Open meetings were held where colored slides of the two 

treatment processes were discussed. Newspaper articles and ads were 

numerous. Some members did door-to-door canvassing, spoke to loca l 

organizations, and contacted professional engineers who were al so 

interested in the possibility of lagooning in Utah. 18 

Protests in a Dilemma 

Opinions, explanations 

During 1960, three graduate students submitted a Master's thesis 

to the De partment of Political Science at USU entit l ed, ·~ Study of 

Opinions in Logan, Utah on National, International, State and Local 

Affairs. " Residents were asked if they thought Logan should install 

a sanitary sewage disposal system. Of total persons polled (at al l 

leve l s of education) 92 percent favored a new sewage plant, five percent 

17~. 

18 
~· 
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said "no," and four pe rcent had no opinion. Polls ters conc l uded 

that most re spondents were not aware of the serious public health 

hazard which the open ditches presented, but were g l ad something was 

being done: however, respondents' comments indicated that expenses 

shou ld not fall on the · small income man. 19 

In a letter to Merr ill Peterson, Thatcher explained why lagoons 

had not been acceptable to the State Department of Health and the 

WPCB, excep t as third-stage treatment devices to hand l e effluent s 

from other plants. 20 

Thatcher reasoned that sewage contains both bacteria and viruses 

which can cause disease in humans, and that exposing s uch substances 

in man's environment would be potentially hazardous. The danger of 

sewage exposed in lagoons was equated to that of overflowing cesspools 

and se ptic tanks. It was pointed out that in one instance a sewage 

lagoon had been held r esponsible for an outbreak of infectious 

21 
hepa titis. 

Moreover, Thatcher felt that ponds would not be instal l ed only 

in isolated places, but throughout the entire population of the state, 

since it would be unfair to allow municipalities to use such a system 

of t r eatment without extending the privilege to subdivisions, mote l s , 

restaurants, and similar es t ablishment s. He explained that: 

19
Lawrence George Coates, Orrice Stratford Murdock, and Kenneth 

Larry Tomlinson, "A Study of Opinions in Logan, Utah on National, 
International, State and Local Affairs" (unpublished MS thesis, Utah 
State University Library, Logan, Utah, 1960), pp. 206-208. 

20Lynn M. Thatcher, letter to H. Merrill Petersen, September 22, 
1960. 

21Ibid . 
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The types of mosquitoes most often found breeding in wa s te 
stabi liza tion l agoons are Culex species. When mosquitoes 
do breed in waste stabil izat ion lagoons, they f req uen tly consti­
tute a health hazard, since Culex tarsa lis is a vector of both 
Western and rural St. Louis encepha litis, and Culex qu~2que­
fasciatus is a vector of urban St. Louis encephalitis. 

The write r noted that the heal th hazard involved in handling 

ducks which had frequente d pond s was as yet an unanswered question. 

As to indust r ial waste, Thatcher explained that lagoons would be 

acceptabJe where infectious material is not present, but that each 

industrial problem would have to be studied individual l y. He concluded 

by stating that so far as municipal wastes are concerned, acceptance 

of l agoons as trea tment devices would i ntroduce i nto the environment 

23 
a hazard of present l y unknown proportions . 

Valley Rende ring Company v . State of Utah 

Early in 1961, Logan attorneys, Charles Olsen, Preston Thomas, 

and M. C. Harris, repre sen ting certain industries in Cache County, 

met with the City Commission to di scuss action of the WPCB in adopting 

water classification of the Bear River. The attorneys stated that "C" 

classification, which would be i mposed on waste water from the industrie s 

they represented was un reasonable and that they intended to appeal 

such action in First Di s trict Court . City Attorney Harvey Sjostrom 

24 
recommended that the city also appeal . 

The March 6th appeal, in which the state board and its individual 

members were defendants, was made by plaintiffs, Valley Rendering 

22Ibid. 

23~. 

24city of Logan, meeting of February 28, 1961. 



Company, Cache Valley Dairy Association, Logan City, Wellsville 

City, White Trout Farm, Cache Valley Chinchilla Corporation, E. A. 

Niller and Sons Packing Company, Inc., Tri-Miller Packing Company, 

and all other persons, firms, or corporations similarly situated 

25 
who desired to join. 

Grounds for the appeal were that: (1) t he February 10, 1961, 

50 

order of the Board was not based on "Findings of Fact and Conclusions 

of Law" as required; (2) action of the Board was arbitrary and unreason-

able in that it refused to hear applications to postpone the order so 

parties could prepare evidence to submit; (3) the order was made prior 

to a hearing and that a subsequent hearing was an 11 open formality;" 

(4) the Board failed or refused to disclose at the hearing facts upon 

which classification was made; (5) notice of the hearing was defective 

in that it did not inform interested pa rties of adequate facts concerning 

the basis of c l assification and that the Board did not make any findings 

in support of classification; (6) the statute recited in the order was 

contrary to the United States and Utah Constitutions in giving un-

warranted delegation of legislative powers without adequate or any 

s tanda rds set up by the State Legislature; (7) the s t atute would take 

property without due process , or if it did provide due process, the 

Board's interpr etation of the statute takes due process anyhow; (8) 

said statute and amended order were unconstitutionally vague in requiring 

approved treatment facilities, vague also in orde r ing plaintiffs to do 

certain acts a nd produce certain evidence in the Bear River; (9) the 

25valley Rendering Company v. State of Utah, Civil Case 9282, 
File 1961 , First Judicial District Court of Utah, Cache County, 
"AppeaJ." 
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order was arbitrary, confiscatory, discriminatory and an abuse of 

WPCB authority in disregarding legitimate interests and property 

rights of plaintiffs, setting prohibitively high requirements, 

setting standards without reference to alleged pollution occurring 

in the various s treams involved, setting standards of purity so high 

there was no known way to treat discharge adequately, placing more 

than one classificat ion on one stream without reason o r basis for 

the difference, placing different classification on different tributaries 

without basis, using the catch-all classification, "all other portions 

or tributaries to the Bear River in Utah," which shows there was no 

evidence or facts in regards to particular sources of waste involved, 

applying the classification only to Utah water, not considering 

res pective waste entrances nor comparative amounts of waste from 

different sources, requiring blanket action by a ll parties to correct 

treatment facilities without evidence that all should do so , and by 

being only an orde r of one or two members of the Board who attended 

the hearing. 26 

Answer to appeal 

The Attorney General ' s answer to attorneys for plaintiffs in 

the appeal action stated that: the order was not based on fo rmal 

written findings because they are not required by law; that no 

additiona l time had been granted after a November 23, 1960, meeting 

in Logan when the rationale for water classification was discussed; 

that no formal written findings were issued prior to the issuance of 

the amended order because they were not required; that the notice 

26 Ibid. 
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contained no facts on the basis of classification, because said 

notice cannot contain all that information; that all bodies concerned 

may not have to take remedial action; and that the amended order 

does not require blanket action. 27 

The answer denied all other allegations stated in the appeal, 

except to say that classification did apply on l y to Utah water and 

that four Board members were present at the classification meeting 

and that a verbatim transcript was reviewed by all members of the 

Board . The Attorney General stated that full and valid reasons did 

exist for different classification on one stream and on different 

tributaries. 28 

A March lOth amended complaint and petition from the Attorney 

General ' s office said the processors did not obey the order. Consequent-

ly, in August an injunction was sought. A hearing had been held August 

25th and additional investigation of the waters in question had been 

made. Valley Rendering was then charged with being guilty of polluting 

state wa ters and a clean-up date set . The company was accused of 

using delaying tactics. They were to be enjoined from continuing 

29 
pollution in the interests of the people of Utah. 

The petition declared that all administrative means had been 

exhausted, a nd plaintiff was petitioning the court to order the 

processing people to a ppear and show cause why the enjoining order 

27~., "Answer." 

28Ib~. 

29Ibid., "Order." 
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should not be made. A letter to Judge Jones from the Attorney 

General's office asked that a hearing date be set, and suggested 

that this hearing be separate from the water classification appeal by 

Valley Rendering and others, because the matter (of pollution) had 

ari s en prior to classification of state waters and was ba s ed on a 

different f a ct situation. A new order was issued and an April 18th 

court session was set. 
30 

On April 18th Judge Jones continued the appeal until May 22nd. 

Valle y Rendering was granted another month t o submit plans to the 

Board. The Board wa s to take until June 20th to reject or accept 

the plans , and , if rejected, the matter of whether or not there had 

31 
been compliance with the order would be decided in district court. 

Accordingly, the WPCB reviewed plan s , s pecifications a nd a 

timetable for construction of facilities which would trea t sewage 

discharge from the processing plant and accepted these plans. The 

case was continued without date. 
32 

Stream classification hearing 

On August 14, 1961, the matter of stream classification of 

wa ters in one county was heard by Judge Jones. The State of Utah 

presented their 11Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, " and the 

court ordered plaintiffs to submit pla ns for t rea tment faci l it i es 

30Ibid., "Petition. " 

31First Judicial Distr ict Court of Utah , Cache County, Valley 
Rendering Company v. State of Utah, Civil Case 9282, Minute Book 30, 
April 18, 1961, p. 322. 

32 Ibid., p. 358. 



by November lst, and set a November 14th pretrial hearing date. 

