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PREFACE 

The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations was 
established by Public Law 380, enacted by the 1st session of the 86th 
Congress and approved by the President September 24, 1959. Section 2 
of the act sets forth the following declaration of purpose and specific 
responsibilities for the Commission. 

"SEC. 2. Because the complexity of modern life intensifies the 
need in a federal form of government for the fullest cooperation and 
coordination of activities between the levels of government, and 
because population growth and scientific developments portend an 
increasingly complex society in future years, it is essential that an 
appropriate agency be established to give continuing attention to 
intergovernmental problems. 

"It is intended that the Commission, in the performance of its 
duties, will- 

"(1) bring together representatives of the Federal, State, 
and local governments for the consideration of common 
problems ; 

" (2 )  provide a forum for discussing the administration and 
coordination of Federal grant and other programs requiring 
intergovernmental cooperation; 

"(3) give critical attention to the conditions and controls 
involved in the administration of Federal grant programs; 

"(4)  make available technical assistance to the executive 
and legislative branches of the Federal Government in the 
review of proposed legislation to determine its overall effect 
on the Federal system; 

"(5) encourage discussion and study at an early stage of 
emerging public problems that are likely to require intergovern- 
mental cooperation; 

"(6) recommend, within the framework of the Constitu- 
tion, the most desirable allocation of governmental functions, 
responsibilities, and revenues among the several levels of gov- 
ernment; and 

" ( 7 )  recommend methods of coordinating and simplifying 
tax laws and administrative practices to achieve a more orderly 
and less competitive fiscal relationship between the levels of 
government and to reduce the burden of compliance for 
taxpayers." 
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Pursuant to its statutory responsibilities, the Commission from time 
to time singles out for study and recommendation particular problems, 
the amelioration of which in the Commission's view would enhance 
cooperation among the different levels of government and thereby 
improve the effectiveness of the federal system of government as estab- 
lished by the Constitution. 

One problem so identified by the Commission relates to the rapid 
growth in the number of special districts throughout the United States 
with consequent effects upon the structure and political responsiveness of 
local government in this country. In the following report the Commission 
has endeavored to state what it believes to be the essential facts and 
policy considerations bearing upon this problem and respectfully submits 
the conclusions and recommendations set forth herein to Governors, 
members of State legislative bodies, and to executive and legislative 
officials of counties, municipalities, and other local units of government. 

This report was adopted at a meeting of the Commission held on 
May 22, 1964. 

FRANK BANE, Chairman. 



WORKING PROCEDURES OF THE 
COMMISSION 

This statement of the procedures followed by the Advisory Com- 
mission on Intergovernmental Relations is intended to assist the reader's 
consideration of this report. The Commission, made up of busy public 
officials and private persons occupying positions of major responsibility, 
must deal with diverse and specialized subjects. I t  is important, there- 
fore, in evaluating reports and recommendations of the Commission to 
know the processes of consultation, criticism, and review to which 
particular reports are subjected. 

The duty of the Advisory Commission, under Public Law 86-380, 
is to give continuing attention to intergovernmental problems in Federal- 
State, Federal-local, and State-local, as well as interstate and interlocal 
relations. The Commission's approach to this broad area of responsibility 
is to select specific, discrete intergovernmental problems for analysis and 
policy recommendation. In some cases, matters proposed for study are 
introduced by individual members of the Commission; in other cases, 
public officials, professional organizations, or scholars propose projects. 
In still others, possible subjects are suggested by the staff. Frequently 
two or more subjects compete for a single "slot" on the Commission's 
work program. In such instances selection is by majority vote. 

Once a subject is placed-on the work program, a staff member is 
assigned to it. In limited instances the study is contracted for with an 
expert in the field or a research organization. The staff's task is to as- 
semble and analyze the facts, identify the differing points of view involved, 
and develop a range of possible, frequently alternative, policy considera- 
tions and recommendations which the Commission might wish to con- 
sider. This is all developed and set forth in a preliminary draft report 
containing ( a )  historical and factual background (b)  analysis of the 
issues, and (c) alternative solutions. 

The preliminary draft is reviewed within the staff of the Commission 
and after revision is placed before an informal group of "critics" for 
searching review and criticism. In assembling these reviewers, care is 
taken to provide ( a )  expert knowledge and (b)  a diversity of substantive 
and philosophical viewpoints. Additionally, representatives of the Ameri- 
can Municipal Association, Council of State Governments, National 
Association of Counties, U.S. Conference of Mayors, U.S. Bureau of the 
Budget, and any Federal agencies directly concerned with the subject 



matter participate, along with the other "critics" in reviewing the draft. 
I t  should be emphasized that participation by an individual or organiza- 
tion in the review process does not imply in any way endorsement of the 
draft report. Crticisms and suggestions are presented; some may be 
adopted, others rejected by the Commission staff. 

The draft report is then revised by the staff in light of criticisms 
and comments received and transmitted to the members of the Commis- 
sion at  least 2 weeks in advance of the meeting at which it is to be 
considered. 

In  its formal consideration of the draft report, the Commission 
registers any general opinion it may have as to further staff work or other 
considerations which it believes warranted. However, most of the time 
available is devoted to a specific and detailed examination of conclusions 
and possible recommendations. Differences of opinion are aired, sug- 
gested revisions discussed, amendments considered and voted upon, and 
finally a recommendation adopted (or modified or diluted as the case 
may be) with individual dissents registered. The report is then revised 
in the light of Commission decisions and sent to the printer, with foot- 
notes of dissent by individual members, if any, recorded as approprate 
in the copy. 
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Chapter I 
INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF STUDY 

Special districts and public authorities 
have been a part of the American govern- 
mental structure for a long time. ( In  this 
report the term "special districts" includes 
most entities commonly referred to as public 
authorities.) The toll road and canal cor- 
poration of the 1800's are examples of the 
early use of special districts established to 
perform functions which government felt 
obliged to undertake. Similarly, special 
districts to provide benefits to limited groups 
of property owners for maintaining local 
roads or providing protection against the 
ravages of fire and flood also have a long 
history.' As late as the beginning of the 
20th century, these historic uses appar- 
ently created little or no conceptual or prac- 
tical problems for the student of govern- 
ment, the politician, or the public adminis- 
trator. In the first instance, they were 
created by action of an appropriate unit of 
- 

Stevcn B. Sweeney (ed. ) ,  Metropolitan Analysis-Inz- 
portant Elements of Study i n  Action (Philadelphia: Uni- 
versity of Pennsylvania Press, 1958), a t  page 83 points out 
that spccial districts were used in the Philadelphia area 
during the early 1800's. This volume indicates 10 units 
operating in the area by 1805. Frederick L. Bird, Local 
Special Districts and Authorities in Rhode Island, Re- 
search Series No. 4 (Bureau of Government Research, 
University of Rhode Island, 1962), states on page 3 that 
special districts in Rhode Island date from 1797. Richard 
Folmar, Special District Governments in New Mexico 
(Legislative Council Service, 196O), on page 26 indicates 
that Community Land Grant Districts had their origins 
in the Spanish occupation of the territory in the 17th cen- 
tury. The first general statute authorizing irrigation dis- 
tricts was adopted by California in 1887 and such districts 
have been included in each decennial Census of Agricul- 
ture since 1890; John C. Bollens, Special District Govern- 
ment in the United States (University of California Press, 
l957) ,  pp. 142-144. 

general government and there were rela- 
tively few districts. The special benefit 
district generally provided an extremely 
limited service, benefited a small group of 
people, and rarely affected programs of gen- 
eral local government. 

In 1897 the city of Spokane, Washington 
sold a bond issue for extension of its water 
system and pledged the revenue received 
from the furnishing of water for payment of 
the bonds. This revenue bond operation by 
a unit of general government provided a fi- 
nancial technique which was to play a major 
role in the development of a large number 
of special districts, particularly public au- 
thorities, as they are known today. While 
almost one-half the units of government 
enumerated as special districts by the Bureau 
of the Census enjoy the power to tax prop- 
erty, the opportunity to issue revenue bonds, 
secured by service charges, provided a sig- 
nificant stimulant to the use of special 
districts. 

However, the device used by Spokane lay 
largely dormant until the 1930's. The De- 
pression, with the resulting erosion of the 
property tax base of local government and 
the impetus for construction of local public 
facilities provided by various Federal pro- 
grams, stimulated the growth of special 
districts. State legislation authorizing cre- 
ation of special districts in order to avoid 
debt limits, thus permitting State and local 
participation in various Federal public 
works programs, was actively promoted by 
President Roosevelt in cooperation with the 
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Governors' Conference.* The scarcity of 
equipment and materials for capital con- 
struction purposes during World War I1 
proved a dampening effect on the growth of 
special districts, but the removal of these 
limitations in 1945-46, and the needs of the 
Nation's rapidly expanding population, pro- 
vided the impetus for a phenomenal growth 
in their number following the War. In this 
context it should be kept in mind that units 
of general government--cities, towns, coun- 
ties, and States-as well as special districts, 
resort to revenue bond financing. 

The growth of. special districts during the 
1930's and following World War I1 caused 
academicians to turn their attention to the 
problems created by the use of this device. 
John C .  Bollens, as recently as 1957, was 
able to say: "Only one kind of special dis- 
tricts, the school district, is reasonably well 
known, although subject to frequent miscon- 
ceptions, and many nonschool districts are 
erroneously regarded as parts of other gov- 
ernments. Special districts, particularly 
those in the nonschool category, constitute 
the 'new dark continent of American poli- 
tics,' a phrase applied earlier in the century 
to counties." 

In approaching this study and in attempt- 
ing to shed further light on this "dark con- 
tinent," the report is primarily concerned 
with two aspects of such districts. First is 
their impact on the operations or functions 
of units of general government at the Na- 
tional, State, and local levels. This impact 
has various aspects which may or may not be 
present in an individual situation. Among 
these are: (1  ) competition for govern- 
mental financial and personnel resources; 

' Council of State Governments, Public Authorities in 
the States: A Report to  the Governors' Conference (Chi- 
cago: 1953), pp. 26-27. Robert Gemig, "Public Author- 
ities in the United States," 26 Law and Contp .  Prob. 591 
(Autumn 1961), pp. 596-597. 

Zbid., Bollens. p. 1 .  

(2) competition for public support ; ( 3  ) co- 
ordination of programs in a given com- 
munity to assure a proper balance of, and 
economy in, total governmental activities ; 
and (4)  coordination of programs affecting 
a given service in which two or more levels 
of government are engaged. Second is the 
degree to which special districts can, or arc, 
meeting the governmental-service needs of 
the people. This requires not only deter- 
mining the extent to which an individual 
single-function district is providing the serv- 
ice it was created to provide, but evaluating 
( 1 ) whether or not the service is economi- 
cally provided; (2) the degree to which the 
service affects other aspects of governmental 
activity; and ( 3 )  the degree to which the 
district permits or hinders the exercise of 
effective control of government by the 
people. 

The ensuing analysis finds that special 
districts, at a given time and place, can be a 
useful tool of government, but their use as 
effective instruments of government is often 
limited. There appear to be two major 
reasons for this limitation. 

First, all too often, the activities of indi- 
vidual or groups of special districts are not 
properly coordinated and integrated with 
the activities and programs of general gov- 
ernment. The lack of coordination and 
integration exists both at the local level in 
terms of total impact of governmental pro- 
grams, and at regional, State, and National 
levels in terms of the role of district activities 
in broader-based functional prdgrams. 

Second, special districts usually are per- 
mitted to outlive their value in a given situa- 
tion. Districts are created to meet par- 
ticular problems or demands for services. 
When the problem is resolved, when the 
service can be provided more effectively by 
another unit of government, or when circum- 
stances change, the district should be dis- 



solved. Unfortunately, this rarely happens. 
In attempting to define the role of special 

districts in the structure of American gov- 
ernment, it is first necessary to determine 
exactly what governmental units are being 
considered. This is extremely important 
because the extent of the problems associ- 
ated with special districts and the alterna- 
tives available for their resolution turn on 
the definition used. Dr. Bollens uses the 
following definition : 

"They are organized entities, possessing a 
structural form, an official name, perpet- 
ual succession, and the rights to sue and 
to be sued, to make contracts, and to ob- 
tain and dispose of property. They have 
officers who are popularly elected or are 
chosen by other public officials. They 
have a high degree of public accounta- 
bility. Moreover, they have consider- 
able fiscal and administrative independ- 
ence from other governments. The 
financial and administrative criteria 
distinguish special districts and other gov- 
ernments from all dependent or subordi- 
nate districts and from most authorities 
which, lacking one or both of these 
standards, are not governmental units. 
However, some entities legally identified 
as authorities, especially those in public 
housing, meet the requirements and are 
considered as special district govern- 
ments * * *. Unlike most other govern- 
ments, individual special districts usually 
provide only one or a few functions. In 
this respect they most closely resemble 
the townships in a number of Midwestern 
states, but it is not difficult to differentiate 
them." 

But prior to this descriptive definition he 
says that: "Much of the analysis that follows 

4Zbid. ,  Bollens, pp. 1-2. The Bollens' definition was 
based on the 1952 classification used by the Bureau of the 
Census. 

seeks to answer fully * * *" the question 
of "What are special districts?" 

While most special districts, as Bollens 
points out, are authorized to undertake one, 
or a limited number of related functions, 
some have such broad statutory authority 
that they come near being units of generai 
local government. For example, the In- 
dian Lake Shores Fire District in Rhode 
Island is authorized to undertake water sup- 
ply, fire protection, police, life saving, street 
lighting, and garbage disposal systems, "or 
any similar system deemed necessary for the 
protection of lives and property within the 
district or for the general improvement, up- 
building and beautifying of district prop- 
erty." V n  fact, the powers granted to this 
district are broader than the powers pos- 
sessed by counties and towns in many States. 
Similarly, conservation and reclamation 
districts in Texas are, pursuant to the State 
constitution, authorized to undertake ( 1 ) 
domestic, commercial, and industrial water 
supply; (2)  irrigation; (3)  flood control; 
(4)  drainage and reclamation; (5) forest 
preservation; (6) hydroelectric power; ( 7  ) 
,water conservation; (8) navigation; and 
(9) sewage and refuse collection and dis- 
posal functions." 

The Controller of the State of California 
issues an annual report on financial trans- 
actions of special districts in California, in 
which they are defined as "those districts 
existing and operating under certain speci- 
fied statutory authorizations as listed in" a 
specific table.7 The Controller's definition 

Zbid., Bird, p. 8.  
Art. XVI, Sec. 59, Constitution of Texas. See also 

Woodworth G .  Thrombley, Special Districts and Authori- 
ties in Texas  (Institute of Public Affairs: University of 
Texas: l959),  p. 62. 
' State Controller, Annual Report of Financial T m n s -  

actions Concerning Special Districts of California-Fiscal 
Year 1960-61 (Sacramento), p. ix. See also State Comp- 
troller, Special Report on Municipal Affairs  (State of 
New York, 1963). This report indicates the existence of 
4,905 special districts in New York State compared with 
970 indicated by the Bureau of the Census. 



excludes school districts and irrigation dis- 
tricts, but includes over 1,000 governmental 
units not included as special districts by the 
Bureau of the Census. 

The starting point for the Bureau of the 
Census definition of special districts is its 
definition of "governmental entities." The 
Bureau provides the following summary 
definition of such an entity: 

A government is an organized entity 
which, in addition to having govern- 
mental character, has sufficient discretion 
in the management of its own affairs to 
distinguish it as separate from the ad- 
ministrative structure of any other gov- 
ernmental unit.' 

The summary definition contains the fol- 
lowing three elements: (1  ) existence as an 
organized entity ; ( 2 ) governmental char- 
acter; and (3)  substantial autonomy. Each 
of these criteria is explained in some detail 
by the Bureau " and each is subject to dif- 
ferent interpretations, some permitting 
greater leeway to the interpreter than 
others; each is a factor in determining 
whether a particular entity is or is not a 
special district. 

No specific definition of special districts 
is provided by the Bureau. Instead, after 
listing State, county, municipal, and town- 
ship governments, they state : "there exist 
many offshoots from the regular structure 
in the form of single-function and multi- 
function districts, authorities, commissions, 
boards, and other entities that have varying 
degrees of autonomy." 

The Bureau attempts to apply its criteria 
to the statutory provisions authorizing the 
district and thus minimize subjective analy- 
sis. Applying these concepts, the Bureau 

U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Gouernments: 
1962, Vol .  I ,  Governmental Organization ( U . S .  Govern- 
ment Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1963), p. 15. 

"bid., pp. 15-16. 

4 

found 18,323 special districts in the United 
States in 1962, exclusive of school districts. 
However, even if such criteria are accepted? 
certain questions, relating essentially to 
items 2 and 3 above as applied to special dis- 
tricts must be raised. 

Governmental character is determined by 
such factors as the procedure for selection 
of officials of the entity, degree of its public 
responsibility, and reporting requirements 
or accessibility of information to the gen- 
eral public. Entities having the power to 
tax or issue obligations whose interest is 
exempt from the Federal income tax are 
commonly regarded as governmental in 
nature. This permits the inclusion of cer- 
tain entities, such as utility districts, though 
they provide what is sometimes considered 
to be a nongovernmental service. At the 
same time, certain entities, such as agricul- 
tural stabilization committees, local devel- 
opment loan corporations, and cooperative 
associations for water supply, marketing, or 
construction, do not meet this standard. 

The element of substantial autonomy is 
of particular significance and, as defined by 
the Bureau, is based on the degree of fiscal 
or administrative independence of the 
entity. Fiscal independence is related to the 
power of the entity to determine its budget 
without review or detailed modification by 
other governments, including the power to 
fix tax rates or service charges, or to issue 
debt. Administrative independence is de- 
termined by such factors as popular elec- 
tion of the governing body, and nature of the 
governing body, that is, do its members 
come from more than one unit of general 
government, are the functions performed by 
the entity essentially different from those of 
its creating government unit and not subject 
to specification thereby? 

The Bureau goes on to say that some local 
government agencies which might be classi- 



fied as independent, based on the above 
criteria, are not entitled to such classifica- 
tion and are therefore classified "as being 
parts of other 'parent' governmental units 
where integration is evidenced by char- 
acteristics (usually more than one) such as 
the following: 

(1 )  appointment of officers by the 
chief executive of the parent government 
or ex officio membership ; 

( 2 )  whether agency facilities comple- 
ment service, or take the place of facili- 
ties, originally provided by the creating 
government; 

( 3 )  reversion of agency responsibility 
and property to the creating government 
upon retirement of debt; 

(4 )  requirements for approval of 
agency plans by creating governments; 
and 

(5 )  specification by parent govern- 
ment as to location and types of facilities 
the agency may operate." 

The Bureau states that application of these 
criteria presents "little difficulty in many 
instances," but that in some cases it is forced 
to take into account " ( 1 ) local attitudes as 
to whether the type of unit involved is inde- 
pendent or not, and ( 2 )  the effect of the 
decision upon collection and presentation of 
statistics of governmental finances and 
employment." 

For purposes of this report, the definition 
and classifications utilized by the Bureau of 
the Census are accepted as a starting point. 
Thus, school districts, which were included 
in Dr. Bollen's study cited earlier, are ex- 
c l u d e d . ' V h a t  the Bureau of the Census 
calls "subordinate taxing areas" are also ex- 
- 

lo The Commission recognizes the fact that independent 
school districts are special districts and create numerous 
complex intergovernmental problems which warrant care- 
ful study, but, because of the unique factors associated 
with the education function, feels that school districts 
must be the subject of a separate study. 

cluded here but they were included in the 
previously-cited report of the State Con- 
troller of California. However, the prob- 
lem of definition will be raised throughout 
the report, especially where the factors cited 
by the Bureau of the Census and those cited 
in studies of particular State or geographic 
areas are significantly different. Out of this 
will emerge an identification of those units of 
government which should be subject to 
various recommendations made at the con- 
clusion of this report. Such units will differ 
from those included within the definition of 
the Bureau of the Census. 

There are inherent limitations in the 
Census statistics on special districts, and, 
while some generalizations are possible, indi- 
vidual analysis of a given State, a rural or 
urban area, or even a given community, is 
necessary to determine whether intergov- 
ernmental problems allegedly created by 
special districts are actually present within 
the particular jurisdiction. The demand 
for governmental services, the existing gov- 
ernmental structure, and thus the criteria 
for evaluating the role of special districts, 
differ quite markedly in different settings 
and there is great variation among the 
States. Interstate, metropolitan, suburban, 
nonmetropolitan urban, and rural areas 
each present different considerations in any 
evaluation of the role of special districts. 
Accordingly, it seems appropriate to at- 
tempt to develop some conclusions and 
recommendations applicable to all special 
districts, and some applicable to specific 
types of special districts. 

Chapter I1 of this report presents a brief 
overview of the legal and administrative 
procedures for creation of special districts. 

Chapter I11 summarizes the types of spe- 
cial districts and their finances as compiled 
by the Bureau of the Census. I t  includes an 



analysis of the geographic distribution of the 
various types of districts. 

Chapter IV analyzes the extent to which 
the existing distribution of special districts 
can be related to any particular region, type 
of problem, or provision of State law. 

Chapter V briefly reviews the overall fis- 
cal activities of special districts. 

Chapter VI examines existing relation- 
ships between special districts and units of 
general government. This relates to factors 
involving coordination of their activities 
with the appropriate unit of general govern- 
ment, as well as the types of controls exer- 
cised by these units over special districts. 

Chapter VII discusses the various factors 
influencing the creation of special districts. 
No attempt is made to evaluate these factors 
or to determine which,,if any, should play a 
part in determining whether a particular 
governmental service should or should not 
be undertaken by a special district. 

Chapter VIII develops a set of criteria 
which may be used in determining whether, 
in a given situation, a special district might 
be created to provide a particular govern- 
mental service. 

Chapter IX contains the conclusions and 
recommendations of the Commission. 



Chapter II 

HOW SPECIAL DISTRICTS ARE CREATED 

Special districts, as governmental entities, 
require prior enabling legislation or other 
statutory authority before they can be cre- 
ated or can undertake the performance of 
any function. While some State constitu- 
tions contain specific references authorizing 
the creation of certain types of special dis- 
tricts,' the constitutional provisions nor- 
mally are not self-executing and further 
legislative action is necessary before one can 
be created. In most instances the power 
of State legislatures to authorize the crea- 
tion of special districts is not derived from 
specific constitutional provisions; in most 
instances it is derived from the legislature's 
general power to create units of local 
government. 

The number of individual State statutory 
authorizations for the creation of special 
districts is summarized in table 1. These 
data are derived from "the individual-state 
descriptions" appearing in Gouernmental 
Organization, Census of Governments: 
1962.' The figures differ from the classifi- 
cation of districts by type in the Census Bu- 
reau enumerations because the "individual- 
state descriptions" permit more detailed 
differentiation. The column heading "By 
general statute" is based on the types of 
districts which are authorized by one or 

'Richard A. Edwards (ed.),  Index Digest of State Con- 
stitutions (Columbia University: Legislative Research 
Drafting Fund, 1959), pp. 354-358; and indicated cross 
references. 

a Ibid.,  Bureau of the Census, pp. 243-372. 

more individual acts of general applicability 
in the State. 

The State descriptions indicate that at 
least 589 special districts were created by 
special acts of State legislatures. Further 
indication of the fact that districts are often 
used to meet specific situations is that 36 
general authorizing statutes have been 
utilized in only one instance. Finally, 101 
general authorizing statutes and 88 special 
acts remain on the statute books with no 
districts functioning pursuant to such 
authority. 

Two or more special districts were in ex- 
istence under one or more State statutes 
authorizing 333 specific types of districts in 
the 50 States. In many of the 333 instances 
there is more than one authorizing statute 
for the creation of a given type of district. 
At least two, and in most States, three or 
four of the following types of housing and 
urban renewal authorities are authorized : 
( a )  a city authority; (b )  a county authority; 
(c)  a joint city-county authority; and (d  j a 
joint county authority. Similarly, many of 
the natural resource districts enumerated as 
irrigation, drainage, flood control, water 
resources, and water supply, are authorized 
by numerous separate general statutes. In 
some instances these variations are not listed 
separately in the Bureau of the Census de- 
scriptive material, but are discussed at 
length in various State studies. Examples 
of this are three different authorizations for 
drainage districts in Maryland; three for 



TABLE 1 .--Statutory Authorizations for Types of Special Districts. by State. 1962 

Number of types of districts authorized 

State 

Northeast : 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Maine 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Hampshire 
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Massachusetts 
RhodeIsland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NewYork . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NewJersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Midwest : 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Michigan 

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Illinois 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wisconsin 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Minnesota 

Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Missouri 

North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  South Dakota 

Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

South : 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Delaware 

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Virginia 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  West Virginia 
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arkansas 

Southwest : 
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Arizona 
West : 

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Idaho 

Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Washington 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Oregon 

Nevada 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  California 

Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

U.S. Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Census of Gouernmentr; 7962. Vo'ol . I.  Governm~ntal 0 7 .  qanization (U.S. Government 
Printing Office. Washington. D.C .. 1 963). pp . 243-372 . 



library districts in Indiana; three for water 
supply districts in Illinois; nine for water 
conservation districts in Texas; and five for 
flood control districts in California. 

The addition of all statutes authorizing 
districts of an individual type which are not 
given separate enumeration by the Census 
Bureau would significantly increase the 
number of authorizing  statute^.^ A final 
point should also be noted. The Bureau of 
the Census notes that certain general type 
improvemnet districts, called "fire districts" 
in Connecticut, are, in some instances, cre- 
ated pursuant to general authorizing legis- 
lation and in others by special act. The 
numerical breakdown between the two 
types of authorizing procedures is not 
provided. The same situation occurs with 
respect to conservation and reclamation dis- 
tricts in Texas. Woodworth G. Thrombley, 
writing in 1959, states that the Texas Legis- 
lature had created 115 water districts or 
authorities by special act to that date.4 

Legislative authorization for the creation 
of special districts continues at a rapid pace. 
In 1963, Texas, by special act, authorized 
the creation of 36 districts ( 15 hospital, 19 
conservation and reclamation, 1 port, and 
1 road district) which probably will be in- 
cluded as special districts by the Bureau of 
the C e n s u s . V t h e r  examples of 1963 leg- 
islative action authorizing the creation of 
additional districts include : North Dakota, 
airport authorities; "Florida, soil, shore, 

'The  State of Washington presents an  example of the 
difficulties involved. The Census enumeration of special 
districts by function indicates 14 types, including a miscel- 
laneous group. The individual-State description for 
Washington used for developing table 1, indicates 22 types, 
and a recent Washington study indicates 44 authorizing 
statutes for the various types of districts. Ruth Ittner, 
Special Districts in the State of Washington (Seattle: 
University of Washington, Bureau of Governmental Re- 
search, 1963), pp. 10-12. 
' Ibid. ,  Thrombley, p .  46. 
' Institute of Public Affairs, T h e  5 8 t h  Texas Legislature, 

A Review of Its Work (University of Texas, 1963), Ap- 
pendix A, pp. 62-64. 

'North Dakota, Ch. 77, Session Laws, 1963. 

and beach preservation districts; Okla- 
homa, public nonprofit rural water dis- 
tricts; and Utah, library districts.' 

In 1963, States also expanded the powers 
of existing special districts in many in- 
stances. Thus, in Nebraska sanitary and 
improvement districts are now authorized 
to "provide for establishing, maintaining, 
and constructing water mains, sewers, and 
disposal plants * * *; for establishing, 
maintaining, and constructing public roads, 
streets, and highways, * * *; and may 
contract for electricity for street lighting 
for the public streets and highways within 
the districts, and shall have power to pro- 
vide for acquisition, improvement, main- 
tenance, and operation of public parks, 
playgrounds, and recreational facilities." '" 
Utah joined the growing group of States 
which permit soil conservation districts to 
engage in water conservation and flood 
control activities.'' 

From analysis of table 1, and the above 
examples of State action during the 1963 
legislative sessions, it is apparent that the 
scope of special district legislation presently 
on the statute books, and being enacted at 
a steady pace, is quite significant. 

Generally, statutory authorization for 
special districts is the first step in their cre- 
ation. Such legislation merely provides the 
legal basis pursuant to which the district 
may be created. This is ahvays true with 
respect to general statutes and usually true 
with respect to special acts. Further action 
must be taken either by the residents of the 
area and/or appropriate units of general lo- 
cal government or designated State agency. 

Where a unit of general local government 
initiates the process, its governing body 

' Florida, Ch. 51 1,  Session Laws, 1963. 
Oklahoma, House Bill No. 837. 

" Utah, Ch. 57 ,  Session Laws, 1963. 
'' Nebraska, Legislative Bill No. 53, 1963. 

Utah, Ch. 149, Session Laws, 1963. 
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adopts an ordinance (or resolution) speci- 
fying the need for creation of a district. 
Thereafter, one of two procedures is fol- 
lowed. The ordinance itself automatically 
creates the district and, except for the selec- 
tion of the governing body of the district, no 
further action need be taken. Under the 
second procedure, the ordinance merely 
serves as the mechanism pursuant to which 
a local referendum is held on whether or 
not the special district shall be created. A 
public hearing generally is required at some 
point under either procedure. 

In other instances the initiative for im- 
plementing special district legislation rests 
with the people themselves. Under this 
procedure, a petition for the creation of the 
district, directed to the legislative body of 
the appropriate unit of general local gov- 
ernment, a local court, or an appropriate 
State agency, is circulated to obtain a re- 
quired number of signatures. In some in- 
stances the body petitioned has authority 
to create the district after hearing, usually 
with the power to alter boundaries based on 
the information received during the public 
hearing. In other instances, after the hear- 
ing, the petitioned body will call for a refer- 
endum within the area to be encompassed 
by the district. 

Regardless of the procedure utilized, 
after the final action of the creating body 
is taken, with or without the referendum, 
the governing body of the special district is 
then selected. The process for selection 
varies significantly, not only among States, 
but among various types of districts within 
a given State. The most common selection 
procedures are (1  ) popular election and 
( 2 )  appointment by the appropriate unit 
or units of general government. In a num- 
ber of instances, selection of all or a part of 
the district governing body is made by a 
court or a State agency or official. Some 

State statutes permit the initiating petition- 
ers to determine, in the petition, whether 
the directors shall be elected or appointed. 