Clarence J. Frost, attorney for the defense, stated that he had 

delivered copies of the "Findings" to Logan a ttorneys. 33 

These "Findings" were that pollution was creating a health 

54 

hazard when waters were used for irrigation and stock watering, and 

that deterioration of the waters interferes with wildlife and aquatic 

life as we ll as with the use of Cache River Basin as a recreational 

site. Pollution also makes the streams unsui table as a water supply. 

The waters in question could be defined as waters of the state under 

UCA, 73-l4-2(b) and may be classified under code 73-14 -6 to protect 

the public interest. Multiple classification was found to be necessary 

34 
because of the different problems in different areas of the state. 

By October Cache Val l ey Dairy Association had submitted a report 

of plans for waste stabilization lagoons on the property of Manager 

Gassner. The fol lowing month, Melvin Archibald, Mayor of Wellsville 

City, and City At torney M. C. Harris told the court that they had 

consulted with engineers and other technical personnel seeking to 

determine if sewage out l ets from Wellsville rea ch the Bear River in 

such quantity as to contribu t e to pollution, at which time of year 

We llsville 's outflow reaches the river, and which tests were made 

below the confl uence of Little Bear River and Bear River. 
35 

Wel l sville officials contended that the costs of a sewage treatment 

plant which would adequate l y answer their needs would be prohibitively 

33valley Rendering Company v. State of Utah, "Order . " 

34 
Ibid., "Findings." 

35~. , "Answer, Cache Dairy Association." 
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high, for the city had no such funds. The total debt limit of the 

city was $80,055, and Wellsville had debts of $40,000. Ttey also 

felt that a bond election would not pas s, in part, because 120 of the 

320 homes within the city would be connected to the sewer and the 

proportionate costs would be too heavy. Wellsville would comply with 

WPCB rulings if a way to legally do so could be found.
36 

Logan City officials had asked for an extension of the November 

1st deadline because the city was not budgeted to hire experts to make 

necessary studies, and because even that would take an extra three to 

six months. 
37 

After the pretrial hearing, Judge Jones ordered the matter 

continued to January 8, 1962, on condition that the two cities set 

up suitab le amounts in their budgets to do something about their 

pollution problems. The judge emphasized that "it is immaterial to 

the court what type of operation is decided upon. "
38 

Logan officials attending the hearing were newly-elected Mayor 

Thera l Bishop and Commissioners Ross Covington and Richard Chambers. 

WPCB members in attendance were Thatcher, Dr. Sigler, Professor Grant 

Borg, Ezra Fjelsted and Welby Young . The Board repeated that their 

classification of s treams applied only to streams and not to plant 

eff luents, a nd that only the Sta t e Legis l ature cou ld change water 

c la ssifica ti on once it is fixed. 
39 

36Ibid., "Answer, Well sville City . " 

37Ibid., "Request, Logan City." 

3~erald Journal, November 13, 1961, p. 1. 

39Ibid. 
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By August, 1962, the case of Logan City v. the Water Pollution 

Control Board had been continued to December lOth. In December a 

tr ial date was set for some firms accused of polluting state waters, 

bu t intervening events caused the trial da te for Logan City to be 

continued without date .
40 

WPCB special meeting, 1961 

A special meeting of the WPCB, March 2, 1961, in Salt Lake City, 

was called for the purpose of discussing sewage lagoons. Dr. Sigler, 

Chairman of the Board, emphasized that the meeting was not a hearing, 

but was to be a presentation of information on lagoons.
41 

Attending from Logan were Alton P. Eames, Newell Winget, Sjostrom, 

a nd Chambers of Logan City Corporation; Willis L. Bond of Valley 

Rendering Corporation; Jay M. Bagley a nd Vaughn E. Hansen of the 

Engineering College at USU, and Dr. Hanson. Other Cache Valley 

residents present were Edwin Gossner, Jr. and Lionel E. Danielson of 

Cache Valley Dairy Assoc i ation and Ivan Miller of Tri-Miller Packing 

Company and E. A. Miller and Sons Packing Company. 0. Neil Smith of 

Hansen and Smith, Associate Engineers in Brigham City represented the 

firm. 

Present also were representatives of the State Departments of 

Health a nd Game a nd Fi sh, two other Utah engineer ing firms, and 

individua l s from the Bountiful and Hunter-Granger a reas. 

40valley Rendering Company v. State of Utah. 

41utah, State Water Pollution Control Board, Transcript of Specia l 
Meeting (Salt Lake City, Utah, March 2, 1961), p. 2. 
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Dr. Sigler proceeded with a description of the operation of 

lagoons which included an explanation of the causes of objectionable 

odors sometimes accompanying spring ice break-up. The chairman 

mentioned several fa ctors which call for attention befor e a munici-

pality undertakes construction of such a system. Incl ude d were the 

sulphates found in a c ity's water supply, which, if abundant, could 

cause odor problems; comme rcial wastes with chemicals wh ich may cause 

difficulties; and synthetic detergents which may affect the process 

of aeration .
42 

Dr. Sigler pointed out that origina l construction should provide 

at least one surface acre per 100 people, and that populations from 

five to 10 thousa nd seemed to be about the upper limits of lagoon 

usefulness. He also cal l ed attention to the probabi li ty that mosquitoes 

of t he Culex s pecies would be found nea r lagoons, and mentioned the 

danger of encephalit i s from such i nsec t s, although no ting that ce rtain 

43 
design and cons truction features can he lp minimize mosqui t o breeding . 

Dr. Louis Gebhardt, head of the Bacteriology Department of the 

Universi t y of Utah, provided information on disease organisms which 

are commonly found in sewage. Dr. Gebhardt thought the important po int 

was the longev ity of these micro-organi sms in sewage wa t e r, and their 

sp r ead to the populace, possibly through wind s carrying them or through 

44 
children play ing where they are present. 

42 Ibid. , pp. 2 and 3. 

43Ibid. , pp. 3 and 4. 

44 I bid . , pp . 5-7 . 
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Construction and operation of lagoons was described by Professor 

Grant Borg, head of the Department of Civil Engineering at the 

University of Utah. He quoted the observation made by a public 

health engineer from Nebraska, who said that his state's lagoon 

systems would be perfect if it were not for inadequacy of preliminary 

st ud y, inadequate and improper design, faulty construction, and lack 

of operation, and that, due to one-sided publicity, engineers and 

municipal officials are assuming that the lagoon is a panacea for all 

waste disposal problems. Professor Borg pointed out that other 

individuals in the sani tation field had seen the urgency for investiga-

tions into the production of clear effluents, and for control of 

disease vectors, and for methods to control pollution of underground 

waters. He also noted that circulation from winds blowing over ponds 

was necessary to pond operation but that, as Dr . Gebhardt had pointed 

out, this could bring aerosols into the air and possibly transmit 

diseases. 
45 

Covering the problems tha t would have to be faced in lagoon 

design, Professor Borg discussed areas and loadings, pond sizes, 

46 
dikes, and multiple unit operation. 

Thatcher said he felt that there had been so much discussion 

of lagooning recently that "a great many people seemed able to speak 

on it with some familiarity," but he felt that it was appa r ent that 

very few people were really well informed on lagoon functioning and 

sewage treatment . The executive secretary of the WPCB said that 

sanctioned use of lagoons as treatment sys tems in various state health 

45Ibid. , pp. 7 and 8. 

46~., pp. 7- 10 . 
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departments had proved to represent a minority view. He outlined 

the Utah position on lagoons, and added that the experimental work 

being done on lagoons was the only new thing about them; that health 

hazards connected with lagoons had not been evaluated thoroughly; 

that population growth brings increases in volume of wastes created, 

plus the consideration that with new subdivisions growing up all over 

developers might scatter lagoons throughout the area. Thatcher hit 

hard on the hazardous aspects of Jagooning, again comparing their 

dangers to that of overflowing septic tanks and cesspools. He 

explained that the coliform count which had been established for 

Utah streams and for effluents from complete sewage treatment plants 

where dilution water is not available was 5,000 coliforms per 100 

milliliters, and that there was evidence that pond effluents as well 

as the exposed surface of ponds contained much higher coliform 

47 
count. 

Thatcher stated that it was the belief of the Board that the 

difference in cost of the two systems could not l ogically be the 

deciding factor in a decision as to treatment method . Although 

lagoons were said to average about half the cost of a plant, it was 

held likely that actual figures would be higher if a longer detention 

period of up to six months was necessary, and if land costs were too 

high. Figures were presented to show a rough $1.00 per month difference 

in the total cost of construction and operation of the two systems, and 

Thatcher maintained that the cost of health protection would be well 

worth the extra dollar.
48 

47
Ibid., pp. 10 - 13. 

48Ibid., p. 14. 
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Dr. Hanson expressed his appreciation for the invitation to 

address the meeting and commended the Board for it s efforts to prevent 

pollution of the rivers and lakes of Utah. He noted that reports of 

scientific tests on lagoon systems had begun coming out about 1957, 

four years after the Board adopted its present regulations, and that 

he was impressed with the excellent end results of oxidation pond 

treatment made in those reports . 49 He then presented a resume of 

his f indings with reference to the local situation which covered 

seven single - spaced, typewritten pages of a Transcript of the meeting . 

Dr. Hanson's discussion refuted the Board's position on severa l 

points. Quoting J. G. Shaeffer, Dr. Hanson called attention to the 

info<mation that lagoons could be efficient even in the most severe 

climates (western Canada and northwestern U.S., especially North 

Dakota); that lagoons had efficiently served populations of 10,000 

and 90,000; that the use of this method of treatment was being adopted 

by significant numbers of communities; that the approach used by 

persons who act in the interest of public health protection must be 

related to cost as well as to quality of the end product required; 

50 
that natural agencies can be utilized to provide suitable conditions. 

Schaeffer's report, according to Dr. Hanson, described how an 

effluent holding basin (depth to be determined by economic or other 

factors) could be provided so that fewer acres of ground would be 

needed for the entire site. If a system is designed for no overflow, 

the site must be much larger and l and prices become a serious consideration. 

49Ibid., p. 15. 

SOibid., pp. 15 and 16. 
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In 1958 the USPHS had begun tests on lagoons in the Dakotas a nd 

elsewhere, and interim reports received by the time of the meeting 

indicated favorable treatment results. No pronouncement had as yet 

been made as to BOD loadings, but Schaeffer said Saskatchewan used 

50 pounds BOD per acre per day coupled with a liquid loading or a 

holding period of about 120 days.51 

Schaeffer noted that tests had shown lagoon effluent to be on 

a par with third-stage treatment plant effluent during open season 

operation with BOD reductions in the neighborhood of 98 percen t and 

suspended solids reduction up to 100 percent (with the exception of 

algae), and bacterial reduction exceeding 99 percent. Efficiency 

drops during periods of ice-coverage, but approximates that of secondary 

and tertiary treatment even then. Schaeffer also upheld the contention 

that the odors occurring during ice break-up, while they range from 

mild to intense, are usually dispersed in a short distance and are 

no worse than those coming from conventional treatment plants through-

52 
out the year. 

Dr. Hanson read from an article by Towne and Davis and quo ted 

Shaeffer on the public health problem involved, pointing out that 

no epidem ics had been traced to stabilization ponds, and that there 

was no evidence of il l ness being connected with or rela ted to the 

operation of a sewage lagoon, either in humans or in wild fowl. The 

Logan invitee noted that Towne has observed that the mosquito problem 

in ponds in northern states was related to amounts of aquatic growth 

51Ibid., p. 17. 

52Ibid., pp. 17 and 18 . 



62 

where insects propagate and that proper control could keep the 

problem at a minimum. Towne also stated that epidemics and diseases 

in humans and wild fowl had not been traced to ponds. 5
3 

During a November meeting in Logan, Peterson had asked the manager 

of the Brigham City bird refuge if sources of disease in fowl could be 

directly traced. Specific information was not given at that time as 

to diseases that were contracted from polluted streams. Dr. Hanson 

mentioned this incident, and thought it significant that such data 
54 

had not as yet been disclosed . 

Thatcher remarked that the meeting seemed to bring differences 

into clearer focus and thanked those attending. He hoped that every-

one would understand that the Board was not a non-progressive body 

that would turn its back on new information, and said the Board had 

certainly been studying the new information on lagooning, but had 

reached conclusions inapposite to those of proponents of the system.
55 

He said that more recent and intensive PHS studies confirmed 

contentions that bacteria l reductions do not occur as expected and 

that Schaeffer ' s studies did not contain actual figures on bacterial 

reduction which would prove that the quality of the end product was 

as good as was reputed. Thatcher also did not think that the possibility 

of highe r loadings than tho se the Board had an t icipated were possible 

for northern areas. He further empha sized the importance of actually 

53~., pp. 20 and 21. 

54Ibid. 

55
rbid., P· 22. 
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testing effluent to determine bacterial content, and contrasted this 

scientific process with any other haphazard method of proving purity. 

As to the effluent of ponds being low in suspended solids with the 

exception of algae, Thatcher said this could be true but that the 

algae problem itself is important because it imposes a BOD on receiving 

streams . Thatcher did not think that Towne, although recognized as an 

expert, had answered all questions being asked, especially regarding 

bacterial count and danger of infection. He read two s t atements made 

by Towne at the 1960 "Symposiwn" to the effect that a prominent researcher 

in the sanitation field had told Towne he felt more confident of his own 

understanding of basic factors involved after one or two years of study 

than he did after seve ral years of working with the problem, which 

Thatcher believed disclosed some confusion among the expert s. Towne 

had also said that he questioned whether a design would eve r be de­

veloped that would adequately consider the variability of all factors 

affecting the functioning of the stabilization pond processes. Towne 

noted that the potential for propagation of insec ts and other possible 

disease vectors was no doubt greater in ponds than at conventional 

treatment works and requires consideration by the designer. Thatcher 

referred to other report s that had shown the danger potential of ponds 

with respect to producing mosquitoes, and to l d of a PHS survey in Dav i s 

County, Utah,which resulted in condemnation of ce r tain ponds which 

56 
produced such a large population of the encephalitis type mosquito . 

56rbid., PP· 22 - 24 . 



64 

Professional engineers and state regulation 

Keith A. Hansen, a professional engineer who heads his own 

consultant firm in Brigham City (formerly Hansen and Smith Associates), 

became involved in the attempt to alter rigidity of WPCB standards 

when he was retained by the city of Corinne to do a sewer system 

study in 1961. 

He criticized the March special meeting as an attempt to "damn" 

the lagoon system instead of an attempt to assess factual, available 

data. 

In his analysis of the meeting, Hansen summarized current opinions 

of most experts in the field: 

1. Properly designed and operated stabilization ponds provide 

a degree of purification comparable to that obtained by conventional 

treatment plants. 

2. Lagoons are not the panacea to al l sewage treatment needs, 

but have their advantages and disadvantages like other treatment 

processes, and they should be considered in the economic and engineering 

evaluation. 

3 . No cases of infection or epidemilogical evidence is available 

as a result of sewage lagoons, even though water fowl hunters have 

used the lagoons as hunting grounds. 

4. The mosquito problem can be satisfactorily controlled by 

proper operation and maintenance. 

5 . Potential health hazards exist in all methods of sewage 

57 
treatment. 

57Keith A. Hansen, "Analysis and Cormnentary of the Published 
Position of the Utah Water Pollution Control Board on Oxidation Ponds" 
(unpublished report, Brigham City, Utah, January, 1963), n.p. 
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The engineering study of Corinne's sewage problem indicated that 

a lagoon system was feasible for the town (population about 500), 

and that it could be constructed for almost half the cost of a 

mechanical plant. In an effort to gain WPCB and Board of Health 

approval, Hansen incorporated in the Corinne report a study on the 

acceptability and feasibility of sewage lagoons. He submitted requests, 

accompanied by supportive data on the efficacy of lagoons to the 

state boards, and gained tentative approval for such a system in 

Corinne from the WPCB in December, 1963. 58 

Such approval was the result of studies carried out by special 

committees of the two state regulatory agenc1es involved. Lagoon 

design was hammered out under guidance of committees of the Utah 

Society of Professional Engineers (USPE) and of the Utah Chapter of 

American Society of Professional Engineers (ASCE). Hansen was a 

member of the Ethics and Practices Committee of USPE. His aim was 

to promote the significant involvement of professional personnel in 

the formulation of state policies which affected them, and to encourage 

engineers to take full advantage of current technical knowledge.
59 

Municipal Election, 1961 

A platform stress ing mosquito abatement and adequate sewage and 

landfill facilities for Logan helped Bishop defeat incumbent Mayor 

Hunsaker in the 1961 municipal elections. 

58Lynn M. Thatcher, letter to Keith A. Hansen, December 20, 1963 . 

59
Keith A. Hansen, personal interview in Brigham City, Utah, July, 

1968. 
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During one pre-electiOn educative meeting, candidates answered 

questions on local issues. The open meeting was sponsored by the 

Women's State Legislat i ve Council of Cache Valley. Dr. Alison (Mrs. 

Wynne) Thorne, Health and Safety Chairman, introduced Hunsaker, 

Bishop, Covington, and Dr. Sigler, Dr. Hanson, and Dr. Roberts, 

acting as resources assistants. 

Bishop questioned the use of lagoons, and remarked that federal 

funds would not be forthcoming if the city chose to install this 

system since it had not been approved by the WPCB. Hunsaker was 

undecided on a method of treatment, but said that bonding was the 

best way to finance either project. Dr. Hanson presented arguments 

for lagoons, and Dr. Sigler reminded the lOS persons present that the 

state Board had not endorsed lagooning .
60 

The Women's Legislative Council worked for the e lection of Bishop, 

whom they thought to be responsible and progressive. Of concern to 

the group were potential health dangers under existing sanitation 

conditions in the community. 61 

In order to improve city services, the Bishop administration 

increased taxes, raised water rates and levied a charge for garbage 

disposal. By the f a ll of 1962, widespread c ritici sm of increased 

gove rnment expenditure s was apparent, and to some it seemed unlike l y 

that a bond issue election would be successfu1. 62 

60 
Herald Journal, November 3, 1961, p. 1. 

6 ~rs. George Judah, telephone interview in Logan, Utah, September, 
1968. 

6 ~tayor Richard A. Chambers, personal interview in Logan, Utah, 
October, 1968. 
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Commissioner Chambers, who was defeated in the City Commission 

race in 1963 and subsequently elected Mayor of Logan in 1965, felt 

that an unsuccessful bond proposal would cause the WPCB to take more 
63 

decisive action against the city, which would eventually force action. 