In the 1963 legislative sessions, three 
States-Texas, California, and Nevada- 
enacted legislation which significantly mod- 
ified their procedures for creation of special 
districts. California directed the creation 
of a "Local Agency Formation Commis- 
sion" in each county.'' The Commission 
consists of five members, two appointed by 
municipalities within the county and two 
by the county governing body (these four 
members must be officers in their respective 
governments), and one member appointed 
by the other four. The commissions, with 
some exceptions, are to review all "pro- 
posals for the creation of special districts" 
within their respective counties. Prior to 
commencement of any proceedings to create 
a special district, the proposal must be 
placed before the Formation Commission 
for its consideration as to whether or not the 
district should be created. The commission 
is directed to adopt "standards and proced- 
ures for the evaluation of proposals for the 
creation of cities or special districts," con- 
sidering such factors as : 

" ( 1 ) Population; population density; 
land area and land uses; per capita as- 
sessed valuation; topography, natural 
boundaries, and drainage basins; prox- 
imity to other population areas; the like- 
lihood of significant growth in the areas, 
and in adjacent incorporated and unin- 
corporated areas, during the next l% 
years. 

( 2 )  Need for organized community 
services; the present cost and adequacy 
of governmental bervices and controls in 
the area; probabie future needs for such 
services and conirols; probable effect of 

'' California, Ch. 1808,~'~ession Laws, 1963. 



the proposed formation and of alterna- compact and the proposed compact is then 
tive courses of action on the cost and ade- introduced in the respective State legisla- 
quacy of services and controls in the area tures for appropriate action. Normally, a 
* .  

and adjacent areas. 
( 3 )  The effect of the proposed forma- 

tion, and of alternative actions, on adja- 
cent areas, on mutual social and economic 
interests and on the local governmental 
structure of the county." 

If the commission disapproves the forma- 
tion of the proposed district, no further 
proceedings to form the district can be 
taken. 

The Nevada legislation l3 prohibits the 
formation of special districts within 7 miles 
of the boundaries of an existing incorpor- 
ated or unincorporated town, "unless a pe- 
tition for annexation to or inclusion within 
such incorporated city or unincorporated 
town of such lands has first been filed with 
the governing body * * * (of the appro- 
priate municipality) * * * and the gov- 
erning body thereof has refused to annex 
or include such lands and has entered the 
fact of such refusal in its minutes." The 

Texas statute " is of the same effect as the 
Nevada statute, except that the 7-mile fig- 
ure varies between one-half mile for cities 
under 5,000 population to 5 miles for those 
over 100,000 population. Both these stat- 
utes are efforts on the part of the respec- 
tive States to discourage the formation of 
special districts on the fringes of existing 
municipalities. 

The Bureau of the Census lists 1 1  inter- 
state compact agencies as special districts 
in the United States. Procedures utilized 
for the establishment of interstate compacts 
are quite standard. Officials from the 
States involved agree upon the terms of the 

l3  Nevada, Ch. 3 10, Session Laws, 1963. 
l4 Texas, Ch. 160, Session Laws. 1963. 

resolution to approve the proposed compact 
is then introduced in the Congress by the 
congressional delegations from the respec- 
tive States. Upon passage of the State 
authorizing legislation and congressional 
consent legislation, the interstate compact 
agency can be brought into being. In most 
instances the next step is for the governor 
to appoint the State's representatives of the 
particular compact agency. In a few com- 
pact agencies, appointments are made from 
local areas. 

Recent congressional enactments have 
significantly modified the procedure for cre- 
ation of compact agencies in certain fields. 
Some agencies established pursuant to the 
modified procedure might meet the Census 
Bureau classification as a special district. 
Under the modified procedure, Congress en- 
acts "consent in advance" legislation'which 
permits two or more States to enter into 
compacts as specified in the Federal statute. 
While this type of legislation has been used 
at  various times by Congress,'?he functions 
covered by recent legislation of this type 
are of particular significance in the context 
of special districts. Subjects covered by 
such legislation include highway safety," 
airport," and p lann ing . 'Vhi le  the plan- 
ning compact consent is extremely recent, 
at least three State have already specifically 
authorized their local governments to enter 
into compacts or agreements with similar 
units in other States for planning purposes." 

l3 See Frederick L. Zimmerman and Mitchell Wendell, 
The Law and Use of Interstate Compacts (Chicago: 
Council of State Governments, 1961 ), p. 25. 
'' Public Law 85-684, 72 Stat. 635. 
l7 Public Law 86-154, 73 Stat. 333. 
'Vublic Law 87-70, 75 Stat. 170. 
If' Alabama, Public Act 584, 1963; Iowa, House File 77, 

1963; and Massachusetts, Ch. 448, Session Laws, 1963. 



Chapter I11 
TYPES OF SPECIAL DISTRICTS BY FUNCTION' 

In order to determine what role, if any, 
special districts should play in the structure 
of American government, it is necessary to 
consider the functions they perform and to 
relate these functions to the general respon- 
sibilities of government. 

These relationships can be analyzed from 
several points of view : first, the role, if any, 
that general government plays in the crea- 
tion of the special district; second, the fi- 
nancial relationships that exist between gen- 
eral government and the special district; 
and, finally, the relationship that exists be- 
tween the two in the actual performance of 
their respective functions. Analysis of the 
latter two relationships requires -use of in- 
formation relating to different types of spe- 
cial districts. 

In the following analysis various types of 
districts are grouped according to the func- 
tions performed. The functions are placed 
in four groupings: ( A )  urban-type func- 
tions, including fire protection, water supply, 
sewerage disposal, parks and recreation, 
utility, port, and airport operations, and 
housing and urban renewal; (B)  mixed 
urban and nonurban functions, applicable 
to both urban and rural areas, including hos- 
pital, health, library, and highway; ( C )  
natural resource functions, generally related 
to nonurban areas, including soil conserva- 
tion, drainage, irrigation, and flood control; 

' T h e  discussion of incidence and financing of special 
district activities contained in this chapter is based on 
statistical data appearing in App. A. 

and ( D )  miscellaneous functions, including 
cemeteries and those other functions which 
the Bureau of the Census did not classify 
specifically. 

Reference is made to the concentration 
of special districts in the States and the con- 
centration of district expenditures. The 
concentration percentage, both of the State 
incidence of types of districts and their ex- 
penditures, is most revealing. With some 
exccptions, individual types of districts are 
concentrated in a few States and, as meas- 
ured by their financial activities, an even 
higher degree of concentration is present. 
This functional concentration is often over- 
looked when considering overall National 
and State district totals, yet it has a signifi- 
cant impact on the problems which may or 
may not be associated with the use of special 
districts in a given State. There has been 
an increasing dispersion of most types of 
districts among the States between 1952 and 
1962. But despite the increased dispersion 
there generally has been a greater concen- 
tration of district financial activities. 

In considering the latter, it must be noted 
that expenditures for multifunction districts 
appear under an individual type of district 
even though the multifunction district itself 
is not included as a district in that category. 
This statistical technique will result in ex- 
penditures for a given type of district even 
though none may be listed as being in exist- 
ence in the State. Finally, special districts 
engaged in two or more functions are carried 



by the Census Bureau as a single-function 
district unless they had outstanding debt 
over $100,000 or employed five or more full- 
time employees. 

Multifunction, multicounty, and inter- 
state spccial districts are considered sepa- 
rately because of their special features. This 
means that the latter two types will appear 
under two subheadings in this chapter-the 
special classification and functional classi- 
fication. 

Fil c. Dictrtct 

!)I rlrzct r 

A. Urban-Type Functions 

I .  Firc Districts 

Fire districts were reported in 29 States 
by the Census in 1962, 23 States in 1957, 
and 19 in 1952. Growth in the number of 
States with fire districts occurred mainly in 
the South and Midwest. With the excep- 
tion of IIlinois and Nebraska, such districts 
exist in large numbers only in the West and 
Northeast. 

Expenditures (in thousands) 
-- -- - -. - 

7'otal .5-.'?fat~ total P~rcmt Total 5-Statr total Perwnt 

1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3,229 2,420 74 .9  $44,852 $35,589 79. 3 
(N.Y., Ill., Calif., Nebr., Wash.) (N.Y., Calif., I l l . ,  Wash., Orrg.) 

1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,624 2,118 80 .7  $31,132 $25,108 80. 7 
(N.Y., Ill., Calif., Ncbr., Wash.) (N.Y., 'Calif., Ill., Wash., Mo.) 

1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2,272 1.786 78. 6 
(N.Y., Ill., Calif., Wash., Nebr.) 

Total expenditures for fire protection by 
special districts were $44.9 million in 1962. 
This was 4.0 percent of the $1.1 billion total 
local government expenditures for this pur- 
pose, compared with 3.8 percent of $800 
million in 1957. The percent of local fire 
protection expenditures borne by special dis- 
tricts varied from a low of 0.02 percent in 
Texas to a high of 19.4 percent in Oregon, 
which was the only State where district cx- 
pcnditures approached 20 percent of total 
local cxpenditures for this purpose, while 
such expenditures exceeded 10 percent of the 
total in five States. District cxpenditures 
for fire protection exceeded $1 million in 
nine States and were under $1 00,000 in nine 
States. In 1962, such expenditures totaled 
$32 million for current operations and $1 3 
million for capital construction. District 
revenues are derived largely from the prop- 
crty tax or spccial assessments. 

2. W a t e r  Supply Districts 

'I'hc watcr supply district is the second 
most numerous among districts performing 

urban-type functions in the United States. 
I t  is also a rapidly growing unit of govern- 
ment. There were 1,502 of them in 1962, 
compared with 665 in 1952. 

Water supply districts were found in 36 
States in 1962, compared with 35 and 33 in 
1957 and 1952, respectively. There appears 
to be no regional pattern in their use. Con- 
trary to the use of fire districts and, as noted 
later, several other types, there has been no 
significant increase in the number of States 
having water districts during the past 10 
years. 

Total expenditures by districts for water 
supply purposes during 1962 were $385 mil- 
lion, or 18.6 percent of the $2.1 billion ex- 
penditures for this purpose by all local gov- 
crnments. District expenditures, as a per- 
cent of all local expenditures for this pur- 
pose, increased from 12.3 percent to 18.6 
pcrccnt between 1957 and 1962. 

Special district expenditures for water 
supply as a percent of total local expendi- 
tures for this purpose rangcd from a low of 
less than 0.1 percent in Arizona and Iowa to 



a high of 93.2 percent in Maine. In four nine States they accounted for between 20 
States-Maine, Nevada, California, and and 50 percent, and in six States for between 
Connecticut-they accounted for more than 10 and 20 percent of total local expendi- 
50 percent of total local expenditures. In  tures. 

Water Supply District Concentrations 

Districts Expenditures (in thousands) 

Total 5-State total Percent Total 5-State total Percent 
1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,296 721 55.6 $385,246 $270,313 70. 2 

(Calif., Tex., Oreg., Wash., Colo. or Mass.) (Calif., Tex., Md., Wash., Colo.) 
1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  896 541 60.4 $195,903 $137,864 70. 4 

(Calif., Oreg., Wash., Tex., Mass.) (Calif., Tex., Md., Tenn., Conn.) 
1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  663 432 65. 2 

(Calif., Wash., Oreg., Maine, Mass.) 
1 Excludes Pennsylvania. 

Water supply districts had total net re- 35 States reporting such expenditures in 
ceipts of $187.3 million in 1962, and ex- 1962. California accounted for 53.9 per- 
penditures of $1 20 million for current opera- cent of all district expenditures for water 

tions and $218 million for capital outlays. PUrPOSe" 

District expenditures were over $1 million 3. Housing and Urban Renewal Districts 
in 24 States and under $1 00,000 in 2 of the There were 1,099 housing and urban re- 

Housing and Urban Renewal Di.rtrict Concentrations 

Districts Expenditures (in thousands) 

Total 5-State total Percent Total 5-State total Percent 

1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1,099 591 53. 8 $497, 518 $261,710 52. 6 
(Ga., Tex., Ill., Ala., Mass.) (Ill., N.J., Pa., Mass., Tenn.) 

1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  969 512 52.8 $255,079 $127,418 50.0 
(Ga., Tex., Ill., Mass., Ah.) (Ill., Pa., Mass., Calif., Ala.) 

1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  863 454 52. 6 
(Mass., Ill., Ga., Tex., Calif.) 

newal authority districts in 1962.' Such Of the 34 States reporting district expendi- 
districts were enumerated in 36 States and tures for this purpose in 1962, 31 had ex- 
the District of Columbia in each of the last penditures over $1 million and only 1 
three Censuses of Governments, while every under $100,000- In 15 States, district ex- 

region of the country had at least 2 States penditures for Over 90 Percent 

in which thev were not utilized. one of of State and local expenditures for housing 

the most surprising features of the distribu- and urban renewal purposes. These dis- 

tion of housing and urban renewal authori- tricts had current expenditures of $197 mil- 
lion and capital outlays of $300 million in ties is their frequent use in the less urban 
1962. In addition to funds from other 

of the South and Midwest' Georgia levels of government, they received service 
has 163 such authorities and Alabama, 104. charge revenues of $226 million in 962. 
' According to Housing and Home Finance Agency fig- 4. sewerage Districts 

ures, there were approximately 2,000 housing, urban re- 
newal, or housing and urban renewal agencies in the 50 There were 937 sewerage districts in the - 
Statrs in 1964. Some are integrated departments of local 
government and some arc classified as subordinate agencies United States in 1962, compared with 429 
by the Bureau of the Census. in 1952. Sewerage districts are found in 



each region of the country and they are constitute the only single-function-type dis- - 
utilized to a significant extent in individual trict for which the Bureau of the Census pro- 
States. In 1962, sewerage districts were vides SMSA, non-SMSA data, where sig- 
in existence in 38 States, compared with 34 nificantly more than half of the districts are 
in 1957 and 29 in 1952. Sewerage districts located in SMSA's. 

Sewerage District Concentrations l 

Districts Expenditures (in thousands) 

Total 5-State total Percmt Total 5-State total Percent 

1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  682 466 68.3 $206,227 $150,221 72. 8 
(Calif., Colo., Nebr., Ill., N.J.) (Ill., Calif., Wash., N.J., Wis.) 

1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  451 318 70.5 $114,298 $86,872 76. 0 
(Calif., Colo., Ill., Nebr., Wash.) (Ill., Calif., Md., Wis., Utah) 

1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42 9 308 71. 8 
(Calif., Ill., Colo., Maine, Wash.) 

1 Excludes Pennsylvania. 

Expenditures for sewerage disposal pur- 
poses by districts were $259 million, or 20.3 
percent of the total $1.3 billion local ex- 
penditures in 1962. They were $114 mil- 
lion in 1957, or 12.6 percent of total local 
expenditures of $909 million. 

As a percent of total local expenditures, 
district expenditures ranged from a low of 
less than 0.1 percent in Vermont to a high 
of 65.4 percent in Washington. In six States 
their expenditures constituted more than 50 
percent of local expenditures for this pur- 
pose, while in nine States it was between 20 
and 50 percent, and in two it was between 
10 and 20 percent. 

In 1962 such expenditures exceeded $1 
million in 19 States and were under $100,- 
000 in 5 States. User charges produced 

for sewerage districts include grants from 
all levels of general government and special 
assessments. 

5. Park and Recreation Llistricls 
Of the special districts classified as under- 

taking urban-type functions, park and rec- 
reation districts have exhibited the greatest 
rate of growth during the past 10 years, from 
194 in 1952 to 488 in 1962. However, only 
one such district exists in 11 of the 24 States 
in which they were reported in 1962. 

The State distribution of park districts 
shows no regional patterns except for their 
rarity in the Northeast. While the Census 
Bureau does not provide a breakdown of 
these districts according to SMSA, non- 
SMSA utilization, their distribution by 
States would seem to indicate that the ma- 

- - 

$64.3 million. Additional revenue sources jority are outside metropolitan areas. 

Park and Recreation District Concentrations 

Districts Expenditures ( in thousands) 

Total 5-State total Percent Total 5-State total Percent 
1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  488 41 6 85.2 $92,581 $81,623 88. 2 

(Ill., N. Dak., Calif., Ohio, Pa.) (Ill., Calif., Pa., Ohio, Md.) 
1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  316 287 90.8 $60,423 $56,086 92. 8 

(Ill., N. Dak., Calif., La., Ohio) (Ill., Calif., Md., Mich., Ohio) 
1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  194 180 92. 8 

(Ill., Calif., Ohio, N. Dak., Oreg.) 



In 1962 district expenditures for park and 
recreation purposes were $92.6 million, com- 
pared with total local expenditures of $886 
million. District expenditures were 10.5 
percent of total local expenditures for this 
purpose in 1962, compared with 9.9 percent 
in 1957. As a percentage of total local ex- 
penditures for this purpose, district expendi- 
tures ranged from a low of less than 0.005 
percent in Florida to a high of 78.1 percent 
in North Dakota. Only in Illinois and 
North Dakota did district expenditures ex- 
ceed 50 percent of total local expenditures, 
while Maryland was the only State where 
expenditures were between 20 and 50 per- 
cent of total local expenditures. In five 
States district expenditures were between 10 
and 20 percent of total local expenditures. 
Illinois accounted for over half of park and 
recreation district expenditures. 

District expenditures for park and recrea- 
tion purposes point up one important fact 
in the context of special districts. Mary- 
land, with only one such district, ranked 
fifth among these States in such expendi- 
tures, although 13 States had more than one 
such district and 8 States had 10 or more. 

Park and recreation district revenues are 
derived largely from property taxes, al- 
though service charges and intergovern- 
mental transfers also are sources. 

6. Utility Districts 
The Census Bureau classification of utility 

districts includes gas, electric, transporta- 
tion, and water supply. Excluding water 
supply districts (considered earlier), all but 
10 of the 1 16 other utility districts are gas or 
electric districts. In 1962 utility districts 
were used in 19 States, but there was only 
one such district in 6 States. 

Utility District Concentrations l 
Districts Expenditures ( i n  thousands) 

Total 5-State total Percent Total 5-State total Percent 
1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  116 79 68.1 $641,185 $526,647 82. 1 

(Nebr., Wash., Teqn., Ala., 3 with 6) (Ill., Nebr., Wash., Calif., Mass.) 
1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  97 66 68.0 $452,271 $373,153 82. 5 

(Nebr., Wash., Tenn., Ala., 2 with 6) (Ill. ,  Nebr., Wash., Mass., Ariz.) 
1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  105 8 1 77. 1 

(Nebr., Wash., Oreg., N.H., Ariz.) 

1 Excludes water supply districts. 

Comparison of district expenditures for 
utility purposes is somewhat difficult to 
evaluate because this function is usually per- 
formed by private enterprise and semipublic 
organizations such as rural electric coopera- 
tives. With this qualification, in 1962 dis- 
trict expenditures for these purposes were 
$641 million, or 27.1 percent of such total 
local expenditures of $2.4 billion. This 
compares with $452.3 million in 1957, or 
23.6 percent of total local expenditures. 
District expenditures as a percent of total 
localAexpenditures ranged from a low of 0.47 
percent in Kentucky to a high of 100 percent 
in Maine ($546,000) and Rhode Island 
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($235,000). District expenditures consti- 
tuted more than 50 percent of total local ex- 
penditures in six States, and between 20 and 
50 percent in four States. 

District expenditures for transit purposes 
were noted in six States-California, Geor- 
gia, Illinois, Massachusetts, New York, and 
Pennsylvania. They accounted for $234.2 
million of total utility expenditures and 
$240.3 million of the $582.4 million net re- 
ceipts of utility districts. 

7. Port Districts 
The Census Bureau reported 133 port and 

terminal districts in 1962, compared with 
13 6 in 195 2. The highest incidence of such 



districts occurred in the South and the three 
Pacific Coast States. Generally, the use of 
such districts is asociated with metropolitan 
areas, though in Washington and Oregon 

Port District 
Districts 

they are used often in nonmetropolitan areas 
as well. In 1962 only 8 States had more 
than 1 port district, whereas they existed in 
14 States. 

Concentrations 
Exfienditures ( i n  thousands) 

Total 5-State total Percent Total 5-State total Percent 
1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  133 116 87.2 $116,628 $109,464 93. 9 

(Wash., Oreg., Tex., Calif., Ha.) (N.Y., Wash., Tex., Calif., Oreg.) 
1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  105 87 82.9 $83,855 $74,894 89. 3 

(Wash., Oreg., Calif., Tex., Fla.) (N.Y., Tex., Wash., Ill., Calif.) 
1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  136 122 89. 7 

(Wash., Oreg., Fla., Tex., Miss.) 

8. Airport Districts 
The last type of district included as per- in 1952. At present, airport districts are 

forming an essentially urban-type function found in 14 States, compared with 5 in 1952. 
is the airport district. According to the These districts probably are used primarily 
Census, there were 76 of these in 1962, an in metropolitan areas in all States except 
increase of 230 percent from the 23 reported Illinois and Nebraska. 

Airport District Concentrations 
Districts Exfienditures ( i n  t h o m n d s )  

Total 5-State total Percent Total 5-State total Percent 
1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  76 64 84.2 $86,064 $83,953 97. 5 

(Ill., Pa., Nebr., N.C., Fla.) (N.Y., Minn., Ill., Wash., Oreg.) 
1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29 26 89.7 $88,504 $86,279 97. 5 

(Ill., N.C., 6 States with 1) (N.Y., Oreg., Minn., Ill., Wash.) 
1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  23 23 100 

(111. only State with more than 1 ) 

B. Mixed Urban and Nonurban Functions 

Four types of special districts which pro- 
vide services normally associated with cities 
are placed in this special category. This 
has been done because they probably occur 
most frequently in non-SMSA's or the outer 
portions of SMSA areas and, with one ex- 
ception, they show a relatively high concen- 
tration in a few States. 

1. Health and Hospital Districts 
a. Hospital Districts 

Between 1952 and 1962, hospital districts 
increased greatly, not only in their incidence 
but in the number of States where they were 
used. In 1952 there were 143 such districts 
in 11 States, and in 1962 there were 418 in 
25 States. 

With the exception of the Northeast, hos- 
pital districts occur in each region of the 
country, although the greatest concentra- 
tion is in the South and West. The State 
distribution of such districts indicates that 
most of them occur in nonmetropolitan 
areas. 

The primary source of hospital district 
funds is service charges, although some dis- 
tricts may levy property taxes. They also 
receive Federal funds for capital construc- 
tion purposes. 

b. Health Districts 
With the exception of highway districts 

health districts have shown the smallest in- 
crease between 1952 and 1962. There were 
231 such districts in 1962 and 228 in 1952. 

The data on health districts are to some 
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extent misleading because of the type of Health districts' responsibilities are ba- 
functions included. Those in Florida are sically of two types: (1)  regulatory (insur- 
mosquito control districts, whereas in the ing that health codes of the State or the 
other four States having more than one district are complied with), and (2) pro- 
health district, the unit has a more general viding certain types of health care within 
responsibility for public health matters. the community. 

Health and Hospital District Concentrations 

Hospital 

5-State 
Total total Percent 

41 8 267 63. 9 
(Ga., Calif., Fla., Ill., Ala.) 

345 238 69. 0 
(Ga., Calif., Fla., Ill., Ala.) 

, 143 121 84. 6 
(Calif., Ga., Fla., Ill., Wash.) 

Health Expenditures (in thousands) 

5-state 5-State 
Total total Percent Total total Percent 

231 223 96.5 $264,052 $1 96,379 74. 4 
(N.Y., Calif., Fla., Ill., Utah) (Ga., Calif., Fla., Tex., 111.) 

223 220 98.7 $138,136 $99,566 72. 1 
(N.Y., Calif., Fla., Ill., Utah) (Calif., Ga., Fla., Ill., Tex . )  

228 224 98. 2 
(N.Y., Calif., Fla., Ill., Utah) 

c. District Expenditures for Health and 
Hospitals 

District expenditures for health and hos- 
pital purposes were $264.1 million in 1962, 
compared with total State and local ex- 
penditures of $4.3 billion. Expenditures 
for health purposes accounted for less than 
$14 million of the district total. In 1962 
the districts accounted for 6.1 percent of 
total State and local expenditures for these 
purposes, compared with 4.3 percent in 
1957. 

District expenditures in relation to total 
State and local expenditures ranged from 
a low of less than one-hundredth of 1 per- 

cent in North Carolina to a high of 53.2 per- 
cent in Georgia. Such expenditures ac- 
counted for more than 20 percent of State 
and local expenditures in three States- 
Georgia, Florida, and Alabama-and ac- 
counted for between 10 and 20 percent in 
another three States. 

2. Library Districts 
In 1962 there were 349 library districts, 

compared with 269 in 1952. However, such 
districts were reported in only nine States. 
Library district revenues are derived largely 
from the property tax, though some Federal 
funds were also available. 

Library District Concentrations 

Districts Expenditures (in thousands) 

Total 5-State total Percent Total 5-State total Percent 
1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  349 326 93.4 $38,089 $37,228 97. 7 

(Ind., Mo., Ohio, Wash., Ill.) (Ohio, Ind., Mo., Wash., Calif.) 
1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  322 310 96. 3 $13,402 $13,078 97. 6 

(Ind., Mo., Ohio, Wash., 111.) (Ohio, Ind., Mo., Wash., Kansas) 
1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  269 266 98. 9 

(Ind., Mo., Ohio, Ill., Calif.) 

3. Highway and Street Lighting Districts significant shifts in their distribution among 

There were 773 highway districts in 1962, the States. They were reported for 22 
compared with 774 in 1952. Despite the Statesin 1962. 
stability in the number of highway districts The majority of such districts construct 
during the 10-year period, there have been and maintain roads or maintain street light- 



ing facilities on roads provided by a general ond instance. Some of the big toll road and 
unit of government. Most of them provide bridge authorities are also included in this 
a special benefit to property owners along a classification and they account for the bulk 
normally short road in the first instance, or of district expenditures for highway pur- 
in a relatively small community in the sec- poses. 

Highway District Concentrations 

Districts Expenditures ( i n  thousands) 

Total 5-State total Percent Total 5-State total Percent 

1962 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  773 712 92. 1 $130,725 $122,845 94. 0 
(Mo., Idaho, Oreg., N.J., Conn.) (N.Y., Va., N.J., Idaho, Mo.) 

1957 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  782 732 93.6  $98,891 $94,209 95. 3 
(Mo., Idaho, N.J., Oreg., Calif.) (N.Y., N.J., Va., Idaho, Mo.) 

1952 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  774 730 94. 3 
(Mo., Idaho, Calif., Kansas, Conn. or Md.) 

District expenditures for highway pur- 
poses were $1 30.7 million, or 1.3 percent of 
total State and local expenditures of $10.4 
billion for this purpose in 1962. In 1957 
such expenditures were $99 million, also 1.3 
percent of total State and local expenditures 
($7.8 billion). The range of these expendi- 
tures in relation to total State and local ex- 
penditures was from less than 0.1 percent in 
11 States to a high of 20.7 percent in Vir- 
ginia, which was the only State in which 
such expenditures exceeded 10 percent of 
the total. In only six States were such ex- 
penditures more than 1 percent of the total. 

Highway district expenditures are one 
of the most misleading among special dis- 
trict statistics. Two States-New York 
and Virginia-accounted for over $106 mil- 
lion of the $131 million total in 1962. 
However, in New York most of it was at- 
tributable to the Port of New York Author- 
ity (which is officially counted as a "multi- 
function" rather than as a highway district.) 
Most of the Virginia expenditures were by 
the Chesapeake Bay Bridge and Tunnel Dis- 
trict. 

C. Natural Resource Functions 

Special districts performing natural re- 
source functions are classified in four basic 

categories by the Bureau of Census. These 
are : ( 1 ) soil conservation districts; (2 )  
drainage districts; (3)  irrigation and water 
conservation districts; and (4) flood control 
districts. With the exception of soil con- 
servation districts, the inherent overlapping 
of functions among these districts is readily 
apparent, not only in the statutes authoriz- 
ing the districts but in their classification 
titles. The overlap has increased in recent 
years as a significant number of States have 
authorized soil conservation districts or sub- 
districts to engage in various aspects of 
water conservation, drainage, and flood con- 
trol functions. In addition, many natural 
resource districts have responsibilities which 
relate to water supply districts. 

Drainage and flood control districts arc 
concerned primarily with reducing or con- 
trolling the damage caused by natural dis- 
asters involving water. In some instances 
the potential for damage might be caused 
by industrial, commercial, or residential de- 
velopment which disturbs the natural drain- 
age flow. Irrigation and water conserva- 
tion districts and, to some extent drainage 
districts, are concerned with conserving 
water supply, as well as transporting avail- 
able water to areas which need it. Of the 
6,158 natural resource districts, 946 were in 
SMSA's. 



Natural Resource District Concentrations 

Natural resource districts 
less soil conser- Natural resource dzstricts 

Natural resource districts uation districts expenditures ( in thousands) - 
5-State 5-State 5-State 

Total total Percent Total total Percent Total total Percent 

1962.. . . . . . . . . . . 6,158 2,422 39.3 3,697 1,849 50.0 $176,698 $1 18, 938 67. 3 
(Ill., Calif., Tex., Nebr., Kansas) (Ill., Calif., Tex., Wash., Nebr.) (Calif., Tex., La., Ariz., Fla.) 

1957.. . . . . . . . . . . 5,543 2,085 37.6 3,258 1,653 50.7 $119,823 $84, 421 70. 5 
(Ill., Calif., Tex., Nebr., Miss.) (Ill., Calif., Wash., Mo., Nebr.) (Calif., Ariz., Tex., La., Wash.) 

1 952.. . . . . . . . . . . 5,224 2,074 39. 7 3,243 1, 687 52. 0 
[Ill.. Calif., Tex., Nebr., Miss. (Ill., Calif., Mo., Nebr., Wash.) 
, , 

or Mo.) 

1. Soil Conservation Districts 
With the exception of fire districts, soil 

conservation districts are the most numerous 
type of special district in the United States. 
There were 2,461 in 1962, compared with 
1,981 in 1952." 

The distribution of soil conservation dis- 
tricts is relatively uniform throughout the 
United States. They exist in large numbers 
in every region of the country, except the 
Northeast. The few districts in the North- 
east are due to fewer counties in these States 
and the county is the territorial unit of these 
districts in many States, and the relative 
geographic size of States in this region. 
The five States having the greatest number 
of these districts accounted for 26.8 percent 
of the total-the only type of district for 
which the five-State percentage was less 
than 50 percent. 

Since county lines provide the boundaries 
for many soil conservation districts and 
there are agricultural areas in most SMSA 
counties, a number of such districts exist in 
standard metropolitan statistical areas. 
Except to the extent that they are author- 
ized to function in the water field, their 
services are rendered exclusively to the farm 
community. A number of soil conserva- 
tion districts or subdistricts do have the 
power to levy taxes or special assessments. 