Chambers had discussed sewage treatment methods with Professor 

Stock and Dr. Bishop following defeat of the first bond issue e l ection, 

and favored consultation with Stock at this time. Professor Stock 

64 
was affiliated with Templeton and Linke. 

Several local persons were probing the lagoon idea prior to 

1960, but realized that promotion of this system depended upon a 

change in state regulations. Chambers was a board member of the 

Utah Municipal League at the time.
65 

Bond I ssue Election, 1962 

The usual procedure in retaining engineering consultants is to 

first contact a competent firm to do a preliminary study which will 

define the problem and recommend solutions and alternatives. Cost 

for this brief report is fixed. The preliminary s t udy is then sub-

mitted t o the client, who considers financial arrangements . At thi s 

point, if the c lient is a city, interests of citizens must be considered 

by officials. Finally, the client returns to the firm who did the 

preliminary report to get a f ull st udy. Cost of the completed study 

is based on a percen tage of total cost, and the percentage depends 

63
Ibid. 

64 
~· 

65~. 
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upon the nature and size of the job. 

68 

On January 3, 1962, Templeton and Linke were retained by Logan 

City to complete an engineering study of the city's sewage problem. 

An October, 1961, preliminary r e port by Win Temple ton to City Commis-

sioners had recommended a mechanical plant for the city. Cost was 

set at $1 ,600,000 . Templeton outlined construction changes, operation 

and maintenance, and explained that a two-stage high rate plant could 

be constructed at a lower initial cost than could a lagoon system. 

That is, a mechanical plant would cost the city less during the years 

the bonds wou ld be retired. The mechanical system, approved by state 

regulations, would be designed so that effluent would no t violate class 

67 
"C" water classification. 

Later, during a public meeting when officia l s discussed their views 

on the 1962 bond issue election, Templeton said that the lagoon system 

estimate was high in the firm's study because it would be necessary to 

keep all weed gr owth down on dikes t o prevent mosquito breeding, and 

the flow f rom lagoon to lagoon must be r egulated to keep proper flow 

moving through.
68 

The Temple ton and Linke study of l agoons called for 

810 acres of land containing 24 separate l agoons and over 15 mile s of 

levies and dikes. 

D. F. Peterson, Jr . , Dean of the College of Engineering at USU, 

explained at the same meeting that the problem of excessive infil-

tration in Logan caused the price of a mechanical plant to be highe r 

66 
Norman Jones, interv iew. 

67Herald Journal, October 18, 1961, p. 1. 

68Ibid., December 6, 1962, p. 1. 
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than would otherwise be expected. 69 

A spec i al meeting of city commissioners was called to confer 

with Templeton and with Ralph W. Burroughs of Burton and Company, 

financial advisors from Salt Lake, on financing and sale of bonds for 

the project. Burroughs recommended issuing $600,000 in general 

ob ligation bonds to be supported by a 1\ mill levy on property, and 

$1,000,000 in revenue bonds to be supported by a monthly service 

fee of $2.00 per residence connection with higher fees for schools 

and commercial users. 
70 

An ordinance provided for the December 11th bond issue election 

in which qualified voters would be presented with the above financial 

proposal for a new plant. Qualified voters were those who paid 

local property taxes in the preceding year. The bonds were to be 

retired in no more than 30 years, and were to bear interest not 

71 
exceeding five percent per annum. 

Campaign controversy 

Dr. Thorne conducted a panel discussion December 6th, co-sponsored 

by the Cache Chamber of Commerce and the Women's Legislative Council, 

when officials and others presented views on the impending special 

e lection. Mayor Bishop declared that he had no argument with this 

type of system, but that action must be taken immediately on the 

city ' s waste problem. He said that the average cost per fami l y per 

year of installing the propo sed mechanical plant would be about $27.00. 

69Ibid. 

70city of Logan, meeting of October 24, 1962. 

71 
~-, meeting of November 6, 1962. 



The Mayor also reminded citizens that officials must answer fo r 

the city's action in district court in just five days. 72 

Dean Peterson explained plant costs and endorsed the proposed 

70 

facilities. Templeton also explained costs of the plant. Dr. Reed 

Broadbent, the city physician, urged action in the interests of public 

health. Thatcher explained that the usual practice in cases where 

cities refuse to comply with Board rulings was to levy increasingly 

heavy daily fines. (City engineer Hugie said during an interview 

that he understood city officials would bear the brunt of such a 

fine.) Dr. Alvin Bishop urged support for city officials. 73 

In answer to a question about the new sewer hookup in the Island 

area, Thatcher commented that the Board had granted such authority 

on the assumption that city officials would move ahead with treatment 

facilities. 
74 

A letter to the editor in the same issue of The Herald Journal 

defined pollution and urged action to prevent the dire consequences 

of its spread throughout a community. Dr. Hanson's letter added to 

75 
information on lagoons and urged their consideration. 

Groups who announced support as sponso r s of the bond issue 

included the Legislative Council, the Cache Chamber of Commerce, 

AC Women's Club, the American Association of University Women, and 

the Business and Professional Women's group . 

72
Herald Journal, December 6, 1962, p. 1. 

73Ibid. 

74Ibid. 

75 Ibid., pp. 6 and 7. 
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The Herald Journal printed articles and letters from individuals 

who offer ed information r elevant to the issue. One letter blamed 

the "scientific people at the University," for forcing a big bond 

issue on the people of Logan, and asked if these Unive r sity scientis t s 

76 
could not give some adv i ce other than methods of taxation . 

Editor Ray Ne lson noted that statistics from HEW on ponds 

indicated that lagooning was an exciting innovation, but that 

77 
installa t ion was then experimental. 

Some individuals and groups bought quarter-, half-, or full-

page ads a few days befor e the election. USU bio l ogists endor sed 

the proposal for a mechanical system in a one -half page ad which was 

also signed by A. Al v in Bishop and some 128 other individuals , most 

(perhap s all) of whom were USU engineering personneJ.
78 

On December 9th a front-page story told of the court he aring 

to be held the same day as the bond e lection when ci t y at torney 

79 
Thomas and others we r e t o report on ant i -po llution efforts. 

Several l ocal dentists and physicians and the Logan Jaycees 

s ubmitted letters and a ds support i ng the elec tion i ssue . Dr. Hanson 

included a note to the people of Logan on the use of enzymes in ponds . 

He believed they would be useful in aiding the biological proces s , 

and sa id that action against the lagoon sys tem wou l d preclude use of 

76 . 
~· , December 4, 1962, p. 5. 

77 Ibid ., p . 2. 

78 
Ibid., December 9, 1962, p. 8. 

79~ .• p. l. 



73 

these agents.
80 

(Enzymes have been considered for this use, but civil 

enginee r s who deal with sanita r y facilities consider them highly 

81 
unpredictable.) 

A news s tory explaine d that the bond e l ec tion was to determine 

if city officials would be empowered to borrow money to clean up 

sewage, and was not t o be an elect ion to choose one or the other 

82 
method of treatment . 

Attorney George Preston warned in a letter to the editor that 

pr oponents of the lagoon sys tem were actually trying to defeat the 

bond issue election in a "cunning move." He said the city would be 

in contempt of court if they did not accept this proposal. Another 

l etter came f rom an A. Duck on the west side duck pond, who pleaded 

for c l ean ponds. The Citizens for Better Government Committee ran a 

one- ha lf pa ge ad asking citizens to vote "no." A l etter f rom Montrose 

on e l ec t ion day asked that th e "crash and s care " program of mechanical 

plant proponents be repudiated. 83 

At the December 11th hearing, Judge Jones se t an April lst trial 

date for some firm s involved in the pollution case, but excluded 

84 
Logan and Well sville since they had s ubmitte d plans for improvements. 

On the same day the bond is s ue propo sa l was defeated by 122 votes with 

1530 for, a nd 1634 opposed. Voting di stric t s in the west and south 

85 
sections of town voted heavily against the i ssue. 

80 Ibid., p. 9. 
8 ~orman B. Jones, interview. 
82

Hera ld Journal, December 4, 1962, p. 1. 

83Ibid., pp. 5. 10, 11, and 18. 

84~ .• December 11, 1962 , p . l. 

85~ .• December 12, 1962, p. l. 
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In his column, "Thoughts and Things," the day following the 

election, Nelson mentioned some things that would be sorely missed 

. .. impassioned pleas dealing with hepatitis and encepha l itis 

. . . and comments like "let's change the name of our village 
to Lagoon" . . . and reading things like "use of enzymes in 
our way of life is equal in importance to the nuclear fission 
program. oo86 

"What to do next?" asked the author. 87 

Special bond election expenses in the amount of $306 were presented 

during a December 18th Commission meeting. 
88 

86 . 
Ib1d., p. 2. 

8
\bid. 

88City of Logan, meeting of December 18, 1962. 
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REVISION OF STANDARDS 

Review of Regulations 

In 1963 the State Board of Health and the WPCB began a compre-

hensive review of existing regulations governing the design, con-

struction, and operation of waste treatment works in Utah. Committees 

and staff members prepared drafts of proposed regulations to be 

considered at public hearings before final action was taken. 

A July 26th meeting was called to discuss sewage lagoons and 

related matters. Attending were the committeemen and chiefs of 

state agencies involved, three USPHS representatives, an official 

from North Dakota's Department of Health, and Dallin W. Jenson of 

the Utah Attorney General's office. 