The Soil Conservation Service enumeration indicates 
2,912 districts in 50 States on Jan. 1, 1963. 
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Until recently, the major function under- 
taken by soil conservation districts was de- 
signed to encourage individual farmers to 
operate their farms in such a manner as to 
beqt conserve the land. Districts, with as- 
sistance from the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ices, provide various types of technical as- 
sistance to farmen4 The growing need for 
Lvater conservation and relationship of 
water conservation to land conservation has 
stimulated a number of States to broaden 
the authority of soil conservation districts. 
At least 11 States have specifically author- 
ized soil conservation districts to engage in 
water conservation and flood control ac- 
tivities. The availability of Federal grant 
funds under the Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Act of 1954 is primarily 
responsible for recent expansion of district 
flood contrbl activities. 

2. Drainage Districts 
There were 2,240 drainage districts in 

the United States in 1962, compared to 
2,174in 1952. 

The regional distribution of drainage dis- 
tricts shows that they are not used in the 
northeastern portion of the United States, 
though they are used extensively elsewhere. 
While figures for SMSA, non-SMSA distri- 
bution of drainage districts are not available, 

'See, generally, T h e  Soil Conservation Service: What  
I t  Is and W h a t  I t  Does ( U S .  Department of Agriculture, 
Soil Conservation Service, 1963 ) . 



the majority of them are not within standard 
metropolitan statistical areas, though the 
rural portions of counties within SMSA's un- 
doubtedly contain a number of such dis- 
tricts. District revenues are derived largely 
from property taxes or special assessments 
and intergovernmental transfers. 

3. Irrigation and Water Conseruation Dis- 
tricts 

In 1962 there were 781 irrigation and 
water conservation districts in the United 
States, compared with 641 in 1952. With 
the exception of Nebraska and North Da- 
kota, most of these districts are in the arid 
Western States. This distribution is related 
to the fact that they are closely allied to the 
activities of the Bureau of Reclamation in 
17 Western States. They are one of the 
main devices through which water from 
Federal projects is made available to irri- 
gable lands in these States. 

While the essential purpose of original ir- 
rigation districts was to reclaim arid land 
for agricultural purposes, the growing tend- 
ency toward multipurpose development and 
for conservation of water resources has im- 
pelled consideration of urban and industrial 
water uses, along with agricultural uses in 
many new projects. Therefore, irrigation 
and water conservation, as an arm of rec- 
lamation projects, now may become in- 
volved in the development of kvater for 
industrial and urban purposes. Irrigation 
district revenues are derived from special 
assessments, and user charges. 

4. Flood Control Districts 
In 1962 there were 500 flood control dis- 

tricts in the United States, compared to 206 
in 1952. The increase in flood control dis- 
tricts during the 10-year period occurred be- 
tween 1957 and 1962. There were 209 dis- 
tricts in 1957. The increase is attributable 
largely to the impact of the Federal Water- 

shed Protection and Flood Prevention Act 
of 1954. 

Flood control districts occur in large num- 
ber in all regions outside the Northeast. Six 
such districts were found in the Northeast in 
1962, the first time flood control districts 
were utilized in this region in recent years. 

Flood control district revenue is derived 
mainly from property taxes, special assess- 
ments, and Federal grants. 

5. Other Natural Resource Districts 

In 1962 the Census Bureau listed 176 
other natural resource districts in the United 
States, compared to 222 in 1952. The com- 
parable figure for 1957 u7as 2 1 7. The varia- 
tions in the total and the variations among 
the States indicate that meaningful com- 
parisons and ,analysis of this group of dis- 
tricts is difficult, if not impossible. Of the 
176 districts in 1962, 155 were accounted 
for in Nebraska and California. Nebraska's 
80 districts are concerned with weed con- 
trol; 59 of California's 75 are conccrned 
with pest control. 

6. District Expenditures for Natural Re- 
sources 

In 1962 total expenditures by special dis- 
tricts for natural resource purposes were 
$1 77 million. This compares with $120 
million in 1957. District expenditures in 
1962 u7ere 12.9 percent of the $1.4 billion 
total State and local expenditures for this 
purpose, compared with 1 1.6 percent of $1 
billion in 1957. District expenditures for 
natural resource purposes were reported in 
48 States ranging from a low of $1,000 in 
Connecticut to a high of $68 million in Cali- 
fornia in 1962. Expenditures in 24 States 
exceeded $1 million and were under $100,- 
000 in 10 States. District expenditures ex- 
ceeded 20 percent of State and local ex- 
penditures in 9 States, and were less than 10 
percent in 31 States. 



D. Miscellaneous Functions 

Districts included as performing miscel- 
laneous functions are cemetery districts and 
those listed as other single-function districts 
by the Census Bureau after deletion of port 
and airport districts. 

1. Cemetery Districts 

There were 1,283 cemetery districts in the 
United States in 1962, compared to 91 1 in 
1957. In 1962 they were reported in only 
12 States. With the exception of Kansas, 
Nebraska, and Illinois, these districts are 
found almost exclusively in the Western 
States. The activities of cemetery districts 
appear to bear little relationship to the gen- 
eral functions of government. District rev- 
enues are derived from user charges, prop- 
erty taxes, and intergovernmental transfers. 

Cemetery District Concentrations 

Districts 

Total 5-State total Percent 

1962 . . . . . . . . . .  1,283 1,106 86. 2 
(Kansas, Calif., Idaho, Colo., Mont.) 

1957 . . . . . . . . .  1,107 1,023 92. 4 
(Kansas, Calif., Idaho, Colo., Mont.) 

1952 . . . . . . . . . .  91 1 892 97. 9 
(Kansas, Calif., Idaho, Colo., Utah) 

2. Other Single-Function Districts 

The 1962 Census Bureau figures indicate 
the existence of 306 other single-function 
districts in existence in the United States. 
They were reported in 23 States. The 16 
districts in Maine are village improvement 
corporations which provide a limited num- 
ber of services as determined by special act; 
69 of the 7 1 districts in Connecticut are local 
improvement associations; 106 of the 125 
listed in New Jersey and Pennsylvania are 
parking authorities; the 24 in New Mexico 
are community land-grant districts dating 
to Spanish occupation of the territory; the 
10 in Nevada are television districts; and 
the 19 in California are memorial districts. 

The Bureau of the Census carries a sep- 
arate classification for 915 education 
(school building) districts. This type of 
district was reported only in Indiana and 
Pennsylvania. The district obtains all 
funds from intergovernmental transfers and 
is a device to circumvent State debt limita- 
tions upon units of general local govern- 
ment. 

E. Multifunction Districts 

Multifunction districts warrant special 
consideration for several reasons : ( 1 ) to the 
extent that a special district has responsi- 
bility for a number of governmental func- 
tions, it approaches actually being a unit of 
general government; ( 2 )  certain types of 
functions (i.e., water supply and sewerage 
disposal) closely complement each other; 
( 3 )  the decisionmaking process of a multi- 
function district requires that its governing 
board consider the relative merits of its vari- 
ous functions when determining its budget; 
and (4)  use of the multifunction district has 
been suggested as a possible solution to cer- 
tain metropolitan area problems. 

A multifunction district requires its gov- 
erning board to make judgments similar to 
those made by the governing bodies of gen- 
eral government, concerning future service 
for each function performed, and to estab- 
lish priorities among its programs. As their 
functions increase, it may become difficult 
to distinguish them from units of general 
government. When this occurs, many of thc 
so-called advantages, as well as disadvan- 
tages, of special districts may well be lost. 

The Census Bureau reported 310 multi- 
function special districts in the United States 
in 1962. This compares with 551 in 1957. 
No figures were available for 1952. The re- 
duction in the number of these districts be- 
tween 1957 and 1962 is the result of a change 
in classification utilized by the Bureau of 
the Census. The revised classification in- 



cludes under multifunction districts only 
those districts which indicated responsibility 
for more than a single function and reported 
five or more full-time employees or indebted- 
ness of at least $100,000. Other districts 
undertaking more than one function but not 
meeting these qualifications were classified 
as single-function  district^.^ 

Of the 310 multifunction districts, 138 
were concerned with sewerage and water 
supply, 56 with natural resources and water 
supply, and 116 were listed as other multi- 
function districts. The latter group of 116 
includes some of the largest special districts 
in the United States from the point of view 
of dollar value of operation: the Salt River 
Project Agricultural and Power District; 
the Washington Suburban Sanitary District ; 
the Delaware River Port Authority; the Port 
of New York Authority; and the Port of 
Seattle. But considering their financial ac- 
tivities, most of the 310 multifunction dis- 
tricts are relatively small-scale operations. 
To the extent that expenditures of multi- 
function districts fall within the basic clas- 
sification of districts by type, they are in- 
cluded earlier. Thus, expenditures of sew- 
erage and water supply districts are included 
within district expenditures for water supply 
and sewerage disposal purposes. Similarly, 
expenditures of the Port of New York Au- 
thority were distributed among district ex- 
penditures for airport, port, highway, and 
utility (transit ) purposes. 

Although multifunction districts are 
found in 33 States, 9 States have only 1 
such district and only 10 have more than 5. 
One hundred and seventy-eight of the 3 10 
multifunction districts are in SMSA's. 
Based on a comparison of the distribution of 
combined water and sewerage districts with 
the individual State description of special 
districts, the majority of them appear to be 

Zbid., Bureau of the Census, "Census of Governments: 
1962," table 12, footnote 1, p. 66. 

in metropolitan areas. A review of the 
Bureau of the Census' questionnaires of the 
other multifunction districts does not in- 
dicate any clear distribution pattern of 
these districts, but most of the multifunc- 
tion districts having large expenditures 
operate within SMSA's. 

F. Multicounty Districts 

Multicounty districts also warrant sepa- 
rate consideration, because they indicate, 
to some extent, the degree to which the spe- 
cial district device is utilized to resolve prob- 
lems that cross jurisdictional lines. They 
may be solutions for some metropolitan area 
problems which cross county lines and for 
certain natural resource problems which fol- 
low topographic features of the land rather 
than political boundaries. 

The potential relationship between multi- 
county districts and SMSA's is indicated by 
the fact that of the 219 SMSA's reported in 
1963, 108 were multicounty and 30 were 
interstate.Vhi1e similar data are. not 
available for non-SMSA use, almost all of 
the most numerous types of natural resource 
districts are concerned in one way or another 
with water problems. This fact combined 
with the knowledge that water problems 
generally follow the course of streambeds 
indicate that multicounty districts have a 
growth potential in rural areas as well. 

Table 2 shows the distribution of multi- 
county special districts in the United States. 
Such districts exist in every State, except 
Alaska and Hawaii. Six States have over 
100 such districts and 10 States have less 
than 10. About 65 percent of the multi- 
county special districts are two-county 
districts. 

Based on presently available information, 
the majority of multicounty special dis- 
tricts appear to be concerned with natural 

"US. Bureau of the Budget release dated Oct. 18, 1963. 



resource functions, though some have a sig- 
nificant impact on metropolitan areas.' 
The Salt River Project, the Maryland Na- 
tional Capital Planning Commission, the 
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commis- 
sion, the large port and airport districts, 
most utility and transportation districts, and 
all interstate compact agencies are multi- 
county operations. In fact, many special 
districts having large expenditures are 
multicounty districts. 

Included in the category of multicounty 
districts are some 11 interstate compact 
agencies. Five are concerned with the op- 
eration of one or more bridges. Three of 
them-the Bi-State Development Agency, 
the Port of New York Authority, and the 
Delaware River Port Authority-have rel- 
atively broad statutory authority to engage 
in various activities affecting port and other 
facilities. The Breaks Interstate Park 
Commission is concerned with the operation 
of a single park, and the Waterfront Com- 
mission of New York Harbor is concerned 
with reducing crime in the waterfront area. 
Finally, the Delaware River Basin Commis- 

' The Michigan study of special districts in metropolitan 
areas found that ". . . only about 70 are in the 'metro- 
politan' class as defined. . . . Of these 70, only a handful 
embrace the entire standard metropolitan area in which 
they function, while the remainder are much less exten- 
sive." Most of these districts apparently do not cross 
county lines. Max A. Pock, Independent Districts: A So- 
lution to the Metropolitan Area Problems (Legislative Re- 
search Center, University of Michigan Law School, 1962), 
pp. 16-17, and footnote pp. 85-87. 

sion, which was not reported as operating in 
1962, has broad authority to plan and de- 
velop water resources in the Delaware River 
Basin. 

The Census Bureau's enumeration of in- 
terstate compact agency special districts 
does not include most of the agencies cre- - 
ated by interstate compacts approved by 
the Congress. Pollution control agencies, 
such as the Ohio River Valley Water and 
Sanitation Commission; higher education 
agencies, such as the New England Board of 
Higher Education and the Western Inter- 
state Commission on Higher Education; 
natural resource agencies, such as the Con- 
necticut River Flood Control Commission 
and the Gulf States Marine Fisheries Com- 
mission; and a diverse group in such fields 
as nuclear development and control of the 
supply of underground oil reserves entering 
interstate commerce are not classified as 
special districts by the Bureau of the Cen- 
sus.' The primary reasons for their exclu- 
sion are : ( 1 ) they are financed by appro- 
priations made by units of general govern- 
ment, and ( 2 )  their primary functions are 
regulatory or promotional rather than op- 
erational. 

For a complete list of interstate compact agencies, see 
Council of State Governments, Interstate Compacts 
1783-1 956 (Chicago: l956) ,  and Frederick L. Zimmer- 
man and Mitchell Wendell, "Interstate Compacts," T h e  
Book of the States, Vols. 1962-63, 1960-61, 1958-59, and 
1956-57, Council of State Governments (Chicago, Ill.). 





Chapter IV 
NUMBER AND DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

A. National Distribution despite their frequency, certain types of dis- 

The 18,322 ' special districts in the United 
States are created under one or more statutes 
in every State. Three States-Alaska, 
Hawaii, and Delaware-have only one such 
statute and half the States have 10 or more 
functional types of districts authorized by 
1 or more statutes. With the exception of 
Alaska and Hawaii, the incidence of special 
districts ranges from a low of 46 in Virginia 
to a high of 2,126 in Illinois (table 3 ) .  
Thirteen States had less than 100 special dis- 
tricts. Three States-California, Illinois, 
and Pennsylvania-had over 1,000 such dis- 
tricts; and 9 States had between 500 and 
1,000. 

Only seven States showed a decline in spe- 
cial districts between 1957 and 1962, and 
only five States had a decrease between 1952 
and 1962. Increases in Indiana, Maine, 
New Jersey, and Pennsylvania are partly 
accounted for by a change in classification 
adopted for the 1962 Census of Govern- 
ments. 

The overall national distribution, as 
shown in table 3, would seem to preclude 
any regional influences in the existence of 
special districts. Only when considered by 
type of function performed is it possible to 
discern anything resembling regional pat- 
terns. Available data on the incidence of 
special districts would seem to indicate that, 

' Excludes one housing and urban renewal district in 
the District of Columbia. 

tricts are more closely related to particular 
problems in individual States. Thus, with 
some notable exceptions, only 1 or 2 types 
of districts predominate in several States 
which have-large numbers of special dis- 
tricts, and some which have less than 300 
districts.' This is a relatively large group 
of States, supporting the viewpoint that 
legislation authorizing creation of districts 
often is enacted to deal with specific prob- 
lems. Five States-Illinois, California, 
Pennsylvania, New York, and Kansas-ac- 
count for 40 percent of all special districts in 
the United States. Of these States, all but 
8 of New York's 970 districts are of 2 types. 
and Pennsylvania is unique in that over 
1,000 of its districts are organized under a 
single act. 

a For example, the Bureau of the Census indicates that 
there are 970 special districts in New York. This figure 
includes 836 fire districts and 126 health districts. Sixty- 
two of the 63 Delaware districts are drainage districts. 
Similarly, of Arkansas' 299 special districts, 223 are con- 
cerned with natural resources and 35 with water supply. 
Of Iowa's 263 districts, 189 are concerned with natural 
resources and 46 with water supply. Of Kentucky's 179 
districts, 128 are concerned with natural resources and 29 
with water supply. Seventy-six of Michigan's 99 districts 
are soil conservation districts, and of Mississippi's 266 
special districts, 33 are housing and urban renewal author- 
ities and 231 are natural resource districts. Of New 
Mexico's 102 districts, 78 are natural resource districts 
and 24 are land grant districts. Of Oklahoma's 124 dis- 
tricts, 112 are natural resource districts and 7 are water 
supply districts. South Dakota's 80 special districts are 
all natural resource districts, and 56 of Wisconsin's 68 
districts are drainage districts, while housing and urban 
renewal authorities constitute an additional 8 districts. 



TABLE 3.-Number of Special Districts. 1952-62 

State 

Northeast : 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Maine 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Hampshire 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vermont 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Massachusetts 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Rhode Island 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New York 
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Pennsylvania 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Connecticut 

Midwest: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Michigan 

Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Indiana 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Illinois 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wisconsin 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Minnesota 

Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Missouri 

North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  South Dakota 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Nebraska 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Kansas 

South: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Delaware 

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Virginia 

West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Georgia 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Florida 

Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mississippi 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Louisiana 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Arkansas 

Southwest: 
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Texas 
NewMexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Arizona 
West: 

Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Idahs 

Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Washington 
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Nevada 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  California 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Alaska 
Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  U.S. totals 

Percent 
increase. 

or decrease 
. ) 1957-62 

Figures significantly affected by revision of special district definition . 

Percent 
increase. 

or decrease 
- )  1952-57 

Percent 
increase. 

or decrease 
. ) 195242 

Source: U S  . Bureau of the Census. Census of Governments: 1962. Vol . 1. Governmental Organization (U.S. Government Printing 
Office. Washington. D.C., 1963). table 1 . 



The degree to which special districts gen- 
erally are utilized in individual States as 
contrasted to use of only one or two types 
of districts is of importance. Of the 15 types 
of special districts discussed in chapter 111, 
23 States were not among the top 5 States 
utilizing any type of district, and 9 States 
were in the top 5 of only one of the 15 groups. 
Only eight States were in the top five, four 
or more times. (California and Illinois led 
the way, both being in the top five 10 times, 
Washington was in the top five 6 times, and 
Nebraska and Texas 5 times. ) 

B. Distribution of Special Districts Within 
and Outside Metropolitan Areas 

The distribution of special districts in 
standard metropolitan statistical areas and 
in non-SMSA's is shown in tables 4 and 5. 
For the Nation as a whole, 5,410 (or nearly 
30 percent) of the 18,322 special districts 
are in standard metropolitan statistical 
areas. Of the SMSA districts, 946 are con- 
cerned with natural resources, 1,174 with 
fire protection, 390 with housing and urban 
renewal, 570 with sewage, 764 with water 
supply, and 1,388 with other single func- 
tions. Thirty-eight percent of the latter 
single function districts are in Pennsylvania, 
where most districts are school building or 
parking authorities. Only 1 78 multifunc- 
tion districts were in standard metropolitan 
statistical areas and most were concerned 
with water and sewerage services. 

All States having SMSA's in 1960 had at 
least one special district within these areas 
in 1962. California and Pennsylvania had 
the greatest number within SMSA's, with 
894 and 879, respectively. There were 12 
States with over 100 districts within their 
SMSA's. Excluding natural resource dis- 
tricts, which normally affect only the outer 
areas of SMSA counties, only 10 States 
would have over 100 districts in their 

28 

SMSA's ; and 13 States would have less than 
10 districts within SMSA's. 

This points up one difficulty in analyzing 
the SMSA distribution of special districts- 
the definition of standard metropolitan sta- 
tistical area. Thus, in those States where 
counties are large in area, the whole county 
is included within an SMSA. This accounts 
for the large number of certain types of dis- 
tricts within SMSA's in some States. The 
outstanding example of this is California, 
which has only 57 counties that average over 
2,700 square miles in area. 

The four urban-type (fire, housing and 
urban renewal, sewerage, and water supply) 
functions for which SMSA, non-SMSA data 
are available are performed by special dis- 
tricts within SMSA's in 14 States; only 3 of 
46 States with SMSA's had no such districts 
within their SMSA's; 8 had 1 type; and 9 
had 2. 

Fire districts were used in SMSA's of 21 
States, but only 11 States had more than 
10 such districts. Housing and urban re- 
newal districts existed in 34 States, but only 
11 States had more than 10 such districts in 
SMSA's. SMSA sewerage districts were re- 
ported in 32 States, with only 9 having more 
than 10. SMSA water supply districts ex- 
isted in 3 1 States, with only 13 having more 
than 10. Including multifunction districts, 
only 13 States had more than 10 special dis- 
tricts of 2 or more of these types within 
SMSA's. The five States having the great- 
est number of SMSA districts-California, 
Pennsylvania, Illinois, New York, and Wash- 
ington-accounted for 59 percent of the 
total. Substituting Oregon for Pennsyl- 
vania, the top five would account for 57 per- 
cent of,these districts in SMSA's. 

The same four urban-type functional dis- 
tricts and multifunction districts were pres- 
ent in non-SMSA's of all States except Dela- 
ware, Hawaii, Michigan, New Mexico, and 
South Dakota. Of the 45 States having 



TABLE 4.--Special Districts Located Within Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, 1962 
- - 

State 

Northeast: 
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Hampshire. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vermont 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Massachusetts 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Rhode Island.. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Connecticut 
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Jersey.. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Pennsylvania 

Midwest: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Michigan 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ohio 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Indiana. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Illinois. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wisconsin. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Minnesota 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Iowa 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Missouri 

North Dakota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SouthDakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

South: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Delaware. 

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Virginia. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  West Virginia. 
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Louisiana 
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Southwest: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Oklahoma. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Texas 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Mexico. 

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
West: . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Montana 
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wyoming 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Colorado 

Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Washington. 

Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  California 
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Hawaii 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  U.S. total. 

Total 

8 
3 

. . . . . . .  
116 

36 
98 

447 
175 
879 

30 
64 

102 
704 
23 
23 
66 
59 
13 
2 

108 
50 

1 
23 
10 
18 
29 
37 
18 
38 
42 
78 
20 

2 
34 
64 

19 
214 

7 
31 

28 
. . . . . .  
. . . . . .  

194 
44 

289 
247 

19 
894 

. . . . . .  
4 

5,410 

Fire 
protec- 

tion 

lousing 
and Sewerag 

urban disposal 
enewal -- 

Water 
supply 

3 
1 

. . . . . .  
34 

4 
5 

. . . . . .  
5 

120 

7 
1 

. . . . . .  
27 

. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  
38 

5 
. . . . . .  
. . . . . .  
. . . . . .  

7 

. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  
4 

11 
17 
1 

11 
1 

. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  
1 
4 
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6 
56 

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  

1 
. . . . . . .  
. . . . . . .  

52 
1 C 
73 
64 

2 
164 

. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  

764 

Other 
single 
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. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  
3 
1 

41 
38 
42 

534 

6 
26 
78 

164 
. . . . . .  

4 
3 

11 
4 

. . . . . .  
3 

14 

. . . . . .  
11 

5 
3 

. . . . . .  
1 
3 
5 

15 
19 

. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  
8 
2 

. . . . . .  
14 
4 
3 

3 
. . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  
1 4  
11 
19 
72 

3 
201 

. . . . . .  

. . . . . .  

Multi- 
unction 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Governments: 1962, Vol. 7, Governmental Organization (U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1963), table 13. 



TABLE 5.-Special Districts Located Outside Standard Metrofiolitan Statistical Areas, 7962 

State 

Northeast : 
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Hampshire. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Massachusetts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
RhodeIsland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Jersey.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Midwest: 
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ... . . .  
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Missouri 
North Dakota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Dakota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

South: 
Delaware. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
West Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee 
North Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Florida. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Southwest: 
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

West: 
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. . . . . . . . .  ... 
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
California. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alaska 
Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

U.S. total 

Total 
Vatural 
esource, 

Fire 
protec- 

tion 

2 
20 
30 
6 

11 
36 

430 
43 

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  
359 

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  
10 
2 

27 
. . . . . . .  

305 
. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  
5 

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  
9 

. . . . . . .  
14 

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  
14 

. . . . . . .  

1 
. . . . . . .  
. . . . . . .  
. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  
53 
2 1 
74 
4 

212 
148 

9 
210 

. . . . . . .  

. . . . . . .  

2,055 

LIousing 
and 

urban 
renewal 
- 

708 

Water 
supply 

Other 
single 

function 

23 
11 
6 
4 

. . . . . . .  
52 
92 
36 

298 

8 
31 

364 
147 

1 
2 
2 

523 
100 

. . . . . . .  
74 

607 

. . . . . .  
2 
5 

. . . . . .  
2 

15 
7 

15 
92 
63 
43 
1 

34 
7 

. . . . . . .  
12 
20 
7 

51 
242 

18 
72 
29 

159 
95 
19 

304 
5 

. . . . . . .  

3,700 

Multi- 
[unction 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Goucrnments: 7962, Vol. 7 ,  Governmental Organization (U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1963), table 13. 



such districts in non-SMSAYs, 8 had 1 type 
and 7 had 2 types. Of 4,000 of these 5 types 
of districts in non-SMSAYs, fire districts with 
2,055 accounted for over 50 percent of the 
total. 

Five States-California, Illinois, Ne- 
braska, New York, and Washington-ac- 
counted for 49 percent of these five types of 
districts in non-SMSA areas. Fire protec- 
tion districts were reported in 26 States, 17 
of which had more than 10 such districts. 
Housing and urban renewal districts were 
present in 34 States, but only 15 States had 
more than 10. Sewerage districts were pres- 
ent in 27 States, but only 8 had more than 10, 
while water districts were reported in 31 
States with only 15 having more than 10. 
Including multifunction districts, only 15 
States had more than 10 special districts of 
2 or more of these types within their non- 
SMSAYs. 

The essential point revealed by the analy- 
sis of urban-type special districts is the varia- 
tion in their use by the several States. This 
will be referred to later. 

C. Relation to State Law 

There are three basic aspects of State law 
which might be expected to have a bearing 
on the incidence of special districts. These 
are State restrictions on: ( I  ) the taxing 
powers of local government; (2)  the in- 
debtedness of local governments; and ( 3 )  
the functions and powers of local govern- 
ment. Previous Advisory Commission 
studies have analyzed each of these subjects. 

In its study of tax restrictions on local gov- 
ernment, the Commission grouped the 
States into four categories, based on the 
degree of restriction which the State im- 
posed on the powers of local government to 
levy taxes, ranging from the least restrictive 

to the most re~trictive.~ There are seven 
States in the least restrictive group. Of 
these States, New Jersey and Connecticut 
have more than 200 special districts each; 
3 have between 100 and 200; and 2 have 
less than 100. The second group includes 
20 States, which allow considerable flexibil- 
ity and "provide relatively high maximum 
rates." They include Illinois, California, 
and Pennsylvania, which have over 1,000 
special districts each and 8 other States 
which have over 200 such districts. The 
most restrictive group consists of 9 States 
and of these, only 2-Indiana and Wash- 
ington-had more than 200 special districts. 
Four of the nine had less than 100 districts. 

The same Commission report lists the 
States in order of the effective rate of prop- 
erty tax within each State. Comparison 
of these rates with the distribution of spe- 
cial districts reveals the same sort of non- 
correlation that was shown regarding tax 
limitations. Thus, States like New York, 
Oregon, and Illinois, all with a large num- 
ber of special districts, were among the 
States having high effective property tax 
rates, while Texas and Washington also hav- 
ing many districts were among the States 
having low effective rates. 

Tax limitations on local government 
would be particularly significant for those 
tax-supported services which require large 
operating expenditures in contrast to cap- 
ital outlay. Special districts providing 
services such as fire protection, where op- 
erating expenditure is likely to be the major 
cost in providing the service, should occur 
with greater frequency in those States hav- 
ing stringent property tax limitations, if 
property tax limitations are a significant 
factor in their creation. However, of the 
five States having the greatest number of fire 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
State Constitutional and Statutory Restrictions on Local 
Taxing Powers (1962),  p. 120. 



districts, three fall within the group of States from the influence of debt limits in most 
permitting relatively high millage rates and 
considerable flexibility; one within group 3 
(allowing little flexibility, or low maximum 
rates) ; and only one (Washington) within 
the most restrictive group." 

The Commission, in its report on local 
government debt limitations, discussed the 
impact of local debt restrictions on the crea- 
tion of special districts.7he direct effect of 
debt restrictions on the creation of districts 
in a State is difficult to gage, because of the 
variation in types of restrictions and their 
individual and collectiv; impact. Thus, in 
some States there is an absolute prohibition 
on general obligation debt over a certain 
percentage of the property tax base. In 
other States there is a tentative limit which 
can be exceeded with voter approval. In 
some instances, more than a majority vote 
is necessary to approve the additional debt. 
The various types of limitations are some- 
what ameliorated by statutes in most States 
which permit units of general local govern- 
ment to incur revenue bond debt (sometimes 
referred to as "nondebt debt") secured by 
service charges, which is excluded from debt 
limitation computations, and which often 
can be incurred without voter approval. 
This would mean that the three high-cost 
type urban districts which are most numer- 
ous-housing and urban renewal, sewerage 
disposal, and water supply-are excluded 

In Washington the restrictiveness of the property tax 
powers of local government is not a factor in the creation 
of fire districts. In Washington fire districts are among 
those districts known as "junior taxing districts." The 
statutory limitation on local taxing powers is an overall 
limitation on a particular parcel of property. The tax 
limit is 40 mills. Whether the fire protection services are 
financed through property taxes levied by a unit of general 
local government or by a special district, the effective tax 
rate on a particular piece of property cannot exceed 40 
mills. 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
State Constitutional and Statutory Restrictions o n  Local 
Government Debt  (Washington, 1961), pp. 53-62. 

States. 
These qualifications of the impact of debt 

limitations on the creation of special districts 
must, of course, be viewed in the context 
of individual State situations. I t  is readily 
acknowledged by all concerned that the 
special district authorities in Pennsylvania 
are a direct result of the severe debt limita- 
tion provisions of the Pennsylvania Constitu- 
tion.Vimilarly, the growth of sewer and 
water authorities in New York State (not 
included as special districts by the Bureau 
of Census) also resulted from debt restric- 
tions in the State constitution.' The point 
is that State and local governments have 
acquired a high degree of sophistication in 
circumventing statutory and constitutional 
debt restrictions. 

A third type of restriction relates to the 
authority of units of general local govern- 
ment to undertake the performance of cer- 
tain functions. As was pointed out in an 
earlier Commission report,' restrictions on 
the powers of local government date to our 
English heritage and were embodied in 
what is known as Dillon's rule : 

I t  is the general and undisputed proposition of 
law that a municipal corporation possesses, and 
can exercise, the following powers, and no others: 
First, those granted in express words; second, those 
necessarily or fairly implied in or incident to, the 
powers expressly granted; third, those essential to 
the declared object and purposes of the corpora- 
tion-not simply convenient, but indi~pensable.~ 

' Department of Internal Affairs, Municipal Authori- 
ties-The Pennsylvania Experience, Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania (Harrisburg, 1962), pp. 7-9. 

* Temporary State Commission on Coordination of State 
Activities, Staff Report on Public Authority Under  N e w  
York State, Leg. Doc., 46, 1956, pp. 46-49. 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
State Constitutional and Statutory Restrictions U p o n  the 
Structural, Functional, and Personnel Powers of Local 
Government (Washington, 1962 ) . 
' J. F. Dillon, Municipal Corporations, sec. 55 ,  1st edi- 

tion, 1872, emphasis by Dillon. For a discussion of the 
impact of this rule, see ibid.,  pp. 23-27. 



I t  need only be said here that until recently, 
courts have been quite rigorous in applying 
the "Dillon rule" to the powers of local gov- 
ernment. 

The report also discusses inadequate leg- 
islative authority for municipal bodies to 
provide for the needs of their residents. I t  
cites the Kentucky General Assembly as re- 
fusing to authorize Jefferson County to 
undertake a countywide drainage program 
in conjunction with the city of Louisville. 
"This uncertainty and inadequacy of power 
has discouraged the initiative of local gov- 
erning bodies to meet local needs and often 
has caused those seeking service to go else- 
where." lo 

Even today, many municipalities and 
counties cannot exercise the broad range of 
powers necessary to perform particular 
services. Often where that power exists 
the service area encompasses the boundaries 
of two or more political subdivisions. In 
this case, if effective service is to be pro- 
vided, authority must exist for the units of 
general local government to enter into 
agreement among themselves to undertake 
a particular function. Otherwise, the func- 
tion continues to be performed on a frag- 

lo Zbid., pp. 43-44. 

mented basis or a special district must be 
formed. Authority for interlocal con- 
tracting or joint performance of functions 
by municipalities and counties has been a 
comparatively recent development. A sig- 
nificant number of States still have not 
granted such authority to their local gov- 
ernments and it has been granted only re- 
cently in some States. 

A final type of legal restriction which 
tends to stimulate the growth of special dis- 
tricts is one that requires uniform taxation 
of all property within the taxing jurisdic- 
tion. Unless this limitation can be circum- 
vented by use of the benefit assessment con- 
cept, it is sometimes difficult for a unit of 
general local government to provide a serv- 
ice to a particular area within its jurisdic- 
tion even though it has authority to do so 
without creating a special district. A num- 
ber of States permit such benefit assessment 
districts and other States permit countries 
to provide a service for a limited portion of 
its territory and to tax only the property 
therein for the service. Such States include 
Maryland, Louisiana, North Carolina, Cali- 
fornia, and Oregon, the latter two of which 
are among those States which have the 
greatest number of special districts. 



Chapter V 
FINANCING SPECIAL DISTRICT OPERATIONS 

Special district expenditures in 1962 were 
$3.2 billion. This was 3.9 percent of total 
State and local government expenditures. 
The comparable figures for 1957 were $1.8 
billion and 3.8 percent. While the total ex- 
penditures are substantial, a large propor- 
tion of district financial activities are ac- 
counted for by relatively few districts. In 
1957, 660 districts out of a total of 14,405 
accounted for 77.1 percent of district ex- 
penditures, 75.7 percent of district revenues, 
and 90.2 percent of district gross debt.' 
While comparable national figures for 1962 
are not available, information from indi- 
vidual States indicates the same pattern 
still prevails.' 

Although financial analysis alone will not 
provide a measure of the impact of special 
district activities on the total governmental 
process, it does help identify those areas 
where districts may have the greatest im- 
pact. Generally speaking, relatively few 
districts account for the major portion of 

' U S .  Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census of Govern- 
ments: 1957, VoE. I I I ,  No. 2, Finance of Special Districts 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1959), p. 17. 

a Of California's 3,000 special districts enumerated by 
the State Controller, 10 accounted for 33.2 percent of total 
revenues received for general purposes by all districts in 
fiscal 1961, and 16 accounted for over 55 percent of total 
California district debt in fiscal 1961. Irrigation taxes 
were levied in 30 counties in Nebraska in 1962, totaling 
$1 million. Individual county yields ranged from $73 
to $397,000 (Nebraska State Tax Commission and State 
Board of Equalization and Assessment, 1962 Annual 
Report, January 1963, Statement No. 16, pp. 244-245). 
Of 109 special districts in New Mexico in 1957, 5 ac- 
counted for 80.5 percent of total district indebtedness 
(ibid., Folmar, p. 59 ) .  

district financial activities both within a 
State and within each functional class of 
districts. Exceptions are fire protection and 
soil conservation districts whose financial 
activities tend to be spread more equally 
among all districts of these types within a 
State. 

Table 6 shows revenues of special dis- 
tricts, by source, in 1957 and 1962. 

A. User Charges 

User charge revenues are the sum of "cur- 
rent charges" and "utility revenue." Util- 
ity revenue includes revenue of districts pro- 
viding gas, electric, transit, and water supply 
services. Current charges are the sum of 
user charges exacted by all other special dis- 
tricts. Almost all types of special districts 
exact some type of current charges, al- 
though of the $803 million of current charge 
revenue in 1962, $412 million, or 51.3 per- 
cent, of the total was received by hospital 
and housing and urban renewal districts. 
Other types of districts receiving significant 
current charge revenue are airport, port, 
sewerage, and certain natural resource dis- 
tricts. 

User charges accounted for $1.6 billion, 
or 61.3 percent, of the 1962 total district 
revenues of $2.6 billion. In 1957 they ac- 
counted for 66.3 percent of total revenues. 
While total district revenues increased 73.2 
percent between 1957 and 1962, user charge 
revenue increased 60.1 percent. Special 
districts in five States-California, Illinois, 
New York, Nebraska, and Washington- 



TABLE 6.-Revenue of Special Districts, b y  Source, 1957 and 1962 

[In thousands of dollars] 

All other Total revenue 
State 

Property tax Utility revenuc 
Intergovern- 

mental 
revenue 

special 
assessments 

Current 
charges 

Northeast: 
Maine. .-- - -- ..--- - -- 
New Hampshire -.... 
Vermont.. ----.- -_-- 
Massachusetts -.--_-. 
Rhode Island --.--.-- 
Connecticut- -. .. - - - - 
New York -...-_.-_-- 
New Jersey ...--._.-- 
Pennsylvania.. ..-. -. 

Midwest: 
Michigan .... - - ._ . . -- 
Ohio.. . . - -. . - - - . - . - -- 
Indiana .----.- --- ---- 
IlliIlois~ - - -  ---- - -- --- 
Wisconsin- -- -. .----- 
Minnesota ... - - .-.... 
Iowa- - -- ---- -------. 
Missouri ..--. . .----- - 
North Dakota ---_-.. . 
South Dakota .---... 
Nebraska--. -----. -- - 
Kansas-.-.------..-- 

South: 
Delaware .---- -. .. . -- 
Maryland- .---...... 
District of Columbia. 
Virginia- - .-.-- - -- -. . 
West Virginia -----.- 
Kentucky. - -. ------. 
Tennessee -. . -. - - - -. . 
North Carolina .--... 
South Carolina._-.-- 
Georgia --.- - - - - .. - - -- 
Florida.- - - - ---.. . -- - 
Alabama. -- - - -. . . --. 
Mississippi. --- -. -- - - 
Louisiana ... .-- . .- - -- 

1 Less than $SOO. 
SOWC~: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Governments, 1881 and Census of Uouernments, 1067. 

accounted for 54.6 percent of the user 
charge revenue in 1962. I t  is interesting 
to note here that New York, with $141 mil- 
lion in district user charge revenue, ranked 
third in the Nation and almost all of this 
revenue was received by one special district. 

User charges as a source of revenue of 
special districts as well as units of general 
local government have increased significant- 
ly during recent years for several reasons. 
Perhaps most important has been the gen- 

eral increase in expenditures by State and 
local governments, causing them to seek 
additional sources of revenue. Also, gov- 
ernment increasingly has been assuming 
functions, such as water supply, sewerage 
disposal, housing and urban renewal, and 
hospitals, which permit relatively easy deter- 
mination of the unit cost of providing a serv- 
ice, thus facilitating use of user charges. 
The reasons are summed up in one study as 
follows : 



They are easy to assess and collect. The govern- 
ing board of the special district, generally, has com- 
plete control over the levy as well as the resulting 
proceeds. Collection is inherently enforceable, for 
the service performed can be terminated in the 
event of default. . . . 

They are both flexible and reliable. They are 
not tied to property values and are easily adjusted 
to meet the needs of the district or to accommodate 
radical changes in the economic conditions of the 
nation. Service charges and tolls are not depend- 
ent upon the whims of any government outside of 
the district. The contrast, in these respects, with 
the other revenue devices, such as property taxes, 
special assessments and inter-government grants or 
appropriations, is well marked.3 

While the reasons for resorting to user 
charges by units of general local government 
and by special districts are essentially the 
same, decisions of the former are subject to 
political review. In addition, the govern- 
ing body of the unit of general local govern- 
ment often can transfer surplus user charge 
revenue to other governmental functions or 
use other governmental financial resources 
to supplement the revenues of the user 
charge services. Generally, these alterna- 
tives are not available to a special district. 

Factors normally considered by special 
districts in determining the level of user 
charges include- 
. . . ( 1 ) , the period within which capital costs are 
to be amortized; ( 2 )  whether maximum use is to 
be considered as more important than earlier amor- 
tization; (3)  whether a surplus above debt service, 
operations and maintenance cost is desired to pro- 
vide for improvements, extensions, additional fa- 
cilities or additional activities; (4)  the effect of 
various rates upon user habits, competition, and 
other economic and social factors; and (5) public 
 relation^.^ 

Most districts which exact user charges 
obtain funds for capital construction 
through the sale of revenue bonds. The 

Ibid., Folmar, p. 68. See also ibid., Temporary Com- 
mission on Coordination of State Activities, pp. 43-50. 
' Ibid., Temporary State Commission on Coordination 

of State Activities, pp. 518-519. 

nature of the agreement between the district 
and the bondholders, pursuant to which the 
bonds are sold, usually influences the user 
charge levied. For some activities, such 
agreements require that the charge be set 
at a rate that will insure district revenue 
equivalent to a certain percentage, usually 
120 percent, of the costs for operation of the 
facility, interest payments, and bond retire- 
ment. Often the rate must be approved by 
independent engineering firms.' Gener- 
ally the agreement requires that charges be 
sufficient to cover operation and proper 
maintenance of the facilities and meet in- 
terest and principal payments. If rates ini- 
tially set by a district are insufficient to meet 
such costs, the agreement generally requires 
that they be set at a higher level.6 

Special districts levying user charges pos- 
sess considerable discretion in setting the 
level of the charge.' In  discussing the na- 
ture of this discretion, a Pennsylvania study 
says : 

For most operating Municipal Authorities in 
Pennsylvania, the theory of rate determination is 
relatively simple. They are natural monopolies 
selling a service, water supply or sewerage disposal, 
which has an inelastic demand; that is, there is 
little change in the quantity purchased as the price 
increases . . . . Unlike private utility companies, 
a Municipal Authority need not secure the approval 
of the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission in 
fixing its rate schedule, unless the service area ex- 
tends beyond the incorporating municipality. The 
Municipality Authorities Act of 1945 restricts Au- 
thorities to "reasonable and uniform rates" which 
are to be used "for the payment of the expenses of 
the Authority." This mild restriction is unlikely 
to interfere with an Authority's operation.' 

Arnold R. Jones, "The Financing of TVA," 26 Law 
and Contp. Prob. 741 (Autumn 1961), pp. 748-749. 

'As an example of the effect of such provisions as they 
affected the Illinois Toll Highway, see The  Weekly Bond 
Buyer, Oct. 7, 1963, p. 3, and Aug. 31, 1964, p. 31. 
' Ibid., Pock, p. 104; and Temporary State Commission 

on Coordination of State Activities, p. 518. 
' Ibid., Pennsylvania Department of Internal Affairs, p. 

21. 



Pennsylvania practices and procedures are 
typical of the general standards applicable 
to all special districts exacting user charges. 

B. General Tax Revenue 

While over half the special districts in the 
United States are authorized to levy prop- 
erty taxes, numerous others are authorized 
to levy special assessments against property. 
Combined property taxes and special assess- 
ments yielded $504 million of the total $2.6 
billion of district revenue in 1962, or 19.6 
percent, of total district revenues, compared 
with $31 1 million, or 21 percent, of the total 
in 1957. Two States-California and Illi- 
nois-accounted for over half of this type of 
district revenue, and in only five States did 
these sources contribute more than $20 mil- 
lion to district revenue. 

Numerous types of districts are author- 
ized to levy property taxes or special assess- 
ments. Generally speaking, this is the basic 
source of revenue for fire protection, flood 
control, drainage, park and recreation, li- 
brary, road, and health districts. In addi- 
tion, many water supply, hospital, sewerage, 
airport, port, and irrigation and water con- 
servation districts are authorized to levy 
property taxes or special assessments in ad- 
dition to having other revenue sources 
available. 

In most instances, special district tax 
levies are small compared to the levies of 
units of general local government and school 
districts; but where several districts overlap 
a given parcel of property, their combined 

impact may be significant. A California 
study notes that one unincorporated com- 
munity is subject to a county property tax 
rate of $2.34, a combined school district rate 
of $5.97, and an overall total rate of $10.51. 
Twelve special district levies were indicated 
on the county tax bill, accounting for the 
additional $2.20 of the total bill.' 

Overlapping of districts levying property 
taxes is by no means unusual. In both met- 
ropolitan and rural areas it is not unusual 
for a community to be subject to property 
taxation by a number of special districts. 
Generally speaking, only one or two units 
of general local government and school dis- 
tricts can levy property taxes on a given 
piece of property, but often there is no limit 
on the number of special districts that may 
levy a tax or special assessment against such 
property. Even in States such as Washing- 
ton, which has a constitutional limit on the 
overall rate that can be levied against a 
parcel of property, the limit is not applica- 
ble to a number of types of special districts." 
In some areas "there are as many as nine, 
ten or twelve [such] units in existence. 
This situation seems to encourage citizen 
confusion. . . . 9 9  11 

' Stanley Scott and John Corzine, Special Districts in 
the San Francisco Bay Area: Some Problems and  Issues 
(Berkeley: University of California, Institute of Govern- 
mental Studies, 1963), p. 5. 

'O Zbid., Ittner, pp. 10-12. The report lists 8 types of 
districts which may levy a property tax outside the limit, 
and 15 types which may levy special assessments. 

"Clyde F. Snider, Gilbert Y. Steiner, and Lois Lang- 
don, Local Taxing Units:  T h e  Illinois Experience (Ur- 
bana: University of Illinois, Institute of Government and 
Public Affairs, 1954), p. 6. 



TABLE 7.-Intergovernmental Revenue of Special Districts by Level of Government. 1957 and 1962 

State 

Northeast: 
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Hampshire . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Massachusetts 
Rhode Island . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Midwest : 
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

South: 
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . .  District of Columbia 
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Louisiana 
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Southwest: 
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

West : 
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Utah 
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
California . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  U.S. total 

' Less than $500 . 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the 

[In 

1962 

1. 407 
1. 117 

25 
28. 551 

1. 391 
3. 966 
4. 507 

27. 497 
91. 878 

1. 351 
8. 268 

16. 321 
16. 724 
3. 867 
8. 444 

573 
8. 522 

452 
56 

1. 885 
260 

1. 195 
4. 371 
3. 275 
1. 142 

533 
462 

14. 700 
4. 138 
2. 529 

27. 040 
11. 844 
11. 376 
2. 304 
6. 428 
3. 225 

996 
12. 598 

225 
415 

209 
3. 052 

790 
1. 832 

741 
7. 243 
1. 396 

522 
21. 789 

8 

373. 443 

Total 

1957 

228 
487 

29 
19. 616 
1. 185 
2. 181 
3. 443 

11. 075 
6. 000 

1. 422 
4. 540 
1. 003 
3. 815 
3. 513 
3. 762 

513 
3. 187 

49 
7 

433 
113 

273 
2. 945 
1. 159 

614 
948 
298 

6. 275 
2. 760 
1. 347 

11. 153 
5. 096 
5. 016 

716 
4. 457 

909 

176 
6. 885 

18 
208 

101 
2. 780 

416 
797 
59 

2. 283 
2. 391 

32 
7. 555 

366 

134. 634 

thousands of dollars] 

From Federal 

Census. Census of Goummcnts. 

1962 

635 
975 

6. 568 
1. 377 
2. 590 

15 
15. 105 
13. 059 

. . . . . . . . .  
4. 624 
1. 403 

12. 130 
217 

4. 232 
76 

6. 027 
302 
53 

378 
37 

1. 146 
3. 891 
3. 235 

323 
513 
173 

12. 199 
3. 839 
1. 848 

13. 947 
5. 089 
9. 801 
1. 773 
5. 210 
2. 797 

722 
9. 108 

200 
21 

157 
50 

608 
1. 253 

422 
2. 094 

857 
205 

7. 732 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  

159. 014 

1962 

From 

1962 

479 
3 

12 
21. 278 

1 
1. 089 
3. 882 

173 
2. 349 

613 
1. 482 

336 
2. 992 

20 
669 
430 
664 

31 
2 

1. 166 
58 

4 
237 

37 
. . . . . . . . .  

229 
622 
3 1 

572 
2. 077 
5. 697 

248 
2 1 

1. 081 
127 

208 
606 

. . . . . . . . .  
9 

25 
353 

16 
240 

. . . . . . . . .  
401 
309 
282 

3. 146 
7 

54. 317 

Government 

1957 

46 
290 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
4. 716 
1. 169 
2. 073 

. . . . . . . . .  
7. 761 
6. 000 

343 
2. 349 

519 
2. 057 

636 
569 

( 9  
2. 174 

11 
. . . . . . . . .  

356 
. . . . . . . . .  

24 1 
2. 307 
1. 159 

(I)  
422 

. . . . . . . . .  
6. 141 
2. 647 
1. 168 
4. 142 
1. 720 
4. 342 

515 
2. 905 

656 

1 
5. 841 

9 
. . . . . . . . .  

73 
45 

300 
712 

3 
1. 209 
1. 692 

32 
4. 201 

366 

73. 918 

and C e m s  

State 
governments 

1957 
.- 

9 
44 
17 

14. 688 
. . . . . . . . .  

6 
2. 755 

3 
. . . . . . . . .  

216 
367 
154 
987 

14 
565 
445 
460 

19 
6 

37 
37 

16 
143 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
222 
520 
279 
70 

1 
81 

940 
2. 907 

436 
115 

1. 438 
221 

165 
423 

9 
2 

2 
773 
30 

5 
2 

501 
471 

. . . . . . . . .  
1. 940 

. . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

32. 541 

From 

1962 

293 
139 

13 
705 

13 
287 
610 

12. 219 
76. 470 

738 
2. 162 

14. 582 
1. 602 
3. 630 
3. 543 

67 
1. 831 

119 
1 

341 
165 

45 
243 

40 
782 

20 
60 

1. 879 
268 
109 

11. 016 
1. 058 
1. 327 

510 
137 
301 

66 
2. 884 

25 
385 

27 
2. 649 

166 
339 
319 

4. 748 
230 

35 
10. 911 

1 

160. 112 

of Governments. 1957 . 

other local 
governments 

1957 

173 
15% 
12 

212 
16 

102 
688 

3. 311 
. . . . . . . . .  

863 
1. 824 

330 
771 

2. 863 
2. 628 

57 
553 
30 
1 

40 
76 

16 
495 

. . . . . . . . .  
392 

6 
19 
64 

112 
98 

6. 071 
469 
238 

86 
114 
32 

10 
621 

( I )  
206 

26 
1. 962 

86 
80 
54 

573 
228 

. . . . . . . . .  
1. 414 

. . . . . . . . .  

28. 175 



C. Intergovernmental Revenues of Special 
Districts 

Revenue received by special districts from 
Federal, State, and local sources was $373 
million in 1962, or 14.6 percent of total dis- 
trict revenues. This compares with $135 
million, or 9.1 percent in 1957. Details of 
intergovernmental revenues of special dis- 
tricts are shown in table 7. In 1962, rev- 
enues from other local governments 
amounted to $160 million; from the Fed- 
eral Government, $159 million; and from 
State government, $54 million. The com- 
parison, between 1957 and 1962 figures, is 
somewhat misleading with respect to reve- 
nues from other local governments because 
of the impact of the changed Census classifi- 
cation. Special districts in Maine, New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Indiana-States 
most affected by the revised classification- 
accounted for $1 04 million of the $160 mil- 
lion transfers from other local governments. 
In 1957 these four States accounted for only 
$3.8 million of $28 million of intergovern- 
mental revenue from this source. The 
type of district primarily involved in these 
States receives almost all of its operating 
revenues from units of local government.'' 
Were they excluded, district revenue from 
this source would have increased from $24.4 
million in 1957 to $56.6 million in 1962. 

Federal grants-in-aid accounted for 1 1.3 
percent of total State and local revenue in 

la The special districts involved here operate in the fol- 
lowing manner. The district issues bonds for the con- 
struction of a needed public facility-a school building, 
water or sewer line, parking lot, etc. The facility is con- 
structed in accordance with plans approved by a school 
district or unit of general local government. Upon com- 
pletion of the facility, the school district or unit of general 
local government leases it from the district. The rent 
paid to the district is therefore included as district revenue 
from local governments. Such districts appear to have 
little impact on intergovernmental relations, though they 
generally increase the cost of providing a particular serv- 
ice. The Bureau of the Census indicates 915 such dis- 
tricts for school purposes in Indiana and Pennsylvania and 
about 700 others in Maine, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. 

1962, but they accounted for only 6.2 per- 
cent of special district revenue. Hospital 
and sewerage disposal districts are eligible 
for Federal grant funds for capital construc- 
tion purposes; housing and urban renewal 
districts may receive Federal funds for land 
acquisition. Similarly, library districts and 
most natural resource districts are eligible 
to receive Federal funds under various 
programs. 

In 1962 special districts in five States- 
New Jersey, Georgia, Pennsylvania, Ten- 
nessee, and Illinois-accounted for 41.8 per- 
cent of all special district revenues from the 
Federal Government. Districts in four 
States received no Federal funds, and in six 
States they received less than $100,000. 

In 1962 special districts received $54.3 
million, or 2.1 percent of their total revenue 
from State government. Comparable fig- 
ures for 1957 were $32.5 million and 
2.2 percent. Five States-Massachusetts, 
Florida, New York, California, and Illi- 
nois-accounted for 68.1 percent of district 
revenue from this source. In 5 States, dis- 
tricts received no revenue from the State 
and in 15 they received less than $100,000. 
State programs providing revenue for spe- 
cial districts vary significantly. Almost any 
type of district may be eligible for such as- 
sistance in a given State. 

Revenues from local government are 
somewhat more difficult to determine. 
Generally speaking, statutes authorizing 
special districts permit local governments 
to make a contribution to such districts. In 
addition, local governments may have to 
pay for services received from some types of 
districts. 

D. Long-Term Debt 

One of the most significant fea- 
tures of special district 'financial operations 
is their ability to incur long-term debt for 
capital construction. Table 8 shows the 



status of district long-term debt in 1957 and 
1962. In 1962 total long-term debt out- 
standing amounted to $10.2 billion, com- 
pared with $6 billion in 1957. This 
amounted to 13.2 percent and 11.7 percent 
of all State and local long-term debt out- - 

standing in the respective years. 
The heavy reliance on user charge reve- 

nues by special districts in furnishing serv- 
ices which require large capital expendi- 
tures is clearly evident upon examination 
of special district indebtedness. Of a total 
long-term indebtedness of $10.2 billion, $8.7 
billion was nonguaranteed debt, which, in 
1962, was 85 percent of all district long- 
term debt, compared with 80.7 percent in 
1957. Excluding special districts, the non- 
guaranteed long-term debt of State and 
local government was $20.5 billion in 1962 
and $13.5 billion in 1957, or 30.5 and 29.9 
percent, respectively, of total State and local 
debt. Again, in comparing these figures, 
the revised Census classification should be 
noted.'"espite this change, non-guaran- 
teed long-term debt of State and local gov- 
ernment increased during the 5-year period. 

In 1962 special districts of 3 States- 
Pennsylvania, California, and Washing- 
ton-had outstanding long-term debt of 
over $1 billion, while in 6 States it exceeded 
$5OQ million, and ranged from $100 million 
to $500 million in 15 States. Five States 
accounted for 52.6 percent of all such debt. 
The impact of a single district on State fig- 
ures should again be noted. While New 
York has a total of 970 districts, the Port of 
New York Authority accounts for the great 
bulk of the special district debt in that State. 

Generally speaking, districts issuing non- 
" The revised classification, which in 1962 included the 

"leaseback" authorities in Maine, New Jersey, Pennsyl- 
vania, and Indiana as special districts, has particularly af- 
fected the Pennsylvania figures. I t  must be recognized 
that the underlying financing of nonguaranteed debt for 
such authorities is the property tax or other source of reve- 
nue of some unit of general local government. 

guaranteed debt can do so without submit- 
ting the matter to a vote of the people and 
without any sort of State restriction on the 
amount of debt incurred. Frequently the 
only restriction on their incurring debt is 
the extent to which the bond market re- 
sponds to the securities offered. In this 
regard, it is important to note that non- 
guaranteed debt or revenue bonds, whether 
issued by special districts or by units of gen- 
eral government, cost more than guaranteed 
or full-faith and credit bonds.'* However, 
the differential in interest rates appears to 
have decreased in recent years as investors 
have become more acquainted with this 
type of financing.'' The differential in in- 
terest rates has caused some States and mu- 
nicipalities to pledge their full-faith credit 
behind otherwise nonguaranteed debt in 
order to insure more economical borrow- 
i n g . ' T h e  basic economic rationale under- 
lying revenue bond financing is that users of 
a facility should pay for its construction and 
thus cost of the facility is not a burden on 
the taxpayer." This may be open to seri- 
ous criticism. Not only is the potential 
legal liability of general government for spe- 
cial district debt uncertain, but district de- 
faults would have an adverse effect on the 
units of general government which created 
the district.'" 

l4 See Public Affairs Research Council of Louisiana, A 
Sound Debt Program for Louisiana, No. 112 (September, 
1963), p. 3. Ibid., A Report to the Governors' Confer- 
ence, pp. 70-72, 104; and Rowland I. Robinson, Post W a r  
Market for State and Local Securities (Princeton Uni- 
versity Press: 1960), pp. 210-211. 

Authorities-Effective Public Servants (Philadelphia: 
Butcher & Sherrerd, 1964), p. 3. 

laZbid., A Report to the Governors' Conference, pp. 
28-29. 

l7 Ibid., Jones, p. 751; and Walter H. Steele, "Revenue 
Bonds," (ed.) Gordon L. Calvert, Fundamentals of Mu- 
nicipal Bonds (Investment Bankers Association of America, 
1959), p. 117. 

l8 See Weekly Bond Buyer, Oct. 21, 1963, sec. 2, p. 1;  
Oct. 28, 1963, sec. 2, p. 1 ;  and Nov. 4, 1963, p. 3. The 
first two articles deal with default on the Chicago Calu- 
met Skyway bonds and the latter deals with the West Vir- 
ginia Turnpike difficulties. 



TABLE 8.-Long-Term Indebtedness of Special Districts. 1957 and 1962 

state 

Northeast: 
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Hampshire 
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Massachusetts 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Rhode Island 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Connecticut 
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Jersey . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Pennsylvania 
Midwest: 

Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Illinois . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Missouri 
North Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Dakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Nebraska 
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

South: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Delaware 

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  District of Columbia 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Virgina 
West Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Kentucky 
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  South Carolina 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Georgia 

Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alabama .................... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mississippi 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Louisiana 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Arkansas 
Southwest: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Oklahoma 
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Mexico 
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

West: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Montana 

Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Colorado 
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
California . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Hawaii 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  U.S. Total 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Long-term debt outstanding at end of year 

Total Nonguaranteed Full faith and credit 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Census of Gouernmmts. 7962. and Census of Gouernments. 1957 . 



E. Special District Expenditures $33.7 million. The summary column for 
selected major functions is based on the ex- ' contains a summary of dis- penditures for functions separately classi- 

trict expenditures for 1952 and 1957. In fied in 111. special district inter- 
1962, five States-California, Illinois, New est payments on debt (except 
York Washington, and PennsYlvania-ac- for water supply and other utility functions) 
counted for 53.6 percent of the $3.2 billion are carried by the Bureau of the Census as 
district expenditures. Intergovernmental State totals, and as such do not appear as 
expenditures increased from $1 9 million to individual functional expenditures. 

TABLE 9.-Expen.ditures of Special Districts, Total  and Selected Functions, 1957 and 1962 
[In thousands of dollars] 

Total expenditure 

Direct expenditure 

For selected major Interest on general 
functions 1 I debt 

Intergovernmental 
expenditure All other State 

l l ,  312 
5,092 

473 
108,118 

7,478 
34,894 

226,875 
111,242 
284,644 

19,371 
62,949 
72,476 

396,275 
19,132 
25,103 

1,907 
34,926 
2,961 

540 
138,848 
22, 990 

1,549 
56,049 
8,328 

71,521 
2,869 
5,971 

47,245 
15,156 
18,306 
95,029 
73,383 
42,185 
11,959 
50,074 
6,601 

1,853 
123,9l6 

3,284 
45,625 

3,200 
10,750 
3,345 

22,167 
12,719 

209,735 
36,967 
12,271 

573,443 
562 

13 

Northeast: 
Malne- ........................ 
New Hampshire. .............. 
Vermont-.-. ................... 
Massachusetts. ................ 
Rhode Island- ................. 
Connecticut. .................. 
New York- .................... 
New Jersey .................... 
Pennsylvania-. ................ 

Midwest: 
Michigan ...................... 

.......................... Ohio- 
Indiana-. ...................... 
n~inois- ........................ 
Wisconsin.. ................... 
Minnesota. .................... 

......................... Iowa-. 
...................... Missouri- 

North Dakota ................. 
South Dakota .................. 
Nebraska- ..................... 
Kansas. ....................... 

South: 
Delaware.- .................... 
Maryland ...................... 
District of Columbia ........... 

....................... Virginia. 
West Virginia .................. 
Kentucky--. ................... 
Tennessee--. ................... 
North Carolina ................ 
South Carolina- ............... 
Georgia- ....................... 
Florida. ....................... 
Alabama-.. .................... 
Miwissippi- ................... 
Louisiana. ..................... 
Arkansas ...................... 

Southwest: 
Oklahoma. .................... 
Texas- ......................... 
New Mexico- .................. 
Arizona. ....................... 

West: 
Montana- ..................... 
Idaho. ......................... 
Wyoming ...................... 
Colorado-. ..................... 
Utah ........................... 
Weshington .................... 
Oregon ......................... 