Prompting the meeting was the 1963 attempt to pass legislation 

(SB 198) wh ich would eliminate authority of the WPCB in ce rtain areas. 

Also influencing the decision to probe the problem in this manner was 

the opposition of some ci ties and districts to chlorination of sewage 

treatment plant effluent, and the offer of technical consultation on 

the problem of raw sewage from USPHS. 1 

Thatcher summar i zed the background leading to present circumstances. 

He began by noting that: 

When the Water Pollution Control Board first faced the task 
of developing quality standards for streams, it had to recognize 

1utah State Department of Health, Summary of Meeting (Salt Lake 
City, Utah: July 26, 1963), n.p. 
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the concept of re-use of sewage effluents because many stream 
channels in Utah contain no dilution water, so stream standard s 
in many cases would be the equivalent of effluent standards. 2 

The difficulty of suggesting a limit for bacterial content of 

water used for different purposes was pointed up . There were few 

precedents at the nme, and only limited epidemiological information 

was available to support such limits. However desirable it would be 

to e liminate harmful bacteria from the environment, such a goal would 

be beyond practical attainment. Final limits adopted were included 

in "The Standards of Quality and the Regulations for Water Classification," 

and in a proposed publication, "Utilization of Sewage Treatment Plant 

Effluent and Sludge."3 

Thatcher asserted that a comparison of these standards with 

others then proposed or in use throughout the United States indicated 

that they were about average for the country, except that some states 

had more stringent requirement s.
4 

Classification had been applied formally to the Weber River and 

the Bear River, and in the latter case, a challenge to the Board's 

action was still in court, notwithstanding USPHS acceptance of the 

Board's action under authority of the Federal Water Pollution Control 

Act. 5 

Thatcher also noted that adoption of the "Standards for Sewage 

Works;' covering design criteria, included the stipu l ation that raw 

2~· 
3Ibid. 

4rbid. 

5Ibid. 
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sewage lagoons were not permitted, and that distribution of meeting 

Transcripts after 1961 had apparently failed to accomplish any real 

gains toward a public understanding of the Board's position. 6 

According to Thatcher, since the WPCB had lost any authority 

it had to eliminate the danger of exposed raw sewage in the environ-

ment as a result of the Attorney General's opinion concerning lagoons 

which have no overflow, it would be possible for anyone to build 

such a lagoon without sanction of the Board. In such cases, whatever 

hazards came with such exposure would have to be viewed as acce ptable 

under Utah law. 7 

The Board would accept as necessary such hazards if they were to 

be generally acceptable in other states. 8 

Purpose of the present meeting was to point the way to design 

criteria which would fit Utah's needs and would also provide some 

guidance on other related matters of concern.
9 

The North Dakota visitor said lagoons were completely acceptable 

sewage treatment devices in his state, designed on the basis of BOD 

loading with about 100-120 days detention of flow because of difficulties 

imposed by winter season. Two-cell installations were preferred because 

they produce better effluent . Coliform removals by l agoons had been 

good percentage-wise, but final eff luents generally had a count sub­

stan tially above Utah ' s requirements for stream flow. 10 

6 
~· 

7
Ibid. 

8Ibid. 

9~. 

10~. 



A USPHS representative reported that, on the basis of studies 

in Lebanon, Ohio, his opinion wa s that a reasonably clear lagoon 

effluent could be chlorinated with good results. 
11 

It was pointed out that raw sewage lagoons in the environment 

78 

do not constitute an unacceptable health hazard, if properly sealed, 

fenced and isolated. The opinion was expressed that wind-blown 

contamination was more of a hazard from trickling filters and activated 

sludge plants than from raw sewage lagoons, and that the waterfowl 

hazard was unimportant, notwithstanding the fact that waterfowl can 

be excluded from mechanical treatment plants but not from lagoons. 12 

Utah's standards were said not to be unreasonable if applied 

with reason . Chlorination of plant or lagoon effluents may be necessary 

when they are used recreationally, for irrigation, or where substantial 

dilution is lacking or when it is necessary to meet an accepted standard. 13 

Further discussion dealt with specifications for soil tests; depths 

of lagoons; lagoon odors; series operation of lagoon cells; storage 

during winter; amounts of chlorine for both types of treatment facility 

(may be about the same due to reduced volume of lagoon effluent); iso­

lation of lagoons; and dike tops and area for future expansion. 14 

Also mentioned during the meeting was the Michigan practice of 

accepting a new process of sewage t reatmen t based on satisfactory 

demonstration of the process in the state . 15 

11Ibid . 

12Ibid. 

13Ibid. 

14Ibid. 

15~. 
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Citizens Advisory Committee 

A Citizens Adviso r y Committee to the Logan City Commission was 

appointed in 1963. The committee was to be neut r al , objective, and 

representa tive of community interests in seeking an accep t ab l e 

alternative which would answer the community' s needs. 

USU eng ineering faculty on the commit t ee who wo rked with c ity 

engineer Hugie i n pr oviding technical adv ice were Professor Norma n 

B. Jones , chairman, and Dean Peterson. Other members were Joseph C. 

Jacobsen, John W. Carlisle, M.D., Dean Rogers , Dean Baugh, Henr y R. 

Cooper, and Presbyterian minister, Reverend Miner Bruner. 

In one or two cases, appointment to the committee was made in 

t he hope that association with the group, plus the prestige which 

attaches to se r v ing in an adv isor y capacity would sway the th inking 

of influential individuals who continued to oppose the idea of 

lagoons. 16 

This tactic apparently achieved cooperation in committee ac tivities; 

however, seve r a l persons interviewed during this study were awa re that 

some i ndividua l s who professed commitment to promotion of one or the 

other bond issue proposa l s , were known to be "working for the other 

side " at the same time, by contributing to advertising campaigns , or 

by contacting others who might exert substantial influence. 

The work of this core group was primarily technical . Severa l 

cons ult ing engineering firms from Utah, Idaho, and Oregon in the field 

of water pol lution control were in t erviewed to assure that Logan City 

M 
Ray Hugie, personal interview in Logan, Utah, June, 1968. 
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would be represented by a competent firm with experience in design 

of both plant and lagoon systems. 

Utah firms were, in some cases, at a disadvantage, since the 

inflexibility of state standards limited their chances of dealing 

with alternatives to mechanical plants. 

Although it seemed that Utah's design "Standards" were so s trict 

in outlining wha t could be done that they caused neglect of current 

methods and new knowledge, executives of state regulatory agencies 

explained that they did not have the staff and funds necessary to 

17 
undertake an extensive study which would point up desirable changes. 

In December, following six months of interviews with pr1ncipals 

o .f engineering firms, chainnan Jones presented the reconunendation of 

the committee that the city negotiate a contract with a Boise, Idaho 

firm , Cornell, Howland, Hayes, and Merryfield, to prepare a study and 

report on the most feasible and economic method of providing the city 

with adequate sewage facilities. 18 

As part of this study , which began in March, 1964, representation 

for Logan City at the anticipated public hearing concerning was t e 

disposal regulations was to be provided. The t echnical information 

and research summarized in the preliminary study was prepared for 

possib l e use in meetings or during public hea ring s . 
19 

17Norman B. Jones, interview . 

18Ibid. 

19cornell, Howland, Hayes, and Merryfield, "Literature Research 
and Proposed Waste Stabilization Pond Design Criteria" (unpublished 
preliminary report, Boise, Idaho, 1964), p. l. 
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The Sewage Issue in the 1963 Municipal Elections 

Spending by local government became a major issue in the 1963 

municipal election for commissioner and city auditor when Nephi J. 

Bott, retired businessman, challenged Chambers for hi s post. Related 

to the s pending issue was the 1962 sewer bond election. 

Bott campaigned to offset what he de scr ibed as "an epidemic of 

spenditis" which had struck city officials. He claimed that the 

symptoms were a steady increase in taxes, no desire to check reckless 

spending, inefficiency, pe rmitting city officials to raise their own 

salaries, and the making of new policies over the protests of influ­

ential citizens.
20 

Bott favored letting churches and other public institutions 

use city water free of charge, not raising the expenses of persons 

on low, fixed incomes, nor raising expenses of local businesses so 

much that they had to move out of town. He proposed a balanced budget 

for the individual, the city, and the nation in harmony with the 

abi lity of all the people to pay, and a suitable sewage system.
21 

Among measures which Bott opposed were such "ill-considered 

action" as holding a bond election without ade quate investigation 

of the problem i nvo l ved , then setting up a citizen•s committee to 

investigate after the issue had failed and the city had spe nt about 

$1,100 for election expenses. He a lso pointed out that the city had 

paid $3,800 for a preliminary engineering study prior to the bond 

22 
e lection. 

20
Herald Journal, October 31' 1963, p. 9. 

21Ibid.' November 3, 1963, P· 8· November 4, l963, .pp. 2 and 3. 

22 . 
Ib1d., November 4, 1963 . 



Chambers had explained in an earlier newspaper ad that the 

Citizens Advisory Committee would provide a study which would be 

23 
a basis for determining the type of system to be used at Logan. 