....................... Nevada- 
California.--. .................. 

....................... Alaska-. 
Hawaii ........................ 

.................. U.S. total.. 1 3,153,757 

1 See app. A for itemization of selected major functions. 
Source: U S .  Bureau 01 the Census, Census of Governments, 1062, and Census of Govmmcnls. 1967. 



Chapter VI 
SPECIAL DISTRICTS AND UNITS OF GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

The paths of special districts and general 
government cross at many places. States 
always, and often units of general govern- 
ment ( including the Federal Government ) , 
play a part in the creation of special districts. 
These relations are formal or procedural. 
They do not necessarily involve the actual 
operation of district programs. This latter 
relationship is of extreme importance. 
However, it is often difficult to isolate the 
various aspects of the operating relation- 
ships between special districts and units of 
general government. This is particularly 
true where the nature of the relationship is 
not spelled out either in the law authorizing 
creation of the district or in the actual char- 
ter or other document creating it. Similar- 
ly, as the following analysis will show, some 
statutory requirements establishing such re- 
lationships are often more honored in the 
breach than in the observance. 

In this discussion, it must be remembered 
that usually other devices are available 
which would permit a unit of general gov- 
ernment to provide a type of service that a 
special district is providing. The Bureau 
of the Census lists some 5,223 "county sub- 
ordinate 'special taxing areas"' in the 
United States in 1962.' Such areas were 
found in some 20 States, including States 
which have a significant number of special 
districts, and some which have few districts. 
As one commentator noted : "These entities 
are, in effect, special taxing areas through 

' Zbid., Bureau of the Census, "Census of Governments: 
1962," table 17. 

which the county government can raise 
funds to finance services within the dis- 
tricts." ' California has over 1,000 such 
entities performing the same type of func- 
tions that special districts perform. 

A Louisiana study indicates the extensive 
use of county subordinate taxing areas in 
both urban and rural areas of the State. In 
1961, the urban parish of East Baton 
Rouge, levied separate property taxes for 
37 such areas,3 though the Bureau of the 
Census lists only 2 special districts, and no 
subordinate taxing areas in the parish in 
1962. The rural parish of Iberville, with 
a population of 29,939, levied separate prop- 
erty taxes for 7 such areas in 1961," and the 
Census Bureau indicates no special districts 
and 2 subordinate taxing areas in Iberville 
Parish. 

Finally, the Census Bureau indicates that 
in every State, general government-State, 
county, and municipal-has created sub- 
ordinate agencies to undertake various func- 
tions which are also performed by special 
districts in the same State.5 In evaluating 
the impact of these devices-subordinate 
taxing areas, subordinate agencies, and spe- 
cial districts-it must be recognized that the 
degree of control exercised by the unit of 
general government over their activities 

a Zbid., Scott and Corzine, p. 1.  
Tenth Annual Report of the Louisiana Tax  Cornmis- 

sion for the Years 1960-61, State of Louisiana (1962), 
pp. 274-275. 
' Ibid,  p. 280. 

Zbid., "Census of Governments : 1962," individual 
State descriptions, pp. 243-372. 
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constitutes a continuum ranging from a gov- 
erning body of a unit of general government 
acting as the ex officio governing body of 
the subordinate agency "0 a governing body 
of a special district elected by the people 
and with no legal relationship to any unit of 
general government. Within this range, it 
is sometimes difficult to determine whether 
an individual agency or district is subordi- 
nate to, or independent of, a unit of general 
government. This is one reason why the 
Census Bureau sometimes has difficulty in 
determining whether a specific entity should 
be classified as a special district or not, and 
why the number of units so classified varies 
from study to study. 

A. Relations With Units of General Local 
Government 

Obviously, a major factor affecting rela- 
tions between districts and units of general 
local government is the number of special 
districts included within the boundaries of a 
unit of general local government. Gen- 
erally speaking, there are no special districts 
within portions of a city. Special districts 
are either coterminous with the territorial 
boundaries of the city or the whole city is 
part of a larger special district. The same 
situation, however, is not true with regard 
to counties, towns, or States. Generally, 
districts such as hospital, housing and urban 
renewal, airport, and port districts are co- 
terminous with boundaries of a unit of gen- 
eral local government; often others are also 
coterminous with such boundaries. 

With respect to a county, one measure of 
potential operational problems is the extent 
to which numerous special districts exist 
within its boundaries. Table 10 presents 
the distribution of multiple districts by 
county in 47 States, plus county-type units 
in 3 States. Eight hundred and fifty of 
these county-type units have 6 or more spe- 
cial districts within their territorial limits; 
398 have between 6 and 10 districts; 309 
have between 11 and 25; and 143 have over 
25. Twenty States have one or more 
counties in the last category. Less than 
one-third of the counties with 11 or more 
special districts are in standard metropoli- 
tan statistical areas. At the same time, it 
must be noted that table 10 understates the 
degree to which numerous special districts 
exist within a given county because Census 
data include multicounty districts in only 
one county and there were 2,009 multi- 
county special districts in 1962. 

A second factor which must be considered 
in viewing the overall relations between 
units of general local government and spe- 
cial districts is the type of function per- 
formed by the district. The import of these 
relations will be significantly different in 
New York State, where almost all districts 
provide fire protection or health services, 
and California, where districts provide aI- 
most all types of governmental services. 

A final factor affecting operational rela- 
tions is the extent to which a special district 
must obtain some type of approval or review 
from a unit of general local government be- 

' In Virginia, county governing bodies are authorized to 
fore it can proceed with its activities. With 

provide water supply, sewerage, garbage disposal, fire pro- respect to housing and urban renewal dis- 
tection, and utility services to portions of the county pur- tricts, these requirements usually are quite 
suant to secs. 21-113 to 21-140.2 of the Virginia Code. 
The county governing body acts as the governing body of With respect to fire districts, 
the "district" providing such service or services and may they are often nonexistent. Such require- 
levy property taxes as well as charge for services rendered. 
See also Sec. 727.01 et seq. of the Ohio Code and Secs. 

ments for other districts fall somewhere be- 
17-29-1 et seq. of the Utah Code. 
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TABLE 10.-Incidence of Special 

State 

Northeast : 
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Hampshire. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Vermont . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Massachusetts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
RhodeIsland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Connecticut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New York . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Jersey.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Midwest: 
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ohio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wisconsin . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Minnesota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Iowa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Missouri . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Dakota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Dakota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

South: 
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  West Virginia. 
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
North Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  South Carolina. 
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Florida. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Southwest: 
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Mexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

West: 
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
California . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

U.S. total. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 Unit other than county is used. 
a Includes 33 independent cities. 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Governmenis, 1962, Vol. I., Governmental Organizations. 

Districts in 

Number 
of special 
districts 

125 
85 
72 

194 
56 

204 
970 
295 

1,398 

99 
177 
560 

2,126 
68 

115 
263 
742 
246 

80 
752 
880 

63 
176 
46 
55 

179 
268 
126 
142 
301 
264 
202 
266 
241 
299 

124 
733 
102 
52 

192 
469 
144 
566 
142 
867 
727 

85 
1,962 

6 
16 

18,322 

Counties by Selected Classes, by  State, 1962 

Total 

16 
10 
14 
14 
1 5 
1 8  
58 
21 
67 

83 
88 
92 

102 
72 
87 
99 

115 
53 
67 
93 

105 

3 
24 

2 131 
55 

120 
95 

100 
46 

159 
67 
67 
82 
64 
75 

77 
254 

32 
14 

56 
44 
23 
63 
29 
39 
36 
17 
58 

1 18 
4 

3,121 

Number of counties 

Counties 

Under 6 

6 
2 
7 
2 
2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
12 
1 

14 

83 
86 
44 
16 
70 
85 
88 
72 
33 
67 
34 
5 1 

1 
17 

a131 
51 

119 
84 
99 
40 

157 
56 
59 
68 
48 
61 

76 
225 
25 
11 

48 
9 

14 
31 
22 

4 
6 
9 
3 

18 
4 

2,271 

with following 
districts- 

6-10 

6 
4 
6 
3 

. . . . . . . . . .  

12 
10 
8 

2 
41 
24 

1 
2 
8 

17 
19 

44 
22 

1 
3 

4 
. . . . . . . . . .  

10 
1 
3 
2 
7 
8 

11 
9 
9 

1 
17 
7 
2 

6 
19 
5 

15 
2 
8 
9 
7 
3 

398 

number 

11-25 

4 
4 
1 
7 
3 
4 

24 
7 

29 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

7 
36 
1 

2 
24 
1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
12 
26 

. . . . . . . . . .  
2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 
1 

3 

4 

3 
7 
4 

10 

. . . . . . . . . .  

2 
13 
4 

13 
5 

15 
9 
1 

20 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

309 

of special 

Over 25 

. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . .  
2 

. . . . . . . . . .  
4 

10 
3 

16 

. . . . . . . . . .  
26 

. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1 
2 

. . . . . . . . . .  

3 
6 

1 
2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . .  

1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 

. . . . . . . . . .  
3 

. . . . . . . . . .  
4 

. . . . . . . . . .  
12 
12 

. . . . . . . . . .  
32 

143 



The need for close relations between 
special districts and units of general local 
government is most apparent in those situa- 
tions where district activities can introduce 
a significant demand for public services per- 
formed by a general local government. 
When a water or sewerage district extends 
its service lines to an undeveloped or sparsely 
developed portion of the community, the 
unit of general local government responsible 
for providing schools, highways, police, fire 
protection, and other services will be faced 
with an increased demand for such services 
along the extension. Similarly, activities of 
port, housing and urban renewal, and air- 
port districts generally affect the demand for 
other services performed by units of general 
local government. This type of interrela- 
tionship is probably most clearly observed 
in standard metropolitan statistical areas. 

Despite the need for close coordination, 
Max Pock, in his study of metropolitan spe- 
cial districts, found that units of general 
local government in metropolitan areas 
were informed of district activities: 
. . . by means of official bulletins, reports, an- 
nouncements, or less formal media of communica- 
tion. However, true coordination in the sense of 
meshing programs and objectives of districts with 
tangential and interdependent programs and ob- 
jectives of other governments is only undertaken on 
a small and perhaps sporadic scale. There is al- 
most a total absence of any formal machinery for 
cooperation excepting, perhaps, the already men- 
tioned occasional requirement that districts submit 
financial reports to component units, and that they 
cooperate with or get approval from enumerated 
local governments or their technical departments 
on certain aspects of their a~tivities.~ 

But, Pock notes that most districts "appear 
to get along well with other units of local 
government on matters relating to execu- 
tion of their projects;. . . . , )  8 

Ibid., Pock, p. 107. 
Ibid., p. 107. 

Pock's criticism, of course, is not uni- 
formly applicable. Housing and urban re- 
newal authorities generally need the ap- 
proval of the governing body of a unit of 
general local government before they can 
act. In addition, planning for total gov- 
ernmental services is part of the "workable 
program" requirement necessary for eligi- 
bility for Federal grant funds. Similarly, 
a number of special districts must ob- 
tain approval of the unit of general local 
government within which they propose to 
acquire property bef0r.e they can proceed.' 

Such special districts as fire protection, 
park and recreation, library, hospital, and 
most natural resource districts usually do not 
produce significant demands for services 
performed by units of general local govern- 
ment. But they may have a significant im- 
pact on matters affecting local government 
organi~at ion.~~ 

The problem of planning and coordinat- 
ing governmental services is extremely com- 
plicated in any area where numerous dis- 
tricts exist. I t  can be pointed up readily by 
considering a single-county metropolitan 
area, such as Fresno, Calif. According to 
the Census Bureau, there were 107 special 
districts in Fresno County in 1962-37 nat- 
ural resource, 8 fire protection, 2 housing 
and urban renewal, 4 sewerage and sewage 
disposal, 26 water supply, 27 other, and 3 
multifunction districts." Table 10 indi- 
cates, to some extent, the degree to which 
such situations exist nationally. 

' Ibid., p. 89, and ibid., Temporary State Commission 
on Coordination of State Activities, pp. 241-244. 

lo Examples of this are numerous. The Rhode Island 
General Assembly, in 195 1, authorized one of its towns to 
create and maintain a fire department. The town's as- 
suming this function was conditioned upon the approval 
of a town meeting and upon the approval of three fire 
districts within the town which were originally created by 
special act of the legislature. As of 1962, no town fire 
department was created. Ibid., Bird, p. 11. 

I' Ibid., Bureau of the Census, "Census of Governments: 
1962," p. 108. 



While special districts in metropolitan 
areas were once thought by some to be a pos- 
sible solution to some metropolitan prob- 
lems," experience to date does not support 
this contention. However, multifunction 
special districts or even single-function 
districts in metropolitan areas may be an 
effective means for undertaking some gov- 
ernmental functions, provided appropriate 
arrangements are made to insure that the ac- 
tivities of the district are properly coordi- 
nated with the activities of units of general 
local government.13 

In addition, special districts tend to make 
municipal annexation exceedingly difficult. 
Often persons directly associated with a spc- 
cia1 district actively oppose annexation, and 
once residents of a community have water, 
sewer, and fire protection services, they 
often see no need to support annexation.'" 

Finally, it should be pointed out that the 
number of special districts providing a given 
service in a metropolitan area is not an abso- 
lute indication of the degree to which a serv- 
ice is actually fragmented. Thus, San 
Diego County, with 22 sewerage districts, 
has only 1 main disposal system operated 
by the city of San Diego. Twenty-two dis- 
tricts pay an annual rental to the city for use 
of its facilities.15 Of 57 water or water and 
sanitation districts in the Denver metropol- 
itan area, 33 obtain their water supply from 
4 municipal systems-24 of these from the 
city of Denver.'" 

la Ibid.,  Temporary State Commission on Coordination 
of State Activities, pp. 541-542, and Bollens, pp. 90-92. 

la Ibid.,  Bollens, pp. 46-94, and Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations, Governmental Structure, 
Organization, and Planning in Metropolitan Areas (Wash- 
ington, 1961), pp. 26-30. 

l4 Ibid.,  Scott and Corzine, pp. 7-8. 
l6 Samuel E. Wood and Alfred E. Heller, T h e  Phantom 

Cities o f  California (Sacramento: California Tomor- 
row, 1963), p. 34. 

l6 Ibid.,  League of Women Voters of Colorado, Co- 
operation or Confusion? Part I I .  T h e  Urban and M e t -  
ropolitan Problem in Colorado (Denver, 1961), pp. 20-21. 

In some instances an existing unit of gen- 
eral government actually has encouraged 
the creation of special districts. In 1940 
the City Council of Eugene, Oreg., an- 
nounced that it would provide fire protec- 
tion only to those suburban areas within 
"regularly organized fire districts." This 
was done so the city might enter into a con- 
tract with the district to guarantee certain 
payments for the services rendered.17 

B. Relations With State Government 

The nature of the relationship of special 
districts to State government is, of course, 
largely determined by State law. But in 
most instances only certain types of districts 
have operational relations with the State 
government and the nature of these relations 
differs significantly from State to State. 
Such districts include hospital, sewerage, 
park and recreation, all natural resource 
districts, and, to some extent, water supply 
districts. The relations are based on the 
degree to which the State has assumed re- 
sponsibility for overseeing how functions 
undertaken by the district are performed or 
the degree to which it has assumed an opera- 
tional responsibility in the particular func- 
tional area. 

States have long been active in the park 
and recreation field. Hospital districts, to 
the extent that they receive Federal funds 
for construction, must be established in ac- 
cordance with a statewide plan for hospital 
services. The State's overriding responsi- 
bility for water pollution control requires 
a certain degree of supervision over the ac- 
tivities of sewerage districts. In point of 
fact, the need for meeting State pollution 
control standards has probably contributed 
to the creation of some sewerage districts. 

'* Ibid.,  Bureau of Municipal Research and Service, 
Problems of the Urban Fringe: Eugene-Springfield Area, 
Prepared for the Legislative Interim Committee on Local 
Government (University of Oregon, 1956), pp. 30-3 1 .  



Soil conservation programs are sometimes 
administered through State agencies, and in 
some instances they receive revenues from a 
State agency. Drainage, irrigation, flood 
control, and some water supply districts are 
intimately connected with State programs 
for the development of natural resources, 
particularly water resources. 

Despite these facts, and despite the fact 
that statutes often give an appropriate State 
agency some review authority over activities 
of certain types of special districts, there is 
often no effective means available for the 
State to insure that district activities are in 
accordance with overali State requirements. 
Obviously, there are exceptions to this gen- 
eralization. If capital facilities of hospital 
districts are to receive Federal funds, they 
must be constructed in accordance with an 
appropriate State plan. Similarly, in a 
State such as Pennsylvania, where sewer- 
age districts are eligible to receive State 
grants for capital construction purposes, 
they must meet the basic regulatory stand- 
ards of the State if they are to make use of 
such grants. Natural resource districts 
particularly drainage, irrigation, flood con- 
trol, and some water supply districts, pose 
the most difficult problems for State-district 
relations. They are related to the efforts of 
States to develop plans for the overall de- 
velopment and utilization of water and re- 
lated natural resources. In order to insure 
that such plans are effectively implemented, 
an appropriate State agency must be in a 
position to insure that district activities are 
in accord with State plans. 

These problems are well pointed up in 
several State studies. A Louisiana study 
cites a State department of public works' 
report as follows: "It is well to note that 
prior to the statewide drainage program, 
drainage was carried on through more than 
300 small drainage districts. I t  is imprac- 
tical and well-nigh impossible to perfect a 
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drainage program on this basis." '" Louisi- 
ana attempted to resolve this problem by 
insuring a close relationship between levee 
and drainage districts and the State depart- 
ment of public works, as well as the Federal 
Government. A representative of the de- 
partment of public works is required to at- 
tend district board meetings and advise the 
board as to the location, construction, and 
repair of all levees in the district.'" A 
League of Women Voters' study in Texas 
notes that while districts must obtain ap- 
proval from the State for their bond issues 
and engineering plans, "The only factors 
considered by these agencies (Attorney Gen- 
eral, State Comptroller, Texas Water Com- 
mission) are the technical, engineering, and 
legal aspects; and after the plans and bonds 
are approved, there is no supervision of the 
actual construction to insure that it is in ac- 
cordance with the approved plan." 'O 

A 1961 study of Kansas watershed dis- 
tricts indicated the existence of 33 such dis- 
tricts and 17 in the process of being orga- 
nized." After noting that the 50 existing 
or proposed districts constitute only 11 per- 
cent of the total acreage in the State, the 
report says: "Projecting into the future . . . 
it is not inconceivable that the number of 
watershed districts in the state could some- 
day exceed 400." 22 

The report goes on to raise the following 
question, among others: ". . . will these 
districts, as units of government, be able to 
overcome the difficulties inherent in co- 
ordinating the programs of so many districts 
(50 at present, a potential of approximately 

'' Emmett Asseff, Special Districts in Louisiana (Loui- 
siana State University: Bureau of Government Research, 
1951), p. 41. 

lo For general discussion, see ibid., Asseff, pp. 33-42. 
League of Women Voters of Texas, A Guide to Under- 

standing State-Local Relations ( 1962), pp. 18-19. 
Charles A. Sullivant, T h e  Kansas Watershed District 

(University of Kansas: Government Research Center, A 
Citizen's Pamphlet, No. 27, 1961 ) . 
" Zbid., p. 2 2 .  



400) in terms of a coherent State water and 
soil development program?" 23 

The need for States to assert strong lead- 
ership if water resource development is to be 
truly effective is highlighted by such situa- 
tions as the following: 
. . . the Brazos River Authority [in Texas] covers 
approximately one-sixth of the state . . . [in which] 
97 separate water districts and authorities have been 
created by special act or by general law to deal 
with problems in the Brazos River watershed. 
However, the plans of subordinate districts, as well 
as the activities of participating federal agencies, 
must conform with the master plans of the Brazos 
River A ~ t h o r i t y . ~ ~  

The Texas situation, contrasted to the Kan- 
sas situation, indicates the degree to which 
the State can (and should) insure effective 
integration of the activities of certain types 
of special districts with overall State needs. 

C.  Relations With the Federal Government 

Special districts of all specific functional 
types, except fire, health, and cemetery 
districts, have relationships with the Federal 
Government. Most districts concerned 
with natural resource, housing and urban 
renewal, hospital, library, airport, sewerage, 
disposal and park and recreation functions 
are eligible to receive Federal grant funds, 
and, aside from grant programs, Federal op- 
erational or regulatory programs affect a 
number of these functions. In the natural 
resource field the activities of natural re- 
source and water supply districts touch most 
closely on the operational programs of the 
Federal Government and this is an area 
where close coordination of Federal, State, 
and district activities is clearly required. 
Problems associated with these activities 
almost always extend beyond the boundaries 
of a single special district or units of general 
local government. If such problems are to 

"rZbid., p. 25.  
Zbid., Thrombley, p. 51. 

be resolved effectively, statewide, and, in 
some instances Federal-State, coordination, 
and perhaps operating programs, will be 
necessary. State efforts in these fields were 
mentioned previously. Regional efforts 
have been going on for some time with vary- 
ing degrees of success. Special districts, 
such as the Delaware River Basin Commis- 
sion,'" and the river basin commissions 
which would be authorized under the pro- 
posed Water Resources Planning ActTZ6 are 
indicative of some current efforts to meet 
these problems. 

D. Relations With Other Districts 

Relationships among special districts, 
while perhaps not as significant from an 
intergovernmental point of view as relation- 
ships between districts and general govern- 
ment, nevertheless raise certain questions 
which require careful analysis. The major 
facet of these relations relates to multiplicity 
of districts of the same type within a small 
territory. To the extent that such districts 
operate in a field where a State or the Fed- 
eral Government has a basic responsibility, 
factors here involved already have been dis- 
cussed. Instances of district-to-district re- 
lations are clearly evident in functions such 
as fire protection, water supply, and sewer- 
age disposal. In one community the prob- 
lem was described as follows: 

An example of this can be seen in the fact that 
in the unincorporated area there are 26 fire districts. 
Location of fire stations, for instance, is often de- 
termined on the basis of service within the political 
boundaries of the district, with little or no atten- 
tion given to service to other areas adjacent to the 
district, but located in other fire districts. No pos- 
sibility for automatic distribution of equipment 
between districts exists so that in districts where 
rapid urbanization is taking place rural-type equip- 
ment becomes surplus, rather than being shifted 
to rural areas to another district. Such logical dis- 

" Public Law 87-328, 75 Stat. 688. 
" Senate bill S. 11 11, 88th Cong. 



tribution would be possible if there were a county- 
wide fire de~ar tment .~~  

Similar situations exist in unincorporated 
areas of many standard metropolitan sta- 
tistical areas. The adverse consequences of 
the multiplicity of special districts of a given 
type often is reduced because many contract 
for services within an incorporated munici- 
pality or with other districts. Examples of 
the former already have been mentioned. 
An example of the latter is indicated by the 
fact that in 1955 the Eugene Water and 
Electric Board ( a  special district) sold 25 
percent of its water to water districts in un- 
incorporated areas of the ~omrnunity.~~ 
Finally, special districts of the same type in- 
hibit efforts of district consolidation or an- 
nexation which would provide more effec- 
tive and more efficient service to the whole 
area.*' 

A second type of interdistrict relations 
concerns functions performed by two or 
more different types of districts. Water 
supply and sewage disposal are closely re- 
lated and, in fact, often performed by a 
multifunction single district. Where the 
services are not performed by a single dis- 
trict, problems of coordination often de- 
velop. While there is probably a greater 
degree of coterminous overlapping of indi- 
vidual water and sewerage districts, this is 
not the case between water supply and fire 
protection districts. Obviously, adequate 
fire protection cannot be furnished without 
the ready availability of adequate water. 

" Letter from Christensen, Information Officer, Sacra- 
mento County, September 1962, quoted in ibid., Scott and 
Corzine, pp. 16-17. 

"Zbid., Bureau of Municipal Research and Sewice, p. 
43. 

2g League of Women Voters of Colorado, Cooperation 
or Confusion? Local Government in Colorado (1960),  
and ibid., Pock, pp. 160-184. 

E. Financial Relations 

The importance of financial relationships 
between special districts and units of gen- 
eral government has been stated as follows: 
Special districts do not create new sources of 
revenue. Their financial support is drawn from 
the same fiscal reservoir which supplies other local 
governments. This reservoir is not inexhaustible; 
the more governments that come to rely upon it, 
the more competition there is for what revenue is 
available. The net effect is the loss of financial 
flexibility for all local go~ernrnents.~~ 

In some instances individual property 
owners may well be subject to property taxes 
by two or more governmental units for the 
same service." Admittedly, this situation is 
rare, but it does occur. The extent to which 
special districts and units of general govern- 
ment compete for the same revenue source, 
of course, varies significantly from State to 
State and among the various types of dis- 
tricts. The most obvious clash of interest 
exists where districts are authorized to levy 
property taxes or special assessments. This 
conflict becomes sharpest in those States 
where property tax limitations apply to over- 
lapping governmental units. Of course, 
competition for revenues among govern- 
mental units and functions always exists. 
However, the governing body of a unit of 
general government must consider priorities 
among competing demands, while the gov- 
erning body of a special district usually can 
ignore such considerations. 

Special districts financed from user 
charges present two additional types of fi- 
nancial problems which must be considered. 
The first, noted earlier, is the degree to 

'"Zbid., Folmar, p. 84. See also Wyoming Taxpayers 
Association, Special District Government-With Particu- 
lar Reference to Wyoming (Cheyenne: 1955), p. 11. 
" Municipal Annexation in Oregon: T h e  Law and Prac- 

tice of Annexation and Its Effect on Special Districts; 
Legal Bulletin No. 11 (Bureau of Municipal Research, 
University of Oregon, 1962), p. 10. 



which such charges are subject to regulatory 
review by an appropriate State agency. 
The second relates to a recognition of the 
fact that States and general local govern- 
ments are constantly looking for new sources 
of revenue. User charges, in some instances 
perhaps, might be a valid revenue source for 
other functions of government if the service 
performed by the district were undertaken 
by general government. Such possibilities 
have been brought to public attention 
recently when the State of New Jersey was 
considering applying user charge revenues 
of the New Jersey Turnpike Authority (not 
classified as a special district by the Bureau 
of the census) for general State  purpose^.'^ 

Many special districts receive revenue in 
excess of expenses. In some instances these 

c < revenues are carried as net income" in 
statements of financial activities of such dis- 
tricts." While the question of whether such 
user charge facilities should be used to fi- 
nance other functions of government is open 
to political and economic dispute, if they are 
not to be so used, there appears to be no valid 
reason why user charges should produce 
revenues significantly in excess of costs in- 
curred by the special district. 

F. Reporting of Special District Activities 

Chapter I noted that special districts have 
been called "a dark continent" of American 
government despite the fact that all special 
districts are created pursuant to the wishes 
and desires of the people. Elsewhere in the 
report, it is noted that the public generally 
pays little attention to the activities of 
special districts once they have been created. 
Perhaps the most important reasons for this 

Sa Weekly Bond Buyer, Feb. 10, 1964, p.  5 .  
33 Pennsylvania Department of Internal Affairs, Statis- 

tics for Water  Utilities Including Water  Authorities in 
Pennsylvania, 1962 (Harrisburg: 1963), on p. 5 indicates 
"net income" of 232 municipal water authorities as $8.9 
million in 1962. 

situation is that special districts, once 
created, usually are free to go their own way. 

The State follows a policy of creating these dis- 
tricts and then ignoring them. I t  maintains no 
record of their operations and finances and requires 
no reports that would permit such a record. Pres- 
ently they form blind spots in the information that 
the State needs to plan adequate services for its 
decentralizing population, secure better equaliza- 
tion of tax burdens, and work for rehabilitation of 
the economy.34 

The above reference to the Rhode Island 
situation is by no means unique. A Ken- 
tucky report says: "Other local taxing dis- 
tricts may be created for special purposes, 
such as flood control or the erection and 
maintenance of tubercular sanitaria. How- 
ever, it is almost impossible to secure a com- 
plete list of them, and those for which rate 
data are shown constitute only a small frac- 
tion of the total in existence." 35 

A report of the Colorado Legislative 
Council describes its efforts to secure infor- 
mation on special districts in order to de- 
velop a report to the Colorado General 
Assembly as follows : 

The first step in the study was an attempt to com- 
pile a complete inventory of existing special districts. 
This proved to be a formidable task since there is 
no one place where special district information is 
collected. The assessed valuations, tax rates, and 
budgets of all special districts are supposed to be 
filed by the special districts with the State Tax Com- 
mission, but this is not always done. Members of 
the Tax Commission staff felt that the reporting to 
them was incomplete. There is also a statute which 
requires irrigation districts to file annual reports 
with the State Irrigation Commission, but this re- 
quirement is largely ignored.36 

Attempting to get complete information, 
the Legislative Council then sent question- 

" Zbid., Bird, p. 30. 
" Department of Revenue, Kentucky Property Taxes,  

1962 (Frankfort, Ky.: 1962), p. 6. See also ibid. ,  Wyo- 
ming Taxpayers Association, p. 10. 

"Legislative Council, Special Districts-Report to the 
Colorado General Assembly, Research Publication No. 16, 
1955, pp. i-ii. 
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naires to county assessors in each county of 
L c the State and reported: In many cases, 

however, the assessor's office did not have 
available to it the data with which to com- 
plete the questionnaire." 

The Colorado example of a State's inabil- 
ity to secure special district compliance with 
statutes requiring reporting of certain infor- 
mation is by no means unique. A New 
Mexico study, after citing various statutes 
enacted since 1947, requiring a State agency 
review of special district budgets, reports : 
"Efforts by the local government division to 
enforce these provisions are either blandly 
ignored or openly contested." 38 "In no 
case has the State exercised any function of 
approval over special district bonds despite 
the fact that there has been a law on the 
statute books for many years creating a 
special board to do just that." 39 Summing 
up the New Mexico situation, the report 
says : 

Much of the detailed information of the opera- 
tions of the special districts is available only at the 
local level, where a field study of each district is 
demanded to provide the data necessary for a com- 
prehensive analysis of the districts' full impact on 
state and local government. Time and fiscal limi- 
tations have restricted this study to the state level.40 

Ibid.,  p. 1 1 .  
" Zbid., Folmar, p. 79.  
" Ibid.,  p. 70. 
'"bid., p. 3. 

Some States, such as Pennsylvania and 
California, have been highly successful in at  
least insuring that pertinent special district 
financial information is reported to an ap- 
propriate State agency and that compil- 
ations of such data are made available to 
the general public. Certainly, there can 
be little justification for the limited infor- 
mation generally available concerning 
special district activities. Units of general 
local government, such as cities, counties, 
and towns which are much more visible to 
the general public and whose governing 
bodies must receive periodic public support, 
are governed by a wealth of detailed statu- 
tory requirements. Such requirements 
insure that their tasks are performed 
efficiently and responsibly and that the 
general public has available to it the infor- 
mation necessary to evaluate performance of 
assigned responsibilities. Certainly, less 
should not be asked of special districts which 
generally are not required to comply with 
State imposed personnel, purchasing, and 
financial procedures, and where, often, their 
governing bodies are not directly responsible 
to the people. I t  would seem axiomatic 
that the State and units of general local gov- 
ernment should at  least know of the exist- 
ence of special districts and should receive 
certain basic information relating to their 
activities. 



Chapter VIl  

FACTORS INFLUENCING CREATION OF SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

Obviously numerous factors affect the 
political response of people of various areas 
of the country to different governmental 
problems. The potential for variation is 
heightened by the fact that the basic politi- 
cal framework within which governmental 
problems are resolved is determined by 50 
< < sovereign" States and the National Gov- 
ernment. In this light, it is not surprising 
that numerous factors have been postulated 
as influencing the creation of special 
districts. 

Clear analysis of these factors often en- 
counters difficulty in distinguishing between 
fact and fiction, or reason and rationaliza- 
tion. Often, fact or reason in a given situa- 
tion shade into fiction or rationalization 
when generalizations are made. Circum- 
vention of debt limitations for creation of a 
water district may be a fact in some situa- 
tions, but when a unit of general local gov- 
ernment is authorized to issue debt, not 
chargeable against a constitutional or statu- 
tory debt limit, to construct and operate user 
charge facilities, this fact becomes a fiction. 
Similarly, removal of politics from decisions 
relating to a given service may, in some sit- 
uations, be a valid reason for creating a 
district. However, so long as powerful 
community interests are concerned with 
where, and when, sewer lines are extended 
to an undeveloped area or an urban renewal 
project is located, this factor becomes a ra- 
tionalization-political decisions remain 
political decisions whether made by a unit 
of general government or a special district. 

The discussion of each influencing factor 
is made in the context of those situations 
where they would be fact rather than fiction 
and reason rather than rationalization. An 
objective analysis of the various influencing 
factors on a national basis reveals that fic- 
tion and rationalization dominate in many, 
if not in most, instances where a single 
factor can be quantified; i.e., debt and tax 
limitations, limitations on the power of local 
government, and removal from politics. 
This does not mean that these are not influ- 
encing factors despite their lack of nation- 
wide application. 

A 1956 study of public authorities in New 
York State listed the following factors as in- 
fluencing their creation : 
Financial Reasons 

( 1) To  finance public improvements without 
resort to additional taxes; 

(2)  To  finance improvements through charges 
upon the users thereof instead of upon the 
general taxpaying public; 

3)  To finance improvements without con- 
flict with constitutional debt limitations; 

4) T o  secure additional revenues and greater 
financial autonomy for certain activities 
of regular State agencies; 

5)  T o  take advantage of Federal loans and 
grants ; - 

( 6 )  To finance improvements through revenue 
bonds without earmarking taxes; 

( 7 )  To facilitate the financing of enterprises 
taken over from private ownership. 

Jurisdictional Reasons 
Administrative Reasons 

(1) To  remove the administration of enter- 
prises from direct control by politically 
responsible officials ; 



(2) T o  provide a more flexible administrative 
instrument to manage a commercial-type 
public enterprise ; 

( 3 )  To  facilitate the transmission from private 
to public operation of enterpri~es.~ 

The New York study group's list is by no 
means exclusive. Other studies include 
most of those noted here, as well as some ad- 
d i t ions .Yhe  following analysis examines 
various factors which tend to induce resort 
to special districts. Careful attention must 
be given to the political climate in a particu- 
lar community, as well as the legal basis on 
which governments operate in a given State, 
in attempting to evaluate the impact of any 
of these factors. In evaluating the impor- 
tance of a single factor or group of factors, 
it is well to bear in mind the comment of 
Charles R. Adrian: "The pattern of use for 
the special district is a strange one, however, 
seeming to depend on local customs and per- 
haps the accident of the gradual accumula- 
tion of rigid constitutional and statutory 
restrictions controlling general governments 
and discouraging the use of existing units for 
newer services." 

A. Financial Reasons 

Financial factors which tend to encourage 
creation of special districts fall into three 
broad categories: ( 1 ) debt and tax limita- 
tions on State and local government; ( 2 )  
financing services through service or user 
charges as opposed to general tax revenues ; 
and ( 3 )  the broader financial base which 
may be available to support a particular 
service by resort to a special district. 

An Illinois study cites the following, 
among other reasons, as influencing the crea- 
tion of special districts in Illinois: ". . . to 
equalize the tax burden, others have been 

set up in order to permit borrowing or im- 
position of tax levies beyond constitutional 
or statutory limits already reached." 
While debt and tax limitations on local gov- 
ernment both tend to encourage the creation 
of special districts, their impact on the type 
of district encouraged differs widely. 

Debt limitations tend to encourage the 
the creation of districts which require large 
capital expenditures, since most units of 
local government are not in a position to fi- 
nance the construction of large capital proj- 
ects out of current tax revenues. This is 
particularly important where the service 
provided can be financed through use of 
service charges without an increase in tax 
rates. The service-charge concept can be 
readily applied by sewer and water supply, 
utility, and other districts requiring sub- 
stantial capital expenditures in excess of 
prevailing debt limits. 

The impact of debt limitations on the 
activities of local government has been di- 
minished markedly in recent years because 
of two considerations. First, an increasing 
number of States have authorized indebted- 
ness outside constitutional and statutory debt 
limits for "revenue producing operations." 
Second, the continued increase in property 
values, accompanied by efforts to relate as- 
sessed valuation more closely to market 
value, has given local government greater 
leeway to incur debt. 

Tax rate limitations on local government 
have a particular impact on those types of 
services where operating costs are relatively 
high. However, as was noted earlier, there 
appears to be no relation between property 
tax limitations and the incidence of special 
d is t r i~ts .~  

Ibid., Temporary State Commission on Coordination 
of State Activities, index, p. xxi. 

a Ibid., Bollens, pp. 5-15; ibid . ,  Thrombley, pp. 12-18; 
ibid., Asseff, pp. 3-7; and ibid., Folmar, pp. 9-12. 

"harles R. Adrian, State and Local Governments (Mc- 
Graw-Hill Book Co., 1960), p. 231. 
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Ibid., Snider, Steiner, and Langdon, p. 8. The report 
goes on to note that statutes authorize counties to create 
forest preserve districts coterminous with the county when 
the 75-cent tax rate limit is reached in a particular county. 

" See ch. IV p. 32. 
" See ch. IV, pp. 3 1-32, 



In  its report on strengthening the property 
tax, this Commission pointed out that 88 
percent of local tax revenues are derived 
from the property tax, which, of course, tra- 
ditionally has been the principal source of 
revenue for local government. Considering 
the services rendered by local governments, 
and how the services have expanded in the 
past 20 years, it is not surprising that local 
political leaders and citizens would seek 
additional means for financing local govern- 
mental services. A logical place to start is 
with operations which can be financed 
through service charges. 

Service charge financing has considerable 
appeal, particularly where the administra- 
tive entity undertaking the function can be 
completely divorced from the general gov- 
ernment structure. First, it provides a type 
of insurance for the property owner that his 
tax rate will not be affected by expenditures 
for the service involved. Second, it permits 
the unit of general local government to dis- 
regard the particular service in its regular 
budget and in fixing the tax rates to finance 
it. Finally, it often removes the operation 
of the service and its justification from vari- 
ous State budgetary reviews.' 

B. Limitations on Powers of Local Govern- 
ment and the Need for Services 

Three general types of limitations on the 
powers of local government have been dis- 
cussed in chapter V, because it was thought 
the incidence of special districts might be 
related to such limitations. These limita- 
tions were : ( 1 ) strict construction of powers 
granted local government; ( 2 )  inability of 
local governments to establish differential 
taxing areas within their boundaries; and 
( 3 )  lack of authority for local governments 

'See, for example, Oregon Ch. 576, Session Laws, 1963, 
which establishes standards and procedures for preparation 
in administration of budgets of cities, counties, and schools 
for port districts. 

to contract with each other or to undertake 
joint responsibility for providing services. 

While it has not been possible to isolate 
the effect of such restrictions on the inci- 
dence of special districts, it is generally 
agreed that they have contributed to cre- 
ation of the districts. Other restrictions 
which tend to encourage the use of districts 
include inadequate authority for consolida- 
tion of existing units of government, difficult 
procedures for municipal annexation, in- 
adequate authority for county government 
to perform service-type functions, and 
limited authority for transfer of functions 
between units of government ." 

In essence, these restrictions are impedi- 
ments to local action where the need for a 
particular service does not coincide with the 
territorial limits of individual units of gov- 
ernment. The logical geographic service 
area for water supply, sewerage disposal and 
transportation in metropolitan areas encom- 
passes several units of general local govern- 
ment, just as flood control and drainage do 
in rural areas. In such cases the most ef- 
fective and economical way of providing the 
service would be to follow geographic rather 
than political boundaries. Use of a special 
district permits such a functional service 
area to be defined, usually by interested 
parties, without regard to the boundaries 
of existing units of general government. 
Similarly, other services such as regional 
park facilities or a public hospital generally 
benefit residents of an area much broader 
than an individual unit of general local 
government. 

The need for a given service in a com- 
munity where the unit of general local gov- 
ernment is not equipped to perform it 
affects urban and rural communities equally, 
though the reasons therefor may be dif- 

See Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela- 
tions, G o ~ e r n m e n t  Structure, Organization, and Planning 
in MetroPolitan Areas ( l 9 6 l ) ,  pp. 19-31. 
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ferent. For example, residents of a small 
community in a large county want fire pro- 
tection services. The homesites have wells 
and septic tanks, as well as other utilities, 
and there is consequently no need to in- 
corporate into a municipality. However, 
the county is unable to provide fire protec- 
tion because it does not have the legal au- 
thority or because it cannot establish 
subordinate taxing areas. In this situation 
the only recourse the residents may have is 
to create a fire district. Thus, a Wyoming 
study reported that: "In Wyoming most of 
the special districts formed and operated 
have functioned prima;ily for the benefit of 
farmers and ranchers in a capacity which 
established governmental units were not 
always prepared to perform, with the cost 
being borne by those receiving the benefits 
in most instances." 

In the fringe areas of urban communities, 
the need for services comes irregularly. 
Residents normally will want streets, sewer- 
age disposal, water supply, and fire protec- 
tion at different periods in the evolution of 
the neighborhood. The difference in timing 
discourages thoughts of annexation to the 
core city or of incorporation. Where the 
county is not equipped or authorized to pro- 
vide the particular type of service within 
the community, the only recourse may be the 
creation of a district. 

In many instances the requirements for 
county provision of a service or for annexa- 
tion are more restrictive than for the crea- 
tion of a special district. In Oregon, the 
county is authorized to provide streets for a 
given area upon petition of 70 percent of the 
property owners on the street. Only a 
majority vote is necessary at a special district 
electioi to create a highway or street light- 
ing district to provide similar service.'' 

Ibid.,  Wyoming Taxpayers Association, p. 10. 
lo Ibid.,  Bureau of Municipal Research and Service, 

p. 15. 

C. Limitations Imposed by Existing Bound- 
aries of Local Government 

Limitations imposed by existing bound- 
aries of units of general local government 
relate closely to restrictions on local govern- 
ment power, but are an independent influ- 
encing factor. Two types of boundary 
situations exist which influence the creation 
of special districts. The first is where nu- 
merous units of general local government 
exist within the service area which is neces- 
sary for the efficient and effective manage- 
ment of the particular function. Second is 
the problem created where the geographic 
features of the area dictate the territorial 
scope for the function. Geographic or 
efficient service area requirements pay no 
heed to the territorial boundaries of existing 
units of general government. As to the 
effect of boundary limitations in metropoli- 
tan areas, Pock says: "It can hardly be 
denied that metropolitan districts, by their 
ability to straddle boundary lines, have been 
successful in bringing about a horizonal in- 
tegration of certain urban functions with 
which they have been entrusted." l1 A 
recent article discussing use of interstate 
urban agencies says: "But, platitude or no, 
air pollution and similar problems do not 
stop at county or state lines, and some politi- 
cal arrangements are going to have to be 
made to cope with this fact." l2 

The Illinois study cites one typical ex- 
ample of a functional problem that cuts 
across jurisdictional lines. The impact of 
this factor on the administration of some 15 
urban functions is discussed at length in a 
recent Commission report.13 

l1 i b i d . ,  Pock, p. 79. 
la Samuel K. Gove and Louis Silverman, "Political Rep- 

resentation and Interstate Urban Agencies," Illinois Gov-  
ernment, No. 17 (Institute of Government and Public 
Affairs: June l963) ,  p. 1 .  

l8 Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Performance of Urban Functions: Local and Areawide 
(1963).  



D. Political Factors 

Where a city is surrounded by small in- 
corporated areas or by unincorporated areas 
in which a number of special districts al- 
ready exist, and the county is unable or 
unwilling to assume the responsibility for 
providing a service, the alternatives avail- 
able to the residents of the community are 
a special district or major changes in the 
structure of government.14 In such situa- 
tions it is normally easier to create the spe- 
cial district. In  many areas of the country, 
the appropriate unit of general local govern- 
ment has the authority either, as a county, 
to assume the responsibility for providing 
the particular service needed, or, as a munic- 
ipality, to extend its territorial boundaries 
to include those portions of its suburbs that 
need urban services. Despite the existence 
of this power, all too often the political 
forces concerned are unwilling to assume 
the responsibility. Thus, an Illinois study 
concludes : 

The multiplicity of local units of government 
and Illinois' large variety of special districts cut 
significantly into the service powers required by 
Illinois cities and villages. The local governments 
concerned with services which are not provided by 
cities and villages (e.g., school districts, park dis- 
tricts, sanitary districts) will not benefit from an 
expansion of city and village home-rule powers. 
The cities and villages themselves do not now appear 
to be anxious for an expansion of powers in the 
service field, although we firmly oppose any lessen- 
ing of such powers.15 

This is a stinging indictment of community 
attitudes as reflected by the existing local 
government power structure in all too many 
States and localities. 

I' Zbid., Bollens, pp. 11-12. 
l5 Illinois Municipal League, Committee on Home Rule, 

"The Home Rule Experience," Illinois Local Government, 
ed., Lois M. Pelekoudas (University of Illinois, Institute 
of Government Affairs, 1961 ), p. 55. See also ibid., Bol- 
lens, pp. 9-10. 

Fundamental changes in the jurisdic- 
tional lines of existing units of local govern- 
ment obviously have political ramifications. 
Similarly, if a unit of government is not 
performing a given service for its residents, 
the undertaking of that service will require 
additional revenues which might incur the 
displeasure of the residents of the commu- 
nity. Both of these politically undesirable 
alternatives are avoided when it is possible 
to create a special district. For example, 
an Oregon study refers to the creation of a 
recreation district which included the city 
of Springfield, as well as outlying portions 
of the community. The political forces in 
Springfield were extremely interested in 
creating a special district because it would 
include a large industrial complex which 
would be subject to the recreation district 
tax. An earlier attempt to annex the area 
had failed.16 

E. Business Management-"No Politics" 

A number of functions performed by gov- 
ernment today were performed by private 
enterprise at one time. While special dis- 
tricts were utilized before government as- 
sumed responsibility for a number of them 
( e.g., housing, hospital, transportation, and 
water supply), many of the recently added 
functions are ones for which service charges 
are easily determined and easy to justify. 

I t  is unnecessary to explore the reasons 
why governments assume such functions. 
I t  need only be pointed out that once it is 
determined to finance a service through user 
charges, many felt that the service should be 
self-supporting. The next logical step was 
to divorce the service, more or less complete- 
ly, from the political structure of the 
community. 

I t  is argued that the service, if it is to bc 
self-supporting, must be conducted in a busi- 

"Zbid., Bureau of Municipal Research and Service, 
p. 76. 



nesslike manner. The agency providing it 
must be able to draw from the "upper ex- 
ecutive echelons" not available to general 
government because, among other things, 
"the functioning of the authority is not 
hampered by the detailed and often ridicu- 
lous statutory restrictions that bind regular 
municipal officials." l7 This theme is re- 
peated over and over in the literature. 
Thus, in a report to the Governors' Confer- 
ence, it was said: ". . . the need to secure 
personnel competent in administration of a 
'business type' of organization and the some- 
what inflexible nature of a civil service sys- 
tem, emphasize the desirability of a like 
autonomy in personnel administration." l8 

A logical continuation of such arguments 
is that responsibility for the function should 
be removed from politics. If this is not 
done, political influence will play too big a 
role in providing the service and individuals 
will not share equally the benefits of the 
particular service. The Department of 
Internal Affairs of the State of Pennsylvania, 
in a study of municipal authorities in that 
State, noted : 

While it is true that municipalities can and do 
impose uscr charges? . . . . An Authority is in a 
good position to impose user charges because of its 
freedom from popular political pressure and the 
absence of a "loyal opposition" tradition. Then, 
too, people may accrpt Authority tolls more readily 
than a service charge or fee imposed by a munici- 
pality. The idea that govcrnment services should 
be frer ; that is, tax supported, is strongly ingrained. 
Consequently, an Authority may be a device which 
achieves uscr cost financing when it is politically 
impossible for a municipality to do so.19 

" Harold F. Alderfer, American Local Government and 
Administration (New York: Macmillan Co., 1956), p. 
370. For example, resident requirements for officers and 
employers of city governments. See A Report of the 
Municipal Manpower Commission, Governmental Mon- 
power for Tomorrow's Cities (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Co., Inc., 1962). 

"Ibid . ,  The Council of State Governments, p. 5 1. 
" Ibid., Pennsylvania Department of Internal Affairs. 

p. 8. 

The argument for removal of the func- 
tion from politics, particularly a function of 
local government, is of unique interest.'" 
Since the start of the 20th century the city- 
manager movement has been an important 
factor influencing the organizational struc- 
ture of local government." In addition, 
most city governing bodies now are elected 
on a nonpartisan basis." The movement 
to remove two-party politics from local gov- 
ernment has undoubtedly strengthened the 
appeal of certain types of special districts 
in those communities where elected execu- 
tives and partisan ballots have been retained 
and even where "politics have been 
removed" from the operation of local 
government. 

F. Public Acceptance of Special Districts 

Political leaders of a community often are 
not anxious to propose that general govern- 
ment assume the additional burden of pro- 
viding a service. Experience has shown 
frequently that their judgment is correct 
where the voters, faced with a referendum 
to incur debt, or to provide an additional 
tax levy for an expanded service, have voted 
the proposition down. Yet, if an election 
were held to create a special district to 
undertake the function or service, the vote 
often would be in the affirmative. As 
stated in an Illinois study: 
Frequently, the need for referendum approval of a 
new tax levy is the death knell of a critical service. 
Special district development has been something of 

"This concept has also played an important role at the 
national level as applied to numerous activities and has 
often been a subject of great controversy. 

21 The most recent data indicate that 38.2 percent of 
3,010 of the 3,053 cities having a population greater than 
5,000, operated under the council-manager form of gov- 
ernment. The Municipal Year Book: 1963, International 
City Managers' Association (Chicago: l963), p. 160. 

LX The most recent data indicate that 63 percent of 
2,970 of the 3,053 cities having a population greater than 
5,000 elected their governing bodies on a nonpartisan 
basis. T h e  Municipal Year Book: 1963, lnternational 
City Managers' Association (Chicago : l963), p. 163. 



a soporific in that a rejected levy for city park pur- 
poses creates no excitement when it appears on the 
tax bill as a rate for park district purposes.23 

Public acceptance of special districts is 
particularly high where the service to be 
performed is financed through user charges. 
Creation of the district permits the service 
to be provided without its appearing to be 
a specific burden on the taxpayer. Public 
acceptance also is influenced by the pro- 
visions of election laws pertaining to bonded 
indebtedness, property tax levies, and crea- 
tion of special districts. Property ownership 
often is a qualification for voting in such 
elections. If. the function is performed by a 
unit of general local government, whether 
service charges are used or not, the under- 
lying support for the service would be the 
property taxpayers. The property owner 
may feel that by voting the service down as 
a service to be provided by the unit of gen- 
eral local government, he avoids a basic 
liability. 

This rationale would not apply in con- 
sidering special districts that are to be fi- 
nanced from property tax levies or special 
assessments. Here public acceptance may 
be based on the assumption that creating a 
special district to provide fire protection 
service, for example, may be the only alter- 
native to incorporation or annexation and in 
most instances less expensive than such a 
solution. As Scott and Corzine said: 

The creation of a district is often believed to be 
a less expensive way of obtaining service than in- 
corporation as a municipality or annexation to an 
existing city. Thus there is a good deal less re- 
sistance to the creation of a special district than to 
municipal incorporation or anne~ation. '~ 

G. Programs of Higher Levels of Govern- 
ment 

Approximately half the special districts 
in the United States, as enumerated by the 

" Ibid., Snider, Steiner, and Langdon, p. 15. 
~4 Ibid., Scott and Corzine, p. 10. 

Bureau of the Census, are operating in fields 
in which the Federal Government is active. 
Functions performed by special districts for 
which Federal grant programs are available 
include urban-type functions such as library, 
hospital, airport, parking, housing, and 
sewerage disposal. Federal programs also 
affect all the major natural resource dis- 
tricts-soil conservation, drainage, flood 
control, and irrigation. The impact of 
various Federal programs on the organiza- 
tion and activities of units of general local 
government in urban areas was the subject 
of a recent Commission r ep~r t . "~  

Today, most Federal programs do not 
directly influence the creation of special dis- 
tricts. With some exceptions, Federal pro- 
grams are not designed to encourage their 
creation. Generally, Federal grants are 
made available to the State or a local unit 
of general government for undertaking a 
particular function. However, there have 
been significant exceptions. 

A report of the Council of State Govern- 
ments to the Governors' Conference refers 
to a 1934 letter by President Roosevelt, ad- 
dressed to the 48 Governors : 
. . . suggesting that in formulating programs for 
the coming legislative sessions they might consider 
proposing legislation that would enable states and 
municipalities to participate more fully in federal 
public works. The President suggested two pos- 
sible approaches: One was to enact legislation 
authorizing existing governmental agencies to issue 
revenue bonds to finance revenue-producing im- 
provements; the other was the adoption of legis- 
lation providing for the creation of new public 
corporations empowered to exercise similar 
functions. 

The Governors cooperated almost unanimously, 
and the result was the widespread enactment of 
revenue bond legislation. By 1951 all except seven 
states had some sort of authorizing statute. In  ad- 
dition many laws were passed establishing inde- 

" Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, 
Impact of Federal Urban Development Programs on Local 
Government Organization and Planning (January 1964) .  



pendent Public Authorities. At least 19 states en- 
acted statutes creating various Authorities for fi- 
nancing revenue-producing projects between 1933 
and 1936.26 

The present-day impact of Federal pro- 
grams is more indirect and must be 
considered in combination with other in- 
fluencing factors, principally the lack of 
authority of units of general local govern- 
ment to assume certain functional responsi- 
bilities, to enter into contracts with each 
other, or to participate in joint undertakings. 
For instance, Federal funds are available 
for construction of flood protection and 
water conservation facilities in small drain- 
age basins." Such drainage basins usually 
are within a portion of a county or within 
portions of two or more counties. Unless 
the county is authorized to undertake the 
function, the availability of Federal grant 
funds will provide a strong stimulant for the 
creation of special districts. 

Use of special districts to obtain Federal 
funds under certain grant programs, such 
as the small watershed program, or the pol- 
lution control program, had origins in 
developments of the 1930's and 1940's. 
Prior use of special districts in rural areas, 
and authorities in urban areas, provided a 
structure which could readily be used to take 
advantage of the newer Federal programs. 
Problems associated with a particular pro- 
gram were not coterminous with existing 
government boundaries. Frequently, it ap- 
pears to have been more expedient to create 
new districts or expand the functions of old 
ones than to attempt to resolve political 
questions associated with general govern- 
ment participation in the programs. 

Finally, some programs, as provided in 
Federal law, were directed only to portions 
of the problem. The small watershed pro- 

m Zbid., The Council of State Governments, pp. 26-27. 
Watershed Protection and Flood Control Act, Public 

Law 566, 83d Cong., 1954; 68 Stat. 666. 

gram deals with "small watersheds not ex- 
ceeding two hundred and fifty thousand 
acres" '* and the original requirements of 
the pollution control program were directed 
toward small communities, regardless of the 
extent to which the community was an 
integrated portion of a larger area.'"uch 
Federal programs, while permitting units of 
general local government to participate, 
define the problem in a way which may 
actually preclude such participation in many 
instances. 

States, of course, have contributed to the 
birth of special districts by enacting ena- 
bling legislation which permits either an 
existing unit of general local government or 
residents within their territories to create 
special districts. I t  is apparent from the 
foregoing that criticism of such legislation 
cannot be directed solely at the State legisla- 
tures. But the State's responsibility is per- 
haps most apparent in instances where 
special acts have been utilized to create in- 
dividual special districts and where they are 
resorted to because units of general local 
government lack authority to act. 

H. Influence of Special-Interest Groups 

Two types of special-interest groups in- 
fluence the creation of special districts. 
One includes the professionals concerned 
with the function involved. Professionals 
may not be active workers in the particular 
field, but may be public-spirited citizens who 
are interested in a particular facet of gov- 
ernmental services. Citizens or profes- 
sionals interested in public parks, for in- 
stance, may find it easier to secure the nec- 

Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act, Pub- 
lic Law 566, 83d Cong., 1954, sec. 2 (16 U.S.C. 1002). 

?8 Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1956, Publir 
Law 660, 83d Cong., 1956, 70 Stat. 502. Limited the 
Federal share of construction costs to $250,000 or 30 per- 
rent of the project cost, whichever was less. This was 
raised in 1961 to $600,000 or 30 percent (Public Law 
87-88, 33 U.S.C. 466e(b)) .  



essary financial base to provide what they 
consider an adequate park system if a spe- 
cial district is created. Creation of a dis- 
trict removes park services from the vicissi- 
tudes of the everyday policymaking proc- 
esses of governrncnt by which the allocation 
of resources among numerous functions is 
decided. Bollcns says : 

The desire for independence is a further reason 
for the creation of spccial districts. People and 
groups possessing a ~ n a j o r  interest in one function 
frequcntly resist having the function allocated to an  
established gcneral government or evcn another 
spwial district.:"' 

When a special district is created, partic- 
ularly if it possesses the power to tax, it has 
access to financial resources that can be used 
for no other purpose. Frederick L. Bird, in 
his study of special districts in Rhode Island, 
said: ". . . , there tends to be considerable 
expediency and self-interest in the promo- 
tion of some special districts, and advocacy 
sometimes comes from specialists in individ- 
ual government functions who are not spe- 
cialists in general government organization 
and procedure." :" Citizen groups prob- 
ably are especially susceptible to the concept 
of special districts because of the way in 
which they function. In many instances 
the group will be most concerned with a par- 
ticular service performed by government 
rather than jvith the governmental process 
as a whole. If they find inadequacies in 
performance of the service with which they 
are concerned, the logical recourse may be 
a special district. 

The influence of the functional profes- 
sional (specialist in a particular service 
area) probably is present in most programs 
where all three levels of government have a 
responsibility for the service involved. In 
such instances, the special district device 
permits the functional professional to bypass 

"" Ib id . ,  Bollrns, p. 10. 
"' Ibid. ,  Bird, p. 3 5 .  

the normal governmental processes of at 
least one, if not two or three, levels of 
government. 

The second type of special-interest group 
influencing the use of special districts con- 
sists of various individuals and enterpriscs 
~\.hich stand to benefit economically not only 
from creation of a district but from its per- 
petuation. This group includes attorncys, 
bond counsels, equipment makers, engi- 
neers, public acountants, and others."' A 
Pennsylvania study of municipal author- 
ities mentions architects, engineers, bond 
counsels, financial advisers, bank trustees, 
and certified public accountants as being 
closely connected ~vith authorities early in 
their creation, and says : 

These people are experts in their particular fields 
who dcvote a considerable amount of time and 
encygy to the Authority's activities. Because of 
this, they are frequcntly very influential in Authority 
affairs, even though they do not have the legal right 
to make  decision^.^^ 

study of the organization of \vatu supply 
districts in the Portland, Oreg., area noted 
that most of the districts "obtain profes- 
sional advice and assistance by retaining an 
engineer and an attorney, and a few districts 
have recently employed public accountants. 
Twenty-seven of the districts retain a total 
of seven local engineers. One of these 
engineers serves 13 districts, and another 
serves 7. Thirty districts retain 19 

3 1  .'I4 attorneys, . . . . 
Similarly, private real estate developers 

may benefit from creation of a special dis- 
trict to finance construction of sewer or 
\\.ater mains. Such districts permit the cost 
of the improvements to be spread out over 

:" Ibid.,  Bollens, pp. 14-15. 
:" Ibid. ,  Pennsylvania Department of Internal Affairs; 

pp. 12-13. 
"' Organization for Water  Distribution in the Portland 

Area, Bureau of Municipal Research and Service, Uni- 
\rersity of Orrgon in cooperation with the League of Ore- 
gon Counties (February 1955), p. 33. 



the life of the bonds issued for construction 
of the improvements, rather than appear- 
ing as a factor in the actual selling price of 
a house. Since most special district legis- 
lation has no requirements for minimum 
population, area, etc., developers often can 
get them created in order to facilitate the 
sale of the houses they construct,35 

The extent to which such interests have 
influenced the use of special districts is diffi- 
cult to gage. Probably they are not a pre- 
vailing influence where there is an alterna- 
tive that is viewed favorably by the political 
leaders of a community. But, certainly in 
marginal situations, they might be able to 
tip the balance of public opinion in favor of 
a special district. 

In some cases, a large industry in the com- 
munity may be an interested party. The 
Eugene-Springfield study cites an example 
where a particular industry on the fringe of 
an incorporated city fought annexation to 
the city when this was considered as a means 
of solving a drainage problem. The only 
alternative to annexation apparently was 
the creation of a special district. The in- 
dustry offered to pay 50 percent of the 
capital construction costs of the drainage 
facilities if annexation were defeated and a 
special district ~reated.~ '  

I. Miscellaneous Factors 

Several other factors bear on the use of 
some types of special districts. Fire dis- 
tricts provide an excellent example of a 
unique consideration. Historically, even in 
cities, fire protection was provided largely by 
volunteer companies. As this service was 
needed in nonmunicipal areas, the volunteer 
company was utilized. When it became 

36 Franklin M. Bridge, Metro Denver: Mile-High Gou- 
ernment (Bureau of Municipal Research and Service, Uni- 
versity of Colorado, 1963), pp. 40-41. 
" Ibid.,  Oregon Lrgislative Interim Committee on Local 

Government, p. 25. 

necessary to establish a more proficient serv- 
ice, the history of the volunteers, as well as 
the community and social activities asso- 
ciated with them, contributed to the crea- 
tion of many of the present fire distri~ts.~' 

The Port of New York Authority provides 
another example of a special situation. 
The States of New York and New Jersey, 
after facing difficulties in dealing with cer- 
tain problems of the New York metropoli- 
tan area, reached an agreement that was 
satisfactory to the respective States and their 
local communities. I t  was embodied in an 
interstate compact creating the Authority. 
The actual success of the Authority in deal- 
ing with some problems in the New York 
metropolitan area was itself a factor in the 
creation of a significant number of special 
districts and authorities, not only in the New 
York-New Jersey area but in other parts 
of the Na t i~n .~ '  

Historic reasons, somewhat different from 
those associated with fire districts, may play 
a part in the creation of certain types of 
special districts. Thus, the land grant dis- 
trict in New Mexico is a carryover of a 
structure which existed under the Spanish 
occupation of the territory. 

J. Interstate Compacts-A Special Case 

Although the Bureau of the Census in its 
enumeration of special districts includes only 
11 interstate compact agencies, chapter I1 
indicates that there are many more such 
agencies today. Considerations influencing 
use of the interstate compact device are 
unique. In addition to the factors previ- 
ously discussed, the basic nature of the 
federal system would seem to require crea- 
tion of an interstate compact agency where 
the service area for a certain function crosses 

Ibid. ,  Alderfer, p. 530. 
38Zbid., The Council of State Governments, pp. 24-26. 



State lines." As noted earlier, metropolitan 
service areas and natural resource areas do 
not follow the boundaries of units of general 
local government nor do they follow State 
boundaries. 

Some measure of the problem is indicated 
by the existing 30 interstate standard metro- 
politan statistical areas and the interstate 
nature of the Nation's rivers and streams. 
In such situations, often the only alternative 
to the Federal Government assuming a large 
degree of responsibility for problems in such 
areas is an agreement among the States in- 
volved. The States might enact identical 
legislation in an attempt to deal with such 
problems, but this approach has two draw- 
backs. First, the broad language of the In- 
terstate Compact Clause of the Constitution 
might well require congressional consent to 

"g See Richard H. Leach, "Interstate Authorities in thc 
United States," 26 Law and Contemp.  Prob. 666 (Autumn 
1961),  p. 668. 

the arrangement." Second, the problems 
involved usually are not transitory but re- 
quire a permanent program of some kind. 
Concurrent legislation appears to be more 
susceptible to the whims of the moment, 
and, it is thought, does not provide the 
necessary basis for a long-term operating 
agency. 

In summary, the reasons for special dis- 
tricts are many. What led to their creation, 
and what continues to give rise to more of 
them, often can be determined only by care- 
ful study of the community where they exist. 
It is clear that many of the influencing fac- 
tors are interrelated and, perhaps most im- 
portant, that State constitutional and 
statutory restrictions on the powers of local 
government not only provide an excuse for 
resorting to the district device but strengthen 
the appeal of its use. 

"'Constitution of the United States, cl. 3. ,  sec. 10, art. 
I ,  See Virginia v. Tennessee, 148 U.S. 503 (1893) ,  and 
ibid.,  Zirnmerman and Wendell, pp. 1-7 and 40-49. 



Chapter VIII 
EVALUATION OF SPECIAL 

The development of criteria 

DISTRICTS AS A UNIT OF GOVERNMENT 

against 
which the use or effectiveness of special dis- 
tricts may be evaluated depends to some 
extent on the way in which districts are 
viewed. For example, it is possible to de- 
velop criteria based on each of the factors 
which influence the creation of special dis- 
tricts in the context of the relative ad- 
vantages or disadvantages of the district as 
related to each influencing factor. 

If this approach were taken, one criterion 
might be: Is it possible to remove the func- 
tion performed by the district from politics? 
However, such a criterion, while perhaps 
valid in a general discussion of whether a 
particular district should be created, is in 
itself not a legitimate criterion for evaluat- 
ing special districts where one's concern is 
confined to the impact of special districts 
upon the form and structure of government. 
While a broad range of measurement would 
be of value, the criteria developed in this 
report are based primarily on the impact of 
various factors upon intergovernmental re- 
lations. This is only logical in light of the 
Commission's statutory responsibilities. 

In applying the criteria, it should be 
borne in mind that the essential ingredient, 
before any influence is brought to bear for 
creating a district, is that the people of a 
community want a service. Admittedly, 
the desire for a particular service may be 
stimulated by an interest group, another 
level of government, or a variety of sources; 
but, generally speaking, no district is created 

without the people first expressing a desire 
for a service that the district will perform.' 

The Commission believes, of course, that 
government must be responsive to the needs 
and expressed desires of the people. Since 
the desire for a service has been, and is, the 
underlying reason for creating special dis- 
tricts, criteria for evaluating existing or pro- 
posed districts should not be directed toward 
eliminating the governmental service for 
which they were created. On the contrary, 
they should be directed toward the most ef- 
fective means for meeting the need for 
services. Finally, the criteria should be 
usable for determining whether a district 
should be consolidated with other districts 
or dissolved and its functions assumed by an 
existing unit of general government. 

A. Criteria for Evaluating Existing or Pro- 
posed Special Districts 

1 .  Eflective Performance of the Service 
Involved 

The first question that must be asked 
about a special district is whether it is an 
effective agency for providing the service 
involved. This question has three aspects. 
First, is the service itself susceptible of being 
handled by a district? Second, what is the 
relationship of the service area of the district 

There are exceptions to this generalization. See Cali- 
fornia Assembly Interim Committee on Municipal and 
County Government, Transcript o f  Proceedings on Znde- 
pendent Special Districts Used in Land Development Situ- 
ations (Los Angeles: Sept. 24-5, 1962),  and ch. VII. 



to a logical service area for the particular 
function? Third, what is the degree to 
which the service involved relates to serv- 
ices performed by existing units of govern- 
ment? 

Effective performance depends on various 
things, such as the degree of technical skill 
required to perform the service, the nature 
of the demand for the service, and the finan- 
cial and political resources of the commu- 
nity. Effective performance of a service is 
relatively easy to evaluate. For example, 
a hospital district should be large enough 
to support a competent medical staff con- 
sistent with the needs of the community. A 
library district should be large enough to 
permit utilization of a minimum number of 
books. Obviously, the criterion of "effec- 
tiveness" demands flexibility in its applica- 
tion. A satisfactory number of books for 
a large city library might overwhelm a 
rural or small suburban library. Similar 
flexibility is needed when evaluating other 
types of services. 

Is the service area of the district appropri- 
ate for the service to be provided? This 
factor, as with the previous one, would not 
preclude resort to special districts in most 
instances. Its primary limitation would be 
in those situations where the proposed dis- 
trict would occupy only a portion of the logi- 
cal service area for the particular function. 
A proposed sewerage district that would oc- 
cupy only a portion of a drainage or sub- 
drainage basin would not be an appropriate 
area if there were need for sewerage dis- 
posal services in other portions of the sub- 
basin or basin. I t  is often extremely diffi- 
cult to make this type of evaluation for those 
services that do not have to follow logical 
geographic boundaries. 

3For  analysis of the last 2 factors as applied to 15 gov- 
ernment functions, see ibid., Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations, "Performance of Urban 
Functions." 

The third aspect of effective performance 
of service is the extent to which the function 
undertaken by the district relies upon, or is 
integrated with, the activities of units of 
general government or the activities of other 
special districts. Special districts develop- 
ing port facilities or undertaking housing 
and urban renewal functions rely heavily on 
the services of other units of government. 
Such functions require close coordination 
with functions such as fire and police pro- 
tection, transportation facilities, schools, and 
public health service, responsibilities of 
other units of government. Similarly, activ- 
ities of natural resource and water supply 
districts impinge on statewide resource de- 
velopment programs. Where district activi- 
ties are closely related to the activities of 
existing units of general government, and 
where the nature of the service does not 
dictate that it occupy a jurisdictional area 
other than one of an existing unit of general 
local government, the justification for crea- 
tion of a district wanes considerably. 

2.  Economy in Providing the Service 

The economic criterion against which 
special districts must be evaluated consists 
of two factors. The first relates to the basic 
operations of the district, and the second 
relates to the extent to which district activi- 
ties are integrated with the activities of other 
units of government in the area within which 
the district operates. In its report entitled 
"Performance of Urban Functions : Local 
and Areawide," the Commission discussed 
the first factor at length.4 In essence, such 
considerations are designed to see that "eco- 
nomies of scale" are available to the unit of 
government providing the service. An ex- 
ample of its application is cited in a recent 
Colorado study. In discussing sewerage 
facilities, it said : 

' Zbid., pp. 42-50. 



The cost of operating existing small plants pro- 
viding inadequate treatment is far higher than it 
would be for a large system of consolidated treat- 
ment plants. The average operating cost to an 
individual family in the small districts is estimated 
at $40 per year. Comparatively, the actual cost 
of operating large-scale plants is only one-quarter 
to one-third the cost of operating a small plant. A 
professional engineering feasibility study in 195,7 
showed a per capita cost of treatment ranging from 
704 to $3.50 a yearn5 

Naturally, a small district providing an 
individual service may be operated in a 
highly efficient manner despite the fact that 
the per capita cost of providing the service is 
extremely high. This suggests alternate 
ways in which economic efficiency of a dis- 
trict might be evaluated. One would be to 
determine whether the district, considering 
its size and the service rendered, is providing 
the service economically. The second al- 
ternative would relate the economy and 
efficiency of providing the service by single 
small districts or by multiple districts to the 
cost of providing the service by a single unit 
covering the whole community. The econ- 
omy of scale factor often suggests large 
special districts. 

A second economy factor relates to the de- 
gree to which administrative or manage- 
ment type functions are duplicated within 
the same area. A New Mexico special 
district study says : 

Their insistence upon independent operation 
forfeits the benefits of modern administrative 
techniques such as centralized purchasing, proper 
budgeting practices and intelligent personnel man- 

A Pennsylvania report says : 
The gains attribued to Authorities in this field 

have been obtained at the cost of an increase in top 
echelon personnel. A school Authority board plus 

Ibid.,  League of Women Voters of Colorado, "Part 
11," p. 22. 

"Ibid. ,  Folmar, p. 86. 

a solicitor and other advisers exist in addition to 
the rgularly elected school board and its staff.? 

Scott and Corzine point out inefficiency in 
election matters when they note that in the 
San Francisco Bay area, despite the mul- 
tiplicity of overlapping districts, elections 
for fire, sanitary, water, and public utility 
districts are held at different times.' 

A final example of the type of inefficiency 
and duplicated cost relates to those districts 
having authority to levy property taxes or 
special assessments. In Connecticut, dis- 
trict taxes are levied at times different from 
the levy date for town taxes and districts 
within the same town normally collect their 
taxes on different d a t e s . V h i l e  the Con- 
necticut practice gives the residents of the 
community a better opportunity to know the 
effective tax rates of special districts, it in- 
volves significant added costs which could be 
eliminated if a unit of general local govern- 
ment provided the tax billing service for the 
district and mailed all tax bills at the same 
time. 

Finally, the economy factor requires con- 
sideration of the cost at which districts can 
borrow money for capital construction. 
The impact here is generally in terms of 
revenue bond financing, contrasted with 
general obligation bond financing.'' Reve- 
nue bond financing, which must be used by 
some districts, is more costly than general 
obligation bond financing. But while most 
large districts rely on revenue bond financ- 
ing to obtain funds for capital construction, 
units of general government also use such 
financing to a great extent. In addition, the 
multiplicity of bond offerings in a given 
community due to the existence of numerous 

' Ibid.,  Pennsylvania Department of Internal Affairs, p. 
28. 

Ibid. ,  Scott and Corzine, p. 2. 
oInformation Relative t o  the Assessment and Collection 

of Taxes,  1961, Pub. Doc. 48, Taxation Doc. 343, State of 
Connecticut, 1962, pp. 87-1 17. 
lo For general discussion, see ch. V, pp. 50-51. 



districts can increase administrative costs 
and often result in higher total interest 
charges. 

3. Political Responsiveness 

Political responsiveness of special districts 
is a criterion which may be measured in two 
ways. First, the degree to which the citizens 
of the district participate in its affairs; and 
second, the extent to which a district fulfills 
the need for services. Most governmental 
units classified as special districts by the 
Census Bureau are governed by elected 
boards of directors. Many derive revenue 
from property taxes or special assessments. 

However, available data do not speak 
highly for the degree of public participation 
in special district activities. An Oregon re- 
port states that turnout at special district 
elections is about 10 percent of the eligible 
vote ; whereas turnout for National, State, 
county, and city elections ranges from 50 to 
80 percent. The report cites such instances 
as: rejection of a new tax base for a district 
by a vote of 3 1 to 32 ; approval of a $1 00,000 
bond issue by a vote of 8 to 2 ; authority to 
exceed a district tax limit base approved by 
a vote of 15 to 2 in one instance, and by a 
vote of 30 to 6 in another; and a contested 
election for a special district governing body 
where the incumbent was reelected by a vote 
of 8 to 6.11 Similarly, Scott and Corzine 
note that in the San Francisco Bay area, 
median voter turnout at special district elec- 
tions was 27 percent, compared to 67 per- 
cent at county elections and 45 percent at 
city elections.'" 

Perhaps an even more damaging indict- 
ment is the degree to which scheduled elec- 
tions for district governing bodies must be 
canceled. The secretary of one district in 
California said : 

l1 Report of the Legislative Interim Committee on Lo- 
cal Government, Metropolitan and Urban Area Problems 
in Oregon, State of Oregon, 1963, p. 15. 
" Zbid., Scott and Corzine, p. 2 .  

In  the Iast 13 years there have only been two 
elections in this district . . . only one commissioner 
is on the board because he was elected by the peo- 
ple. The remainder have been appointed or re- 
appointed by the board of supervisors because 
nobody cared enough to contest their chairs.13 

In the 6-year period, 1956 to 1962, 62 sani- 
tary and 121 fire protection district elections 
for district directors were canceled in the 
San Francisco Bay area. This was far more 
than the number of district elections actually 
held during the period.14 

The problem of voter turnout at special 
district elections raises some difficult ques- 
tions. One argument for creating special 
districts is "grassroots control" of the service 
to be performed. Yet, one can question the 
degree of grassroots control that exists in the 
light of sparse voting cited above. 

Lack of voter interest is probably the re- 
sult of several factors. Meetings of district 
governing bodies and actual district elec- 
tions generally receive little publicity. 
There is little voter awareness of the signifi- 
cance of district elections because, in most 
instances, voters do not consider districts 
separate and distinct from general local gov- 
ernment. The Colorado League of Women 
Voters says: 

While one of the theoretical advantages of the 
special district is its accountability to the local elec- 
torate, the existence of overlapping special districts 
in an area may make it almost impossible for the 
conscientious citizen to inform himself and vote 
intelligently in the elections of all the governmental 
units which affect him. As a citizen of the federal, 
state, and county governments and the school dis- 
trict, he has specific demands on his time and atten- 
tion. He may also need to inform himself of the 
qualifications of candidates for directorships of a 
sanitation, water, fire protection, and recreation 
district, which may be holding elections at several 
different times during the year. There may also 
be special elections for bond issues in several of them. 

" Zbid., p. 3, quoting from the San Rafael Independent 
Journal, Sept. 19, 1962. 

l4 Zbid., p. 3. 
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This situation obviously has a deleterious effect on 
citizen responsibility.15 

I t  may well be argued that low voter 
turnout at  district elections is indicative of 
the fact that districts are actually meeting, 
in a highly satisfactory manner, the needs of 
citizens to whom they provide services. 
This is undoubtedly true to an extent, but 
experience has also shown that it is difficult 
for the citizen to obtain information neces- 
sary to evaluate the effectiveness of special 
districts. This often is complicated further 
because it is common to think of govern- 
mental services and functions as a unit and 
not to separate them according to the vari- 
ous legal entities that provide separate 
services. 

Meeting the needs and desires of the peo- 
ple and meeting them in the most effective 
and appropriate manner are two different 
questions. This is true whether a district 
is governed by a popularly elected or an ap- 
pointed governing body. A New York 
study says : 

I t  would appear proper to require all public utility 
authorities which are not subject to the Public Serv- 
ice Commission or other control bodies to hold 
public hearings before raising rates or permanently 
terminating services. The fact that a utility enter- 
prise is publicly owned and is operated by a public 
authority does not necessarily insure that the public 
interest is secure.l6 

While the New York report discusses public 
authorities which are not included as special 
districts by the Bureau of the Census, it 
clearly points to a problem that must be con- 
sidered in the context of responsiveness of 
"monopolistic" districts which perform serv- 
ices financed by user charges. This might 
include toll road and bridge, sewerage dis- 
posal, water supply, irrigation, utility, port 
and airport districts. 

"Ibid. ,  League o f  Women Voters of Colorado, "Local 
Governments in Colorado," p. 40. 

lo Zbid., Temporary State Commission on Coordinating 
State Activities, p. 518. 

Special districts financed through user 
charges present special problems under the 
responsiveness criterion. Not only are their 
governing bodies often not elected, but 
usually voter approval is not required when 
they incur debt. In such situations, a trust 
indenture or bond resolution, pursuant to 
which the bonds are issued, often governs 
the rates which such districts may charge for 
their services. 

4. Fragmentation of Governmental and 
Political Responsibility 

Profusion of special districts within an 
area results in fragmentation of govern- 
mental and political responsibility. This is 
particularly true where the governing body 
of the district is popularly elected. The 
degree of fragmentation of governmental 
responsibility also is a function of the extent 
to which district activities are integrated 
with the activities of the units of general 
local government within the area. The 
more autonomous the district is the greater 
the resulting fragmentation. 

The impact of various types of districts 
on fragmentation of governmental and 
political responsibility differs significantly. 
Hospital, cemetery, and library districts 
undoubtedly contribute little to such frag- 
mentation. The impact of other types of 
districts on fragmentation is often a func- 
tion of the degree to which State law re- 
quires coordination between the activities 
of special districts and general government. 

Two types of fragmentation may be pres- 
ent in a given situation. The first is deter- 
mined by the number of different types of 
functions performed by special districts. 
A given community might be within the 
territorial boundaries of as many as six or 
eight or more special districts. The second 
type of fragmentation is a function of the 
number of districts of a given type in a 
larger community. 



The two types of fragmentation present 
different problems. Multiplicity of types 
of districts results in serious political and 
governmental problems. In discussing this 
problem, Mayor Beverley Briley said: 

We began to develop the satellite cities, the utility 
district, and special authorities for the purpose of 
performing single and individual functions of local 
government without a responsibility for the total 
public service needed by all people and without a 
concorda of opinion. We did not develop a total 
local government that had a concern about all the 
services necessary for modern living on the part of 
its citizenship and the total economy of its people.17 

The League of Women Voters of Colorado 
said : 

One of the greatest disadvantages is that emphasis 
on the piecemeal service-by-service solution of prob- 
lems tends to divide the area along functional lines 
rather than to achieve a coordinated approach to 
the total complex of problems. This is particularly 
true when districts are single-purpose and a new 
district is created for provision of each service.l8 

The New York study says : 
I t  does not appear to be wise policy to encourage 

the fractionalization of local government through 
the creation of public authorities wholly within one 
municipality if that municipality under law can 
finance the undertaking through revenue bonds.lD 

Fragmentation of government in a given 
area prevents, or at least makes difficult, ef- 
fective coordination of all government ac- 
tivities. In many instances it prevents the 
general public from making effective alloca- 
tion of public financial resources at any given 
moment. Since each type of special district 
may have unlimited use of a given source of 
revenue, no effective means is available to 
the general public to make a determination 
as to how total public funds shall be allocated 
among the various governmental functions. 

" Beverley Briley, Mayor, Nashville-Davidson County, 
speech before the Rhode Island Public Expenditures Coun- 
cil, Oct. 28, 1963. 

la Zbid., League of Women Voters of Colorado, "Part 
11," p. 35. 

Ibid., Temporary State Commission on Coordinating 
State Activities, p. 548. 

Multiplicity of a single type of special dis- 
trict in a community can present similar 
problems. This situation often requires an 
unreasonably high expenditure of public 
funds for that service because of multiple 
administrative units and inefficient location 
of capital facilities. I t  generally tends to 
increase the cost of performance of the in- 
dividual service to all residents within the 
various districts. In addition, activities of 
an upstream drainage district can signifi- 
cantly affect the activities of a similar down- 
stream function, just as an upstream 
sewerage district can seriously affect water 
pollution problems of a downstream com- 
munity. In some of these matters, States 
are beginning to take an active role in in- 
suring functional coordination of certain 
types of district and local government activi- 
ties. With respect to others, there is 
presently no means of insuring proper 
coordination. 

Problems associated with numerous dis- 
tricts of the same type in an area are intensi- 
fied because it is extremely difficult to 
consolidate districts or for units of general 
local government to assume responsibility 
for district functions. Often effective co- 
ordination of functional types of districts is 
achieved because many special districts do 
not perform actual operating functions. 
They are merely financing units which con- 
tract with another district or unit of gen- 
eral local government for a service. Most 
Pennsylvania authorities are of this type, 
and many special districts in metropolitan 
areas do not engage in operational activities. 

Districts of the latter type, with little or 
no operating responsibilities, often are 
created to guarantee a unit of general local 
government or an operating special district, 
the financial resources pursuant to which a 
service will be provided. The extent to 
which fragmentation is minimized because 
special districts contract with other units of 



government can only be determined by de- 
tailed study of individual situations. 

5 .  Perpetuation of Existing Gouernrnental 
Structure 

It  is well recognized that the existing 
structure of local government is in need of 
careful r e e v a l ~ a t i o n . ~ V n e  study com- 
menting on the present Oregon situation 
says : 

Without improvements in structure there is little 
hope of effective local action to meet mounting 
urban p rob l e rn~ .~~  

Existing and proposed districts must be 
evaluated in terms of their effect on the 
ability of government to react to changing 
situations. 

Special districts are resorted to primarily 
because existing units of government are un- 
able or unwilling to provide services re- 
quired by the people at the time they 
require them. Certainly, in some instances 
a municipality would be willing to annex the 
territory of the proposed district but the 
people of the territory want something less 
than annexation. In various situations 
where proposals to create districts are being 
considered, the impact that the creation of 
the district would have on the ability of the 
area to meet future needs is not considered. 
Special districts- 

have, in fact, sometimes been the primary 
obstacle to municipal incorporation or annexation. 
Sanitary districts and fire protection districts, 
especially, have sometimes prevented or hindered 
municipalities from extending their boundaries 
logically. Such districts, actively operating from 
the outskirts of a city, will often resist annexation 
or incorporation movements which threaten their 
existence. Once an area has its water, sewer and 
fire problems solved, it is likely to ignore the less 

See ibid., Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, "Governmental Structure," "Restrictions on 
Structure," and "Performance of Urban Functions." 

" I b i d . ,  Oregon Report of the Legislative Interim Com- 
mittee on Local Government, p. 2. 

obvious advantages of annexing to a nearby munici- 
pal it^.^^ 

The same report notes that annexation or 
consolidation is made difficult by the de- 
velopment of special interest groups around 
the particular special district and the fact 
that dissolution of a special district often 
requires extraordinary majorities whereby 
creation is accomplished by a simple major- 
ity vote.23 

It  was once thought that special districts 
would provide an answer to metropolitan 
problems, but the history of special districts 
over the past 10 years does not support this 
conclusion. The boundaries of special dis- 
tricts generally are not extended to keep up 
with the expansion of the particular prob- 
lem, nor are the number of services they are 
asked to perform expanded so that they be- 
come truly units of general government. 

Not only do special districts hinder 
structural reorganization of local govern- 
ment, but they often hamper efforts to 
implement programs of statewide concern. 
The nature of the impact of special districts 
on statewide programs is somewhat different 
from the nature of their impact on units of 
general local government. Districts often 
are active before a State program is devel- 
oped. In such situations, the State possesses 
the legal authority to determine the role of 
special districts, whereas local government 
generally does not. 

B. Application of Criteria 

If the five foregoing criteria for evaluat- 
ing special districts were determinative of 
whether a district was to be formed, there 
would be few districts in the United States. 
While many districts fulfill their responsi- 
bility for effective and economical perform- 
ance of a service within their boundaries, 
the very territorial limits of a district often 

" Ibid., Scott and Corzine, p. 6. 
" Ibid., p. 10. 



prohibit its providing the most effective and 
economical service. This is most apparent 
in those communities where numerous 
special districts of the same type are utilized. 

The same problem is presented where 
various special districts overlap. Here, 
inefficiency is the result of duplicate admin- 
istrative organization for each district and 
inadequate coordination of total govern- 
mental activities. 

The responsiveness criterion is difficult to 
evaluate properly. I t  could well be argued 
that special districts are performing the 
kind of service the people want and for that 
reason voter turnout is small at district elec- 
tions. Conversely, if a value of special dis- 
tricts lies with the concept of "grassroots 
democracy," poor voter turnout is an indica- 
tion that they do not meet the standards 
of such "grassroots democracy." 

The last two criteria, fragmentation of 
governmental and political responsibility 
and flexibility of structural organization, 
would militate against utilization of special 
districts in most circumstances. 

Were the criteria herein developed to be 
applied to special districts, it would be ex- 
tremely difficult to justify the use of most of 
them. Consequently, if it is assumed that 
districts do provide a valuable service and 
that the people of a community do want 
districts to provide certain services, some- 
thing more is required. 

Additional requirements are not in the 
nature of criteria because the criteria herein 
developed are the only logical ones for 
evaluating intergovernmental aspects of 
special district activities. The additional 
steps necessary are to develop procedures 
wherein existing or proposed special dis- 
tricts could, in fact, justify their existence in 
terms of these criteria. This would require 
substantial changes in the substantive law 
of special districts in most States. Such 
changes should insure that information re- 

lating to district activities is available, both 
to the general public and to units of general 
government. I t  would require that rela- 
tively simple procedures be developed for 
the dissolution and consolidation of existing 
special districts. I t  would require that 
units of general government be authorized 
to impose certain restrictions on the activi- 
ties of special districts. 

In considering special districts within the 
basic structure of government in the United 
States, it must be recognized that other de- 
vices usually are available to achieve the 
purpose for which districts are created. 
The State or units of general local govern- 
ment often can provide the service per- 
formed by a special district in a manner not 
disruptive of intergovernmental relations. 
The availability of these methods is indi- 
cated by the number of governmental units 
which the Bureau of the Census classifies as 
subordinate agencies or areas. Such units 
are in existence in every State and generally 
are subject to the control of an appropriate 
unit of State or general local government." 

Every function undertaken by special dis- 
tricts in the United States is performed by 
subordinate governmental agencies or areas 
in a significant number of States. Often, 
such agencies exist side by side with special 
districts in an individual State and perform 
the same service. In addition, the Bureau 
of the Census lists some 5,223 "county subor- 
dinate 'special taxing areas' " in the United 
States." Ironically, California, Oregon, 
Illinois, Texas, and Washington, with large 
numbers of special districts, authorize the 
use of such areas. Of these States, only 
California has used this device extensively. 
Other States-Maryland, Arizona, Iowa, 
and Louisiana-have used the county 
subordinate special taxing area as a means of 
avoiding resort to special districts. 

24 Ibid., "Census of Governments: 1962," pp. 243-372. 
Ibid., pp. 201-242. 



A subordinate taxing area or a subordi- 
nate agency permits a unit of general gov- 
ernment to provide a service within a por- 
tion of its territory without creating the 
intergovernmental problems that character- 
ize many special districts. The governing 
body of such agencies or areas is either the 
governing body of a unit of general govern- 
ment or is directly responsible to that body. 
This approach permits the citizen to pin- 

point overall governmental and political 
responsibility. At the same time, as com- 
munity needs change, a unit of general gov- 
ernment has the power and authority to 
adjust the scope of operation of the agency 
or area to respond to such changes. Finally, 
such devices eliminate overhead costs as- 
sociated with duplication of administrative 
functions by special districts and units of 
general government. 



Chapter IX 
CONCLUSIONS AND 

The Commission has been impressed by 
the variety of definitions of special districts 
found in the literature. The range extends 
from local fire districts with independently 
elected directors possessing relatively un- 
restricted financial and program porvers to 
the statewide authority with an ex officio 
board possessing limited discretionary au- 
thority within its sphere of operation. The 
variety is understandable because of the di- 
versity of ways in which the several States 
and numerous communities have responded 
to individual problems and the difficulty of 
setting meaningful classifications for statis- 
tical purposes. 

In light of this diversity, it is essential that 
a concept of special districts be stated for 
purposes of interpreting and applying the 
conclusions and recommendations which 
follow. Excluded are school districts, 
which constitute a separate problem of inter- 
governmental relations, and special districts 
which are statewide in operation. The 
latter are authorized by individual State 
enactments which must be acceptable to a 
majority of both houses of a State legisla- 
ture and a Governor. I t  is a relatively easy 
matter for such districts to be dissolved and 
general government control over their 
activities is easy to maintain. 

Special districts created pursuant to inter- 
state compacts, involving matters of State 
ratherthan local concern, are also excluded 
from the scope of the recommendations. 
Agencies of this type usually are created to 
find solutions to regional problems. They 
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are concerned with matters affecting nu- 
merous communities and that often affect a 
national interest. 

Finally, housing and urban renewal dis- 
tricts are excluded from the scope of the 
recommendations made herein. This exclu- 
sion is made for several reasons. First, Fed- 
eral statutes and administrative regulations 
which permit these districts to receive Fed- 
eral funds or obtain Federal loans require 
close coordination of their activities with the 
unit of general local government within 
which they operate. In almost all instances 
they are coterminous with the territorial 
boundaries of a unit of general local govern- 
ment. Their governing bodies are in one 
way or another directly responsible to the 
governing body of the coterminous unit of 
general local government. Finally, both 
State and Federal legislation governing 
their operations tend to insure that these 
districts function in a manner not contradic- 
tory to the recommendations made herein. 

With these exceptions, every legal govern- 
mental entity which has authority to obtain 
money by levying property taxes or other 
taxes or special assessments, or by charging 
fees for the service it renders and lvhose 
budget does not have to be approved by a 
unit of general government is considered to 
be a special district for purposes of the find- 
ings and recommendations set forth belo\\-. 