The Commission was a l so criticized for consulting with an 

engineering firm favoring mechanical plants for the second time, 

thereby ignoring the possibility of constructing a l ess expensive 

system. Bott questioned the pay raise of $20,000 which the Bishop 

Commission afforded themselves, saying that his opponent knew how 

much pay he would receive when he sought the office. 24 
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Chambers responded to such criticism with a comparatively low-

key campaign. He felt that the sewage issue contributed to his 

25 
defeat but that an all-out campaign effort may have altered results. 

A day before the November 5th election a statement by Mayor 

Bishop in The Herald Journal explained the policies and actions of 

his administration . He pointed out that progress had been made with 

a sanitary landfill garbage disposal, mosquito abatement, street 

improvements, expanded off- street parking, and adoption of a master 

plan for the city. He explained the rise in service rates by noting 

that water and e lectr ical utilities had received much- needed attention. 

Mayor Bishop did not elaborate on the sewage bond issue, except to say 

that ci tizen advisory groups were used to good advantage in other areas 

and could provide useful functions in Logan. 
26 

23~., October 29, 1963; Chambers, interview. 

24
Rerald Journal, November 4, 1963. 

25chambers, interview. 

26He r ald Journal, November 4, 1963, p. 7. 
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Only 56 percent of r egistered voters cast ballots in the election. 

Bott defeated Chambe r s by a 190-vote ma r g in . Fifteen more votes were 

cast in the city auditor race than were cast in the commission race . 

Darrell Daines was elected auditor. 27 

Proposals by Engineers 

The Joint Society Committee on Ethics and Practices of ASCE and 

USPE were invo lved , by 1964, in formulating policy which wou ld lead 

to better communica tion between practicing engineers and the Pollution 

Control Board . Ques tions had been r aised by members concerning details 

of the new standa rds for sewage lagoons being considered by the Board. 

Harold A. Li nke, Jr. of Templeton and Linke , chai red the committee. 28 

Corrmittee members reviewed the proposed "Wa ste Disposal Regulations" 

and submitted r ecomme nda tions to Tha tche r a nd hi s s t aff. Keith Hansen's 

comments included criticism of a ruling which would cause a ll plant 

effluen t s to be chlorinated, since i t seeme d unnece ssa ry to classify 

receiving waters if al l effluents were to r ece ive the same treatment. 

Hansen also noted that des ign c riteria called for pond sizes in excess 

of those in area s with established, working lagoon s .
29 

He had questioned a s tatement in the propos ed standards to the 

effect that Chapter 90, dealing with lagoons, was a copy of the "Te n-

State Standa rds," except that r evisions had been made to provide greater 

detail found necessa ry to me e t conditions in Utah, and was told that the 

27 Ibid., November 6, 1963 , p. l. 

2 ~~a rren D. Curtis, letter to Keith A. Hansen and o thers , February 
19, 1964. 

29Keith A. Hansen, l etter to Harold A. Linke, April 22 , 1964. 
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intent was to protect the receiving streams since Utah streams do 

not provide the dilution available in states currently using lagoons. 

Hansen felt that streams were already protected by stream classification, 

a nd that engineers should be allowed to provide the most practical and 

economic facility which would meet requirements. He also encouraged 

engineers to oppose a closed door policy on new processes. 30 

Hansen carried on a vigorous campaign through correspondence, 

s tudy, and contacts with state officials, national representatives, 

a nd others who were interested in the attempt to revise existing 

regulations. 

Hansen contacted Nunicipal League attorney Ferro regarding an 

editorial in The Salt Lake Tribune, praising the WPCB for their 

efforts in the last decade in bringing co~nunity and industrial waste 

disposal up to health standards. 31 

Sparking the editorial co~ent was a resolution adopted by the 

Utah Munic ipa l League in September, 1964, to negate the authority of 

the Board over sanitary sewage disposal in the state. The Tribune 

viewed such a move as inconsistent with the League's past record in 

matters of public interest , because such a move would strip the Board 

of its authority in pollut ion control and "permit certification merely 

by 'competent engineers. " ' The State Board of Health had taken forma 1 

32 
ac t ion opposing the League resolution. 

30
Ibid. 

31
sa lt Lake Tribune, (Salt Lake City, Utah), December 28, 1964, 

p. 16. 

32~. 
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Referring to SB 198 which would have denied the Board authority 

to pass on design and construction of sewage treatment plants for 

cities, The Tribune commented that lagoon type sewage disposal was 

a controversial issue at that time. The article also explained that 

although complete sewage treatment systems do pose financial problems 

for towns, alternatives are increasingly dangerous, and no comm unity 

is iso l ated so far as disease germs are concerned. Infectious hepatitis, 

the writer noted, respects no boundaries. 33 

During the summer, representatives of the engineering committees 

met with WPCB officials t o iron out differences over Chapter 90. 

The Board had requested suggestions for the modification of standards 

from other firms and individuals. Among respondents were Dr. Hanson 

and engineers from the consultant firm retained to do the Logan City 

study. 

Dr. Hanson listed several items on lagoons which he felt should 

be changed. He was advised of five changes in the 1964 draft which 

agreed with his recommendations: (1) area and loadings liberalized; 

(2) recognition (in pre - treatment) of partial treatment; (3) r emoval 

of limit on storage depth; (4) changes in wording dealing with riprap; 

(S) changed fencing and depth requirements. 34 

By mid-December a dr aft of "Waste Disposal Regula t ions, 1964," 

had been prepared for adoption by the WPCB and Sta t e Board of Health. 

A s pecia l meeting of the Logan City Commission had been ca lled 

the day before Christmas to discuss the recent l y completed engineering 

33Ibid . 

34G. D. Carlyle Thompson, M. D., letter to Dr. Hanson, December 23, 
1964. 
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study. Members of the Advisory Committee attended, and Dean Peterson 

moved that the report recommending a l agoon - type system for Logan 

be accepted. 35 

Mayor Bishop instructed city attorney Thomas to be prepared to 

initia t e legal action of standards of the WPCB wou l d not permit the 

construction of the lagoon as designed, and to continue preparation 

of the necessary legislative measures to ensure the city ' s right to 

36 
construct these facilities. 

Public Hearing on Proposed Changes 

Thatcher was named hearing officer of the January 4, 1965, 

hearing in Salt Lake City on adoption of the '~aste Disposal Regul-

ations. " He explained that the proposed draft regulations had been 

made up after changes were made in a previous draft (February 17, 

1964), and that the proposals under consideration were essential ly 

to update and to continue existing contro l s . 
37 

The state boards had recognized the responsibility and authority 

conferred on local levels of government by providing that certain 

waste disposal activities be placed under loca l jurisdiction within 

the framework of statewide requirements. Areas of technical consider -

ation were defined in the five parts of the proposed regulations . 

Part III, "Sewers and Wastewater Treatment Works, " covered design 

requirements and was an upda ting of the "Standards for Sewage Works." 

35
City of Logan, meeting of December 24, 1964. 

36Ibid. 

37utah, State Department of Health, Transc ript of Public Hea r ing 
in the Matter of Adoption of Waste Disposal Regulations (Sa l t Lake 
City, Utah, January 5, 1965), p. 2. 
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The significant change a llowed l agoons as treatment for raw domestic 

wastewater. Most sewer system design standards were made recommen-

dations rather than requirements. 38 

Changes in the 1965 draft relating to lagoons we r e to make 

lagoon fencing requirements less specific with respect to type of 

fence, to double allowable loading on primary lagoons (with reser-

vations), to increase lagoon depth, to make dike requirements less 

restrictive, to eliminate maximum depth limit for secondary lagoons, 

and to require emergency spillways on non-overflow lagoons. 
39 

The first recommendation from the floor was contained in a 

"Statement" by the Utah Municipal League: 

That portion of the regulations which relates to specifications 
of construction and details of operation should be treated by the 
Board as reco~nendations offered to the political subd ivi sions for 
their guidance and the guidance of thei r engineers, leaving to the 
political s ubdivisions the ultimate discretion as to the final 
specifications followed. The Utah State Board of Health and the 
Utah Water Pollution Control Board have vested in them only the 
authority to prevent discharge of pollutants into waters of the 
State.4° 

Leaving specific questions to the city's consultant engineers, 

Logan Mayor Bishop described the local si t uation and assured the WPCB 

that the city had no quarrel with the classification placed on the Bear 

River. 

Earl C. Reynolds, Jr., a partner in the firm of Cornell, Howland, 

Hayes, and Merryfield, thought there might be four major points on which 

there could be room for discussion of the present standards covering 

38
Ibid., pp. 2 and 3. 

39 Ibid., pp . 4 and 5. 

40.!.!?.!i· ' p. 7 0 



ponds, and introduced Gene Suhr of the firm's Corvallis, Oregon, 

main office, who was the engineer assigned to the specific project 

of developing the investigation of proper facilities for the city 

of Logan. He undertook a review of literature in order to submit 

comments for recommended revisions t o the standa rds which were 

proposed by the firm. 

Suhr cited research data which uphe ld his contentions that: 

(l) a 120-day storage requirement was not necessary; (2) purely 

structural matters (such as slope of dike) should be left to the 

discretion of the engineer instead of being a requirement; (3) it 

should not be necessary to demand that pond bottom be as leve l as 

88 

possible at all points and finished elevation need not be set; and 

(4) it is not necessarily good practice to opera te primary cel l s at 

a constant level. Suhr submitted a summary of re search documents 

to the Boards.
41 

Thatcher questioned Suhr about the effectiveness of coliform 

removal, via lagoon treatment, in meeting st ream classifications, and 

was told that research (especially in South Africa) had shown that if 

tertiary cells were added, a highly desirable effluent could be obtained. 

Suhr a l so asserted that coliform die-out was not particularly temperature 

dependent, as shown by Public Health and other research. 42 

The consultants were asked for further research on some points 

which could be presented to the s tate boards to more adequately 

answer some questions. 

41Ibid. , pp. 9 and 10. 

42Ibid., pp. 13 and 14. 
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Others with questions and recommendations inc l uded Keith Hansen 

(who repeated his stand on design being the province of the engineer), 

ASCE Committee chairman Linke, attorneys, representatives, and officia l s 

from municipalities and sanitation and improvement districts in Utah. 

The Utah League of Women Voters thought a deadline should be set whereby 

pollution of s t ate wa t ers mu st cease. 43 

A discussion on the preventive philosophy, in connection with 

state regulations of design brought out differences in views between 

two representatives of Utah consultant firms . Standards which call 

for adequate design would not be restrictive as such, but they would 

be restrictive i f they a llowed no deviation from a given set of design 

standa r ds, thus di scouraging expe rimentation. Standards should be 

used as a guide for regulatory agencies in reviewing proposed designs. 

Agencies shou ld advise, but the political enti t y invol ved should 

consult with their engineer and have final de termination on adequacy 

of proposal. 44 

Howeve r, a question ari ses with respect to allowing laymen to 

pass on adequacy of engineering design. This much freedom from 

r egu l ation cou ld r esult in poor engineering practice, because it would 

be possible to construct anyth i ng within l ega l l imits. Permits issued 

by a r egulatory agency prevent s uch conditions . 45 

Mayor Bishop asked for a me e ting between Thatcher, the Logan City 

Commission, and t heir engineers so that the WPCB could go over proposals 

fo r the city's faci lities. 

43~ .• pp. 15-30. 

44Ibid., PP· 30 and 31. 

45Ibid . , pp. 32 and 33 . 
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The WPCB extended the hearing to February while additional 

comments were received, including changes accepted by the Board 

Committees after the first hearing. Engineering and Board Committees 

also attended another hearing before the Political Subdivisions 

Committee of the Utah Senate on January 22nd to resolve differences 

on the subject of SB 17, through which it appeared the Utah Municipal 

League again sought to reduce powers of the Board with respect to 

treatment plant construction. 46 

This Anti-Pollution Treatment Works Bill, introduced to the 

Senate in 1965, said that the Board would not have power to control, 

direct or determine the type, manner, or theory of construction of 

work for po l itical subdivisions of the state . The Board's power would 

relate to prevention of pollution of waters of the s tate, and that 

body would be required to gran t approval for l oans, etc., if the dis-

charge of eff luent into waters of the state was certified by competent 

enginee r s to meet s tandards promulgated by the Board. The bill was 

47 
dropped after a second reading. 

Senate Bill 17 was also discussed during a January 30th meeting 

between representatives of engineering groups, and Fe rro and Bennie 

Schmeitt of the Municipal League. It was agreed that backing for the 

bill be withdrawn and that a vote request ing the proposed changes in 

48 
WPCB standards be entered. 

46Ibid., pp. 36 and 37. 

47
utah, Senate, SB 17 , 36th sess . , Utah Legislature, Senate Journal, 

numerical index , 1965, p . 891 . 

4~arold A. Linke, letter to Utah Water Pollution Control Board, 
February 1, 1965. 
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Areas of possible conflict between the proposed Logan City 

lagoon system and WPCB standards we r e out lined during a specia l 

meeting in Logan. Those discussing were Jones, Dean Peterson, Thatcher, 

two other membe r s of the Board committees, and Reynolds. An exchan ge 

between Reynolds and Thatcher, desc ribed as an 11 informal discussion" 

produced an understanding on areas of conf lict.
49 

The city procee ded with financial and enginee ring plans for the 

new sewage facility, and set an August 31st bond issue election date . 

Revised code adopted 

The Sta t e Department of Hea lth and the WPCB adopted a revised 

Code of Waste Disposal Regulations in May, 1965 . In the interest of 

protection of hea lth and welfare, the two agencies a ssumed primary 

responsibilities and author ity t o take a ll necessary mea su res to 

prevent wastes from becoming haz a rds to hea lth or a det riment in any 

way to surface or ground qua lity . 50 

The ~ was de signed to es tablis h requirements for producer s 

of was t e, including individuals, political subdivisions, and industries 

in mee t i ng the present and projected obligations which would a ss ure 

protection of public health and of waters in the s t a te. The need for 

flexibility of regulations due to t he a ppearance of new and unique 

waste products was recognized. Owners and operato rs of waste disposal 

sys tems must be aware that any facility constructed to treat wastes 

49
City of Logan, meeting of January 18, 1965 . 

50utah, State Department of Hea lth , Code of Waste Dispo sa l 
Regulations, forewo rd to May 18, 1965, revision. 



mus t actually produce an effluent meeting quality requirements 

specified in the publication.
51 

Waste producers are to obtain the professional services of 

registered engineers who should be specialists in the field of 

sanitary engineering and are qualified to design and construct 

adequate facilities. 52 
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Waste stabilization ponds could be used for treatment of either 

raw wastewater or effluent from other treatment processes . Ponds 

treating domestic wastewater were generally expected to produce the 

equivalent of secondary treatment as described in other sections, 

when proper attention is given to all design details. However, since 

pond operation would be inf luenced by somewhat uncontrollable and 

relatively unpredictable natural phenomena such as temperature, cloud 

cover, precipitation, soil permeability, etc., adequate factors of 

safety should be provided in the design. One problem deserving of 

special attention was the prolific algae production which is necessary 

in early phases of pond treatment but which may interfere with final 

effluent quality, especial l y when chlorination is employed. The 

uncertainties involved in prediction of effluent quali ty cou ld result 

in a need for construction of additional ponds or other modifications 

of design after facilities are placed in operation.
53 

Specific requirements included placing the ponds in an isolated 

spot not l ess than 1 ,000 feet from htunan habitation (or where building 

51Ibid. 

52~. 

53
Ibid., Part III, sec. 83, p . 37. 
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may occur within a reasonable period); placing the ponds downwind 

of inhabited areas and away from water supplies and other facilities 

subject to contamination; enclosing them within a fence with access 

gates which are provided with locks; and placing appropriate warning 

signs along fences. The number and size of ponds, t heir embankments 

and dikes, pond bottoms, in l et and outlet structures, and flow 

measurement, and non - overflow types of ponds are also specified .
54 

An Educative Campaign 

An information sheet, "Questions and Answers Concerning Logan 

City ' s Bond Election," was prepared by the Advisory Conunittee to be 

disseminated throughout the community by an expanded citizens ' committee. 

The sheet contained inclusive information on construction of the proposed 

sewage system, financia l arrangemen t s, necessity of installing the 

facility, comparative cost of the 1962 proposal, future service, 

service charges, acceptability of lagoons by the WPCB , health and 

insect problems, and the assurance that a competent engineering firm 

would represent the city's interests. 

The citizens ' commi t tee also showed co l ored s l ides of other l agoon 

systems insta l led by the engineering firm in ne i ghboring sta t es . They 

contac te d se rv i ce c l ubs, professiona l people , and c i ty employees ' 

groups. Arrangemen t s were made to have t he i nfo rmat i on presented to 

neighborhood groups in Mormon homes during evening gatherings when 

LDS "home visitors " gave church ta l ks. 55 

54rbid., sees. 84- 91, pp . 37-41 . 

55Norman Jones, interview. 
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Radio spots and newspaper coverage added to the educative 

efforts of the committee . USU personnel providing technica l infor-

mation included Dr. Pete Randall and Dr. John Neuhold of the Wildlife 

Resources Department. Professor Jones gave talks before civic groups 

and during visits to home groups. 56 

Total capital cost of construction was estimated to be $2 ,524,000, 

less a fede ral grant of about $524,000. The $2,000,000 in municipal 

bonds would be tax-exempt and bonds were expected to sell for between 

three and three and one-half percent interest . The engineer ' s estimate 

covered cost of land acquisition (about 600 acres , of which some 450 

acres would be total water surface pond area), plus other contingent 

costs. If costs were less than the estima t e, only enough bonds were 

to be sold to finance the project . 57 

The 1965 bond authorization topped the 1962 proposa l by $400 ,000. 

It was exp l ained that there was essential ly no difference in cost of 

treatment facilities, since the est imate for pond construction was 

about $1.43 million, and cost of the trickling filter sewage plant in 

the previous e l ection was about $1.5 million. The current bond issue 

was higher due to increase d construction costs (about 10 percent in 

the intervening years), and inclusion in the current program of a 

larger capacity system which would provide se rvice to a larger area. 