In earlier reports the Commission has 
made recommendations which would, if 
effectuated, greatly minimize the impact of 
many factors which have been influential in 



stimulating the growth of special districts. 
Previous Commission reports have urged the 
provision of general home rule authority to 
cities and counties, the removal of State- 
imposed debt and tax limitations upon local 
government, and have suggested that 
counties be permitted to establish service 
areas within portions of the county. The 
Commission also has urged authorization 
and use of various forms of intergovern- 
mental cooperation in order that cities and 
counties and other units of general local gov- 
ernment can contract or otherwise arrange 
among themselves to provide services and 
resolve problems which are not limited to 
the territorial boundaries of the individual 
units. Finally, with regard to Federal pro- 
grams affecting urban development, the 
Commission has recommended recently 
that units of general local government be 
eligible to participate in such programs on 
the same basis as special districts and, other 
factors being equal, that they be favored 
as recipients of Federal aid. In that report 
the Commission recommended that when a 
special district participates in a Federal 
program, the district be charged with re- 
sponsibility for properly coordinating its 
activities with those of the appropriate unit 
of general government. (Recommenda- 
tions in other Commission reports which 
relate to special districts appear in 

aPP. B. ) 
The Commission finds that the creation of 

special districts is generally the result of the 
need to: ( 1 )  provide an essential service 
when resort to regular governmental proc- 
esses has failed to produce an acceptable 
means of providing the service through 
existing units of general local government 
(i.e., counties, cities, or towns) ; or ( 2 )  
otherwise meet a particular local govern- 
mental or political problem. 

The various State constitutional and 
statutory restrictions on the powers of gen- 

eral local government have contributed to 
the creation of special districts because they 
limit the scope of action available to general 
local government in responding to the needs 
of the people. Even where such limitations 
are not present. general government, for 
many reasons, often has been unable to find 
an acceptable political means of responding 
readily to public needs. In such an atmos- 
phere, citizen groups press for the creation 
of special districts because this device pro- 
vides a relatively easy and direct means of 
satisfying a particular service need. 

For example, when septic tanks no longer 
function, where floods occur, or when homes 
burn because the firefighting equipment had 
no source of water, the people demand- 
and get-immediate action--often by re- 
sort to special districts. 

In general, the public appears to be satis- 
fied with services received from special dis- 
tricts and, by and large, the districts have 
resolved the problems which spawned them 
and have met the demands for public serv- 
ices in an adequate fashion. Such a con- 
clusion is not based upon an evaluation of 
the overall desirability of the district device 
or of the relative efficiency of the particular 
service provided by special districts, nor does 
it consider their impact on the operations of 
units of general government. 

The Commission subscribes fully to the 
concept that all levels of government must 
be responsive to the needs of the people; 
therefore, use of special districts is entirely 
justified as a means of meeting these needs 
if the units of general government do not or 
cannot respond. Nevertheless, the estab- 
lishment of special districts creates intergov- 
ernmental problems and is frequently an 
uneconomical means of providing services. 
Perhaps most important, their use has 
tended to distort the political processes 
through which the competing demands for 
the local revenue dollar are evaluated and 



balanced. The Commission believes that 
this distortion has hampered the effective 
coordination of local governmental services 
as a whole. 

The multiplicity of special districts often 
prevents the citizen from knowing exactly 
what is going on in his community. Fre- 
quently, no unit of general government 
within a State or a locality is fully aware of 
the various aspects of special district activ- 
ity. The programs of many districts appear 
to be completely independent from, and 
uncoordinated with, similar programs of 
general government. 

The Commission also finds that in many, 
if not most, instances special districts in- 
crease the cost of governmental services. 
Services often are performed uneconom- 
ically. There is duplication of administra- 
tive burdens, and costs of borrowing for 
capital construction due to heavy use of 
revenue bond financing often are excessively 
high. 

In the light of the Commission's approach 
to government, and after an analysis of the 
historic and current role of special districts, 
it is apparent that many have outlived their 
usefulness; that many statutes permitting 
the creation of districts decades ago are of 
questionable value today; and that steps 
should be taken to permit general govern- 
ment to absorb the functions of special 
districts in many instances. 

Consequently, the Commission urges 
that: ( 1  ) steps be taken by all levels of 
government to insure effective control over 
existing special districts; ( 2 )  concerted ef- 
forts be made to encourage the consolidation 
of existing special districts where appro- 
priate; and (3) reasonable restrictions be 
established on the creation of special districts 
in the future, consistent with the criteria 
described earlier in this report. However, 
the Commission also believes that special 
districts have a positive role to play in the 

structure and operation of American govern- 
ment. Therefore, statutes and policies de- 
signed to regulate the use of special districts 
must be structured so as to insure that dis- 
tricts can best perform their role without 
creating more problems than they solve. 
For example, such statutes and policies 
should provide an easy means for the dissolu- 
tion or consolidation of districts when there 
is no longer any need for the service pro- 
vided or when a unit of general government 
is willing and able to provide the service. 

The recommendations which follow do 
not reject out of hand the use of special dis- 
tricts in the governmental structure of the 
United States. While many people urge 
their demise, the Commission finds that spe- 
cial districts often fill a gap in the structure 
of local government in this country. In 
some instances this gap is temporary, in 
others it may be permanent. 

In brief, the recommendations formulated 
below are based on the following factors: 
( 1 ) there exists in the United States a large 
number of special districts which will con- 
tinue in existence during the foreseeable 
future; ( 2 )  even assuming that prior recom- 
mendations of this Commission were uni- 
versally adopted, other factors influencing 
the creation of special districts would, in 
many instances, be so strong that the people 
would still turn to their use; and ( 3 )  special 
districts can play an important role in the 
governmental process. 

Recommendation No. 1 

T h e  Commission r e c o n m e n d s  tha t  States  
enact  legislation t o  provide t ha t  n o  special 
district be created prior t o  review and ap-  
proval of t he  proposed district b y  a desig- 
nated agency consisting of representatives 
of t he  county or counties and city or cities 
wi th in  t h e  county or counties, wi th in  wh ich  
the  proposed district will operate. Agency 
'decisions involving districts wh ich  would 
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:undertake functions of statewide concern 
should not be created without State ap- 
proval. T h e  decision of the agency should 
be subject to court review. 

An important factor contributing to the 
high incidence of special districts has been 
the relative ease of their creation. They 
are frequently established without consid- 
eration of the impact the district will have 
upon functions of other units of government. 
Such questioning should not be limited to 
the need for the service involved, but should 
include whethcr a district, or the proposed 
district, is the best means for providing the 
service. Unfortunately, existing proced- 
ures in many States do not provide an oppor- 
tunity to have these types of questions 
specifically considered. 

The public is often not fully aware of the 
diverse factors that may be involved in the 
programs of a particular special district. 
When considering the creation of a fire dis- 
trict, such factors as availability of water 
supply, adequacy of roads and highways, 
and future needs for the service often are not 
considered. In this context, it is desirable 
that an appropriate agency review, against 
appropriate standards and criteria, the va- 
lidity of the creation of the particular special 
district. The esscntial factors in such a re- 
view should be how, the needs of the people 
can best be satisficd, at least cost, and nith 
proper accountability. 

An agency of local government consisting 
of designated county officials and designated 
municipal officials within a county should 
review all proposals for creation of special 
districts prior to their formation. Where a 
district would cross county lines, the concur- 
rence of agencies within each of the counties 
affected would be necessary before it could 
be formed. A local agency ~vould be in the 
best position to determine the needs of a 
particular community. It would be able to 

evaluate the impact of the proposed district 
on the st1 ucture and activities of existing 
units of government within the county. 
Such a body would also be in a position to 
weigh the various alternatives to creation of 
a district. This approach has recently been 
adopted in California; and Nevada and 
Texas have instituted similar, though more 
limited, review procedures. 

However, local agency decisions should be 
subject to review by the State where the 
function to be performed is a matter of 
statewide concern. The pressure to create 
a special district often stems from local gov- 
ernments' inability or unwillingness to pro- 
vide for the needs of the people. Since the 
local review agency would inevitably be a 
part of the local political power structure, 
State review is necessary to insure that ade- 
quate attention is given to State interests. 
State review of proposals to create special 
districts affecting State programs, such as 
natural resource development, pollution 
control, and others in which the State has 
exercised an operating or supervisory func- 
tion, should be performed by the State 
agency responsible for the State program. 
Such review would be designed to insure 
that the proposed district and its proposed 
activities would be consistent with the State 
program. 

While a local agency should decide on 
proposals for the creation of special districts, 
subject to State review in some instances, all 
decisions should be subject to court review. 
Any party appearing before the local agency 
should be given standing to initiate such re- 
vierv. The very circumstances that give 
rise to the proposal to create special districts 
indicate that general government has not 
been responsive to the needs of some of the 
people. Since general government already 
has indicated some inability to meet these 
needs, an impartial court review of the 
agency decision is necessary to insure that 



proper consideration is given to all the fac- 
tors. In many States, courts are already 
involved in procedures for the creation of 
special districts, and in still others they are 
involved in issues of consolidation and an- 
nexation of both districts and units of gen- 
eral local government. The competence 
thus developed should be used to evaluate 
agency decisions which do not satisfy some 
of the parties affected by the administrative 
decision. 

Recommendation No.  2 

T h e  Commission recommends that State 
legislation further provide that prior to 
granting consent to the creation of a special 
district, the approval agency shall- 

( a )  If the proposed special district is 
wholly or partially within the  territorial 
boundaries of an existing municipality or 
within a designated number of miles of an 
existing city or municipality, officially notify 
such city or municipality of the proposal to 
create the district, with a view to  ascertain- 
ing whether the  city or municipality is 
willing and able to  initiate proceedings for 
annexation of the territory of the proposed 
district, or make arrangements for prouiding 
the  service which the  proposed district 
would provide. 

( b )  If the proposed district is not within 
the designated number of miles of an exist- 
ing city or municipality, or if the  city or 
municipality has not elected to initiate 
annexation proceedings or provide the 
designated seruice, oficially notifv the 
county gouerning body of the proposal to 
create the special district, with a view of 
ascertaining whether the county govern- 
ment is willing and able to make arrange- 
ments for providing the  s~rv ice ;  and 

( c )  If neither a county or municipality 
has elected to act pursuant to ( a )  or ( b )  
and the  proposed district is adjacent to an 
existing special district which is performing 

the  same service, the  approual agency shall 
oficially notify the district governing body 
of the  proposal to  create the special district, 
with a view to  ascertaining whether the  
existing district is willing and able to make 
arrangements for providing the  service. 

If no unit of general local government or 
existing special district, acting singly or 
jointly, is willing and able to provide the  
service and the approval agency finds a need 
for the proposed service, then the agency 
may  approve the  proposed special district. 
Where a city, municipality, county, or exist- 
ing special district, acting singly or jointly, 
is willing and able to provide the  service in  a 
satisfactory manner, the agency should not 
approve creation of the  special district. 

The assumption underlying this recom- 
mendation is that necessary governmental 
services must be provided to the citizens. 
The next concern is how such needs can best 
be met within the existing structure of gov- 
ernment, and the obvious starting point is 
with existing units of general local govern- 
ment, principally municipalities and 
counties. (Towns fulfill this role in New 
England and in certain other States.) Such 
units generally should provide the particu- 
lar service for residents of a proposed dis- 
trict, thus making it unnecessary to resort to 
special districts which would further frag- 
ment the structure of local government. 
Similarly, where the proposed district is 
adjacent to an existing district which is per- 
forming the same type of service that the 
proposed district would perform, the exist- 
ing district should be given an opportunity 
to extend its service area to encompass the 
area of the proposed district. I t  is only after 
existing units of government declare them- 
selves unwilling or unable to provide 
essential services that special districts should 
be permitted. 
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The State legislation should spell out care- 
fully the factors that must be considered by 
the approval agency in determining whether 
a unit of general local government or an 
existing special district, acting singly or 
jointly, is willing and able to provide the 
service which the proposed district would 
undertake. Among the factors that would 
have to be considered in each case are : ( 1 ) 
the statutory powers possessed by such gov- 
ernmental units; ( 2 )  the fiscal capacity of 
the units; ( 3 )  population and area of the 
units as related to the function involved; 
(4 )  the technical aspects of the particular 
type of service; and (5)  the pertinent as- 
pects of the five criteria discussed earlier. 
Such factors will, in a given case, indicate 
whether the service should be undertaken 
by existing governmental entities or by the 
proposed special district. 

Agency approval of a proposal does not 
mean, of course, that a proposed district is 
automatically created. Such approval 
should be only one step in the procedure for 
creation of special districts. After agency 
approval, those desiring to create the dis- 
trict would still need to comply with other 
requirements of State law. 

The proposed procedures embodied in 
this recommendation are modifications of 
recently adopted Nevada and Texas 
methods which permit municipalities to 
exercise the option of annexation or provid- 
ing the service. 

Recommendation No. 3 

T h e  Commission recommends that States 
enact legislation to insure that the  activities 
of existing and subsequently created special 
districts are coordinated with the  activities 
of units of general government. Such legis- 
lation should require: ( I )  approval by the 
appropriate unit or units of general local 
government within which the land lies of 
any proposed acquisition of title to  land by 

a special district, provided that this approval 
be subject to court review; and (2) that any 
proposal for special district capital improve- 
ments be submitted, for comment,  to the  
appropriate unit or units of general local 
gouernment within which the proposed i m -  
provements would occur at least 60 days 
prior to  final action on the  proposal by the  
gouerning body of the district. 

Where  the  special district is performing a 
function that directly a fec t s  a program con- 
ducted by  the State, such approval and re- 
view of district activities by the agency 
responsible for the  State program should 
also be required. 

Some special districts have only a limited 
impact on the operations of units of general 
government. In the case of cemetery, li- 
brary, or hospital districts, the impact pri- 
marily relates to the location of district 
facilities. Giving the unit of general gov- 
ernment authority to approve the acquisi- 
tion of the facility site will reduce or elimi- 
nate the possibility of the district's activities 
having an adverse effect on the units of 
general government. 

The problem is somewhat more compli- 
cated when dealing with the larger and more 
significant types of special districts perform- 
ing such functions as water supply, sewerage 
disposal, and the diverse operations of multi- 
function districts. The activities of such 
districts have a continuing and significant 
impact on the long-range development of 
the community and on many of the regular 
functions of units of general local govern- 
ment. In such situations, it is essential that 
approval of district land acquisition be made 
by units of general local government and 
that they have an opportunity to review and 
comment on proposed capital improve- 
ments. In this way, units of general local 
government will be able to insure proper 



coordination of their activities and pro- 
grams with those of the special district. 
Approval of acquisition of land owned by 
units of general local government is neces- 
sary before a number of special districts can 
acquire such property. These restrictions 
on a limited aspect of district activities 
would provide the units of general local 
government with the information needed to 
insure that special district activities are 
properly coordinated with their own. 

Approval of proposed land acquisitions 
and review of proposed capital improve- 
ments by a State agency should be required 
where the State is actively engaged in de- 
veloping or implementing a statewide pro- 
gram in the particular field. When a State 
has an intensive water utilization and devel- 
opment program in operation, it should 
review district activities affecting its pro- 
gram to insure that they are consistent with 
it. 

The above recommendations might well 
require approval of special district land ac- 
quisitions or review of proposed improve- 
ments by as many as three units of govern- 
ment. A sewerage district seeking to 
acquire land or extend its interceptor sewers 
may have to seek approval or review from 
a municipality, a county, and a State agency. 
The legislation authorizing creation of the 
various types of special districts should 
specify those units of government whose ap- 
proval and review are needed in each 
instance. 

Recommendation NO. 4 

T h e  Commission recommends that States 
enact legislation requiring that a designated 
State agency ( a n  ofice of local government 
or other appropriate agency),  and the ap- 
propriate county governing body, be in- 
formed of the  creation of all special districts 
within respective county borders, and, to  the  

extent practicable, that States require that 
budgets and accounts of special districts be 
formulated and maintained according to 
uniform procedures determined by  an ap- 
propriate State agency. T h e  State agency 
should be required to audit, or approve pri- 
vate audits, of district accounts at regular 
intervals. 

The record shows that the general public, ' 

as well as State and local officials, often are 
not well acquainted with the operations of 
special districts. In many instances their 
operations are small. Often there are no 
formal requirements for special districts to 
keep any agency of government informed of 
their activities, nor are there any stand- 
ards for reporting or publication of their 
activities. 

States have, to varying degrees, utilized 
the procedures suggested here. Their use 
in States such as California and Pennsyl- 
vania have permitted the gathering of in- 
formation necessary to evaluate the impact 
and effectiveness of special districts. In 
other States they are not enforced, and most 
States have no such requirements. 

The degree to which the people and gen- 
eral government can keep track of special 
districts varies significantly. The larger 
the operation, the more information usually 
is available to the general public and to 
government officials. The activities of such 
districts are easily visible to both because 
they usually have a significant impact on 
general government as well as the people. 

Experience in different States has shown 
that often special district budgets do not 
exist and audits are never made, regardless 
of cxisting statutory requirements. In 
many States the statutes, while requiring 
budgets and audits, have no enforcement 
provisions and do not require that such bud- 
gets or audits be filed with any other unit or 
level of government. In order that State 



and local governments be fully aware of the 
extent of special district operations within 
their respective jurisdiction, it is necessary 
that legislation as herein recommended be 
adopted in every State. An appropriate 
State agency should be required to audit 
districts' accounts or accept audits of quali- 
fied accountants at periodic intervals. 

Full awareness of the financial operations 
of special districts can only be secured if 
State law requires the districts to conform 
to certain budgetary standards and to pro- 
vide certain basic information, not only to 
the appropriate units of general local gov- 
ernment but also to a designated State 
agency. Such procedures would make 
available to public officials, as well as pri- 
vate citizens, the necessary data on which to 
evaluate the performance and operation of 
special districts in the community. 

Recommendation No.  5 

T h e  Commission recommends that States 
enact legislation: ( I )  prouiding a simple 
procedure. for consolidation of special dis- 
tricts performing the same or similar func- 
tions; (2)  permitting an appropriate unit of 
general government to assume responsibility 
for the function of the special district within 
the district area. 

T h e  legislation should establish a proce- 
dure whereby the  agency specified in Rec- 
ommendation I is authorized to rrquire the 
dissolution or consolidation of special dis- 
tricts pursuant to petition by a special dis- 
trict, n unit of general local government, or 
the residents within a district upon finding 
that the services performed by the district 
are: (1) no longer needed; or ( 2 )  can be 
more efectiuely performed by a unit of gen- 
eral local goz~ernment or a consolidated dis- 
trict. Where  the agency makes such a 
finding, it shall issue an order dissolving or 
consolidating the  district which should in- 

clude: ( 1 )  prouision for the  equitable dis- 
tribution of the assets and liabilities of the  
district; and ( 2 )  provisions relating to the  
protection of the legal rights of the em-  
ployees of the district dissolved or consoli- 
dated. Those portions of the agency 
decisions relating to distribution of assets 
and liabilities of the  district and the  reem- 
ployment, pension, and other rights of its 
employees should be subject to  court review. 

The difficulties arising out of the use of 
special districts are only partly related to the 
problem of coordinating their activities with 
operations of general government. Special 
districts often continue to exist after an ap- 
propriate unit of general local government, 
or a single district rather than several, could 
very well assume the responsibility previous- 
ly carried on by the district. Therefore, 
procedures should be provided by which a 
unit of general local government, or a larger 
district, can assume the functions performed 
by special districts under conditions that 
would be equitable to all concerned. Prob- 
lems which must be satisfactorily resolved 
in this connection include : (1 ) the equitable 
distribution of the assets and liabilities of 
the special district; ( 2 )  protecting the legal 
rights of district personnel; and ( 3  ) insuring 
an equitable impact on the political struc- 
ture of the community. 

A unit of general local government may 
be willing and able to assume responsibility 
for the services provided by the district or 
the consolidation of several districts per- 
forming the same service may be desired. 
Many factors which influence the creation 
of special districts also tend to influence 
their perpetuation and to prevent any re- 
distribution of the services performed. I n  
addition, a special interest group normally 
becomes closely associated with the activi- 
ties of the district. Such a group may in- 
clude employees of the district, its governing 



body, and residents of the community who 
are closely associated with, or highly 
interested in, district activities. Generally 
speaking, such individuals would, in one way 
or another, be adversely affected by the dis- 
solution or consolidation of the district. 
Unless a relatively simple procedure can be 
developed to permit dissolution or consoli- 
dation as appropriate, continued diffusion of 
governmental responsibility is inevitable. 

The Commission has found that special 
districts perform a valuable function in the 
governing process. Their availability as a 
tool of government should be continued with 
proper safeguards. However, provision 
must be made for the dissolution and con- 
solidation of individual special districts 
when the function performed can be more 
effectively provided by a different unit of 
government. This is essential if the use of 
the special district device is not to be dis- 
credited. Experience has shown, both in 
the case of special districts and in the case of 
school districts, that mere statutory authori- 
zation for the dissolution or consolidation of 
existing districts is not always sufficient. A 
more definite procedure with perhaps fi- 
nancial inducements on the part of the State 
government may well be necessary. In this 
connection it should be noted that in 1963 
the State of Georgia enacted legislation to 
this end. 

Dissolution or consolidation of special 
districts requires an equitable distribution 
of the assets and liabilities of the district. 
This, of course, i5 a matter of direct concern 
to residents of a district who may have made 
a substantial financial investment in the dis- 
trict. Similarly, the employees of the dis- 
trict, with or ~ ~ i t h o u t  civil service protection, 
may possess certain legal rights pursuant to 
State law. While these interests should not 
influence a decision concerning dissolution 
or consolidation of a district, they must be 

equitably considered in each situation. 
Decisions of this type are commonly made 
by the courts and should, therefore, be sub- 
ject to court review. Court review would 
insure that the residents and employees of 
the districts are treated fairly in such 
proceedings. 

Recommendation No. 6 

T h e  Commission recommends the enact- 
ment of State legislation to provide that 
service charges or tolls levied by special dis- 
tricts, which are not reviewed and approved 
by the governing body of a unit of general 
government, be reviewed and approved by 
an appropriate State agency. 

In many instances the pricing policies of 
special districts which are financed by serv- 
ice charges or tolls are extremely difficult 
to justify. While experience seems to indi- 
cate that the public generally has not con- 
sidered the charges made by such districts 
to be excessive, the fact remains that were 
these services performed by private business 
they would be subject to State regulation. 

Where a service so financed is performed 
by a special district, as opposed to a unit 
of general local government, the price of 
the service is in no way subjected to scrutiny 
through the regular political processes of 
the community. This aspect of district op- 
erations is particularly significant because 
most of the districts which levy service 
charges or tolls are governed by boards of 
directors who are not popularly elected. 
Thus, their responsiveness to the general 
public is somewhat restricted. Responsive- 
ness of such districts is further restricted 
because their ability to incur debt for dis- 
trict purposes is not subject to referendum, 
and their rate structure often is largely de- 
termined by the provisions of the agreement 
pursuant to which the bonds are sold. 



Likewise, it must be recognized that spe- 
cial districts levying service charges usually 
are monopolies in the sense that they are 
the only means by which the public can ob- 
tain the service rendered. A district pro- 
viding water or sewerage services, for 
example, is almost always the only available 
source of the service. This is the typical 
situation in which government has regulated 
pricing policies in order to protect the con- 
sumer. Yet, in many instances, the charges 
for service rendered by such a district are 
not subject to review or approval by any 
agency of general government. 

The monopoly aspect of certain districts 
is of added significance because State law 
often requires that residents utilize sewerage 
district facilities where available. In such 
situations the individual has no choice but 
to pay the service charge levied by the dis- 
trict. This is in contrast to other monopoly 
services, regulated by government, where 
individuals have an option as to whether 
they use the service or not. Similarly, other 
special district services, such as water sup- 
ply services, are more important and vital 
to the everyday life of the citizen than are 
those of State-regulated monopolies. 
Where the pricing policies of districts are 
subject to review and control by a unit of 
general local government, the need for reg- 
ulatory review at the State level is unneces- 
sary since the pricing policies are subject to 
political review, and the public has an op- 
portunity to make its views felt through the 
normal political processes. Where such re- 
view is not available, a State should insure 
that the rates are determined in a proper 
manner. 

Recommendation No. 7 

T h e  Commission recommends that States 
enact legislation requiring counties and mu- 
nicipalities, when sending out their property 

tax bills or providing receipts, to include i n  
each individual property owner's bill or re- 
ceipt an itemization of special district prop- 
erty taxes and special assessments levied 
against the property. A t  the same time, 
counties and municipalities should, i n  pre- 
paring annual reports of their operations, 
include pertinent information on the activi- 
ties of all special districts operating within 
the territory of the county or municipality. 

All too often an individual citizen is un- 
aware of the extent to which special districts 
exist in his community. If special districts 
are to be responsive to the needs of the 
people, and if the people are to be in a 
position to evaluate their government intel- 
ligently, various types of information 
concerning their activities musk 'be readily 
available. Existing procedures for making 
such information available are, by and large, 
inadequate. 

Where counties or municipalities collect 
taxes for special districts that levy property 
taxes, district taxes usually appear as a mere 
code number on a geyeral county tax bill; 
the citizen usually has &Enowledge of ex- 
actly what the code number means. Con- 
versely, where the district tax is levied and 
collected at a time other than that for such 
collection by a unit of general local govern- 
ment, the citizen has difficulty in seeing the 
total impact of his local government. The 
Commission believes that the units of gen- 
eral local government should assume re- 
sponsibility for insuring that all taxpaying 
citizens are able to obtain in a single docu- 
ment and a single tax form or receipt a sum- 
mary of the financial and other pertinent 
information relating to the activities of all 
local governments within the community. 

Recommendatiolz No. 8 

T h e  Commission recommends that States 
enact legislation authorizing counties ( i n  



some States, towns) to establish subordinate ducive to the creation of special districts, 
taxing areas in parts of their territory to which in turn are likely to hinder efforts for 
enable these governments to provide and annexation or incorporation when they 
finance a governmental service in a portion otherwise seem appropriate. 
of the county. Use of county subordinate taxing areas 

A significant factor influencing creation 
of special districts is the inability of counties 
(in some States, towns) to provide govern- 
mental services to a portion of the area 
within its boundaries. This inability is due 
either to a statutory or constitutional re- 
quirement that tax rates be uniform within 
the county, or to the lack of specific authority 
to create subordinate taxing areas within 
its boundaries. 

Such power would permit the county gov- 
erning body to limit part of its tax levy---or 
impose an added levy-to that part of its 
territorial jurisdiction in which it desires to 
provide a particular service. This proce- 
dure would leave responsibility for estab- 
lishing basic policies respecting the provision 
of services with the county governing body. 
Political and governmental responsibility 
would not be fragmented. In  the process, 
the service provided to only a portion of the 
jurisdiction would be better coordinated 
with other governmental services provided 
by the county. The county, moreover, 
could respond more readily than a special 
district to changes necessitated by future 
expansion or contraction of the service area, 
or alternatively, to changes which make the 
service unnecessary. 

Where the county does not possess au- 
thority to establish subordinate taxing areas, 
the only recourse available to people want- 
ing a specific service is annexation to an 
existing municipality, municipal incorpora- 
tion, or creation of a special district. In 
many instances, if not in most, when the de- 
mand for a specific service arises, the com- 
munity involved is not ready for annexation 
or incorporation. Such situations are con- 

would be a valuable tool for providing those 
services financed largely from general tax 
revenues. These include fire protection, 
park and recreation, health, street lighting, 
and library services. In addition, the de- 
vice might be used for other services 
financed partly from general tax revenues. 

Potential use of subordinate taxing areas 
would be of particular value in two types of 
situations. The first is where an area is 
undergoing urbanization. In such situa- 
tions the need for various services arises at 
different times, and the area requiring the 
service constitutes only a small portion of 
the county. Annexation or incorporation 
are unacceptable means of securing the 
service. Here the county could provide the 
service by levying a special tax in the portion 
of the county desiring the service. If this 
possibility were not available, the county, if 
it were to provide the service, would have to 
finance it from general tax revenues ob- 
tained from the whole county. Obviously 
this would be politically unacceptable in 
most instances. The second situation, with 
the same factors involved, occurs in those 
portions of basically rural counties where 
there are small enclaves with high popula- 
tion densities. 

As was noted earlier, some 20 States au- 
thorize the creation of subordinate taxing 
areas. In comparing the use of subordinate 
taxing areas with the use of special districts, 
it is apparent that this tool of government 
does not prevent their creation. Authority 
to establish such areas exists in California 
and Oregon which have numerous special 
districts. On the other hand, in States such 
as Arizona, Louisiana, and Maryland, the 
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subordinate taxing area device apparently 
has been effective in minimizing the resort 
to special districts. Experience with the 
subordinate taxing area device indicates 
that it should be a tool available for meeting 
local needs, but that its availability will not 
necessarily result in the elimination of the 
special district as a unit of government. 

Recommendation No, 9 

T h e  Commission recommends that each 
State undertake a comprehensive study of all 
governmental entities authorized by State 
law to ascertain the  numbers, types, func- 
tions, and financing of entities within the  
State defined as special districts and subor- 
dinate agencies and taxing areas by the 
Bureau of the Census. 

Intelligent and comprehensive applica- 
tion of the various recommendations pre- 
viously made requires that States have com- 

plete information relating to the numbers, 
types, and activities of the various special 
districts, and other kinds of units or agencies 
which are authorized to undertake govern- 
mental functions within its borders. Not 
only is such information necessary in order 
to determine the applicability of the recom- 
mendations made in this report, but it would 
provide information necessary for a variety 
of purposes. 

Comprehensive studies are essential in 
most States because of the way in which 
legislation authorizing special districts and 
subordinate agencies and taxing areas has 
been developed. The history of this devel- 
opment dates to the early days of the Nation, 
and legislation often was enacted to meet 
special circumstances. Often no considera- 
tion is given to prior legislation where new 
situations arise, and the total impact of 
various previous authorizations rarely ic 
appreciated. 
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EXPLANATORY NOTE 

The financial data included in the appendix 
tables were specifically derived from various pub- 
lished volumes of the 1957 and 1962 Census of 
Governments. The 1962 distribution of general 
expenditure between current operation and capital 
outlay by function was provided by the Governments 
Division of the Bureau of the Census from unpub- 
lished data. Expenditure figures for all functions, 
except "water supply and other utilities," are in 
terms of "direct general expenditure" and exclude 
expenditures for debt service and employee retire- 
ment. Expenditure figures for "water supply and 
utilities" are in terms of "direct expenditures" and 

include debt service and retirement expenditures. 
In a number of instances functional expenditures 

by districts are indicated in a given State despite 
the fact that no district is indicated as performing 
the function. This is due to the separate classifi- 
cation of multifunction districts and districts clas- 
sified as single-function districts, but