If the 1962 proposed system had provided the same services, it would 

have cost an estimated $2,112,000. The 1965 plan included ha ndling 

several hundred thousand dollars worth of groundwater problems in the 

56 
~· 

57Citizens Adviso ry Committee, "Questions and Answe r s Concerning 
Logan City ' s Bond Election," Logan, Utah, 1965. (Typewritten.) 
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Island area. 58 

Total annual cost of operation, maintenance and financing of the 

lagoon system was estimated to be almost $50,000 per year less than 

comparable costs of utilizing the trickling filter facility. To 

meet costs of operation and maintenance and to pay for bond retirement 

and interest, revenues were to be derived from monthly service charges, 

plus a 1.5 mill prope rty tax levy. Service charges to commercial, 

industrial and school estab l ishments would be proportionately larger 

than the $2.00 single residence fee . The facilities were designed 

for adequate treatment through the year 1990 with a projected population 

growth of about two percent per year, and permitted expansion in case 

of growth exceeding current estimates. 59 

Bond Issuance Ap proved 

An August 31st special election submitted to voters the question 

of approving issuance of $1,400 ,000 in genera l ob ligation bonds and 

$600,000 in revenue bonds. The issue was approved by a 956-vote 

margin, with 1585 for and 629 against. 

Bids for the purchase of $1,000,000 in general obligation sewer 

bonds were received by the Commission in October, 1966 . This was the 

first block of the authorized $1,400 ,000 in bonds. The bonds were 

to mature seria lly in numerical order on October lst of each year 

from 1967 through 1986. 60 

58 
Ibid.; Hugie, interview. 

59 Ibid. 

60Burrows, Smith and Co., "Logan City, Official Statement and 
Notice of Sale of General Obligation Bonds, Series October 1, 1966," 
Sa lt Lake City, Utah, p. 2. 
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City audito r Daines did not anticipate t hat it would be necessary 

to se ll any of the r evenue bonds, due to changes in plans and income 

from sewe r service charges in effect by January, 1966. Approxima t e l y 

$200,000 in general obligation bonds were expected to be sold in 

1967 .
61 

Part of the sa ving resu lted from relocation of the pond site some 

4,000 feet neare r the city, thereby eliminating about $120,000 in cost 

of outfa ll line. The city was also able to negotiate with the WPCB 

a reduction in the number of acres of l and, and to reduce the size of 

the ponds. Reduction in over-al l project cost made it pos s ible fo r 

the city to anticipate amortization of t he project from month l y service 

charge proceeds, so that it would not be necessary to levy any property 

62 
~us. 

Transfer of Legis l a tive Functions 

Effective July 1, 1967, an Act of the Utah Legisla ture changed 

the WPCB to the Utah Committee on Wa t e r Pollution Control within · the 

Division of Hea lth . Committee members include the director of public 

health, or someone so designated, plus eigh t other members representing 

t he state 1 s industries and two members at-la rge . Office rs are chosen 

by the committee, and an executive - secretary may be appointed a t the 

discretion of the committee.
63 

61 
Ibid., pp. 4 and 5. 

62
Ibid . 

63 
Water Po llution Control Act , sec. 2.5 and 3 (1967 amendment). 
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According to a July, 1968, stipulation, conditions had changed 

since Valley Rendering et al. entered the appeal action in First 

District Court, and the court remanded the case to the Committee 

on Water Pollution. The committee was to reconsider standards and 

classification of waters of the Bear River sys tem in Utah in light 

of two major changes. 64 

First, the alteration and modification of some waste discharges 

had caused significant progress in the matter of anti-pollut ion. 

This was due to conferences between parties to the case, and the 

installation of effective treatment facilities by severa l cities and 

industries involved. Secondly, the State of Utah would be required 

to submit interstate water quality standards to the Secretary of 

Interior under provisions of the Water Quality Act of 1965, which 

65 
involve s the federal government in s uch co nsiderations. 

Congressional action in 1967-1968 consolidated water quality 

management and pollution control functions in the Interior Depart­

ment .66 

64
valley Rendering Company v. State of Utah, "Stipulation," 

65water Quality Act, U.S. Statutes, Vol. 79 (1965). 

66 Ibid. 



CONCLUSIONS 

It was hypothesized that decision - making in Logan City would 

be initiated and shape d by three out side variables: demands made 

98 

by state and nat i onal government; the interpre tation or modifica ti on 

of statutes; and technology. 

In other hypotheses it was stated that voters "muddled through" 

the decision-making process, and that policy reflected current, 

pre dominant local interests . 

Demands by Gover nmen t 

Thi s study has not shown that l oca l action was an immediate a nd 

di r ect result of adop tion of the Wa t er Pollution Control Ac t which 

gave authority to the WPCB to demand that the city cease po llut ing 

state waters with unt reated city wastes. WPCB requiremen t s did influence 

the direction of ac t ion in 1955 when ci t y officia l s first undertook 

measures to comp l y with Board rulings. Residents in the Island sec tion 

of the c ity had agitated for s ome time fo r imp r oved sewe r se rv ices 

to alleviate conditions which threatened se rious property damage. 

Howeve r, petitions to improve the existing sewer sys tem were re jecte d 

by t he Boa rd until it appeared the city was prepared t o con s truct a 

collection sys t em and treatment facility which would provide over-all 

corrections . 

By 1958 federal considerations became important after the United 

States Public Health Service protested the detrimental effect s of 

pollution to interstate waters. PHS provided financial assistance and 
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technical advice so the WPCB could proceed with a formal c la ssifi­

cation of state wate r s. Otherwise, the na t iona l government maintained 

a "hands off" policy in the matter of Utah 1 s wa t er resources. 

By 1961 the constitutionality of delegated authority had been 

challenged and the WPCB's control was seriously threatened. The 

Utah Municipal League a nd societies of professional engineers sponsored 

state legislation which would have delimited Board authority. 

The League 's position was that the WPCB should not dictate that 

a certain type of treatment facility be utilized by cities. This was 

said to be an infringement on the privileges of private enginee r ing 

practice, and interfe rence in purely municipal functions. 

Attorneys for several industries and po litica l subdivisions 

appealed a ruling of the Board in district court on s imil ar grounds. 

Va lley Rendering and others also questioned the "arbitrary and unreason­

able " c l assification of state waters. 

The s upposi tion t hat interpre t ation of exis ting s tatutes s ha ped 

the l ocal decisional process can be subs t an tia t ed by noting the s uc cess 

of these challenges. Had WPCB regulations not subsequently been 

modified, Logan residents would not have bee n faced with a choice 

between two method s of sewage treatment. 

While the Valley Rendering case was being continued , the Board 

could not levy fines against Logan City. Whe ther or not s uch harsh 

action would have been pur sued is a matter for speculation. 

Techno logy 

A second hypothesis was taken from the assumption that the 

complexity of modern environmental planning caused local po l i cy 
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formation to be shaped by standards of technology. The word "standards" 

i s used here as a criterion of excellence . 

Of special significance was the use of technical data by the WPCB. 

Bacterial and chemical analyses of water provided a basis for class ­

ification of waters in the Logan and Bear Rivers. The Board judged 

adequacy of sewage treatment facility according to proved engineering 

design and successful performance. 

In an attempt to provide maximum protection of public health 

and the state•s natural resources, the Board assumed a position on 

treatment facilities which proved untenable because some cur rent 

technical data was neglected. 

Regulations set by the Board were especia lly important to citizens 

in Logan by 1962, when a second bond propos a l was presented. The 

evaluation and distribution of technical data were undertaken by 

laymen. Confusion resulted, and it may be sa id that a vote for sewage 

lagoons was, largely, a vote against a mechanical system. 

The first bond issue was defeated by a two-to-one margin. In 

1962 negative votes cast mainly in the southwest section barely 

defeated the issue. An education campaign favoring lagoons concen­

trated on the comparatively high cost of a mechanical system and 

charged that such a plant was being forced on the city by scare tactics . 

With the exception of an explanation by the Dean of Engineering 

at USU that a high - priced mechanical plant was necessary to handle 

excessive infiltration in the Logan system, expe rts in the field of 

san itation engineering withheld public comment as to the preferability 

of treatment methods . However, engineers and technicians at the Univer­

sity endor sed the bond issue because of the urgent need for any kind of 

corrective measures. 



101 

It has been noted that voters in the l ower-income a reas of the 

city did not app r ove the bond issues. Economic conside rations probably 

had a mor e decisive effec t on this election than the weight of pro­

fessional opinion or the consideration of technical processes. 

It can be said tha t t echno l ogy underlined the necessity of 

providing treatment for Logan City ' s wastes . Evidence does not 

support the supposition that technology sha ped policy formation. 

However , technicians have assumed significant roles in po licy 

formation on the s t ate and local level since 1961. Representatives 

of professional socie ties assisted the WPCB i n a revision of s t a t e 

s tandards. In 196 3 Logan off icia l s deferred to the Advisory Committee, 

guided by engineering instructors from Utah State, in the matter of 

retaining consultant engineers. And in 1965, the city ' s decision to 

construct a lagoon system was defe nde d by professional enginee rs 

during a hearing before the WPCB. 

Proce ss of Government in Logan 

This stud y did no t s uccessfu lly te s t the hypothesis that official 

policy reflected predominant local interests. A proposed test of such 

a s upposi tion would involve mor e than thi s s ingle interest. It can be 

said that the r e lation of officia l s to private citize ns in effecting 

anti-po llu t ion mea sures was reciprocal . 

Several important matters which will affect future e nvironmental 

planning in Utah r ece ived attention during the years between 1953 and 

1965 . It ap pear s that Logan voters contributed much of the time 

necessary fo r these considerat ions by "muddling through" the political 

process for a decade. 
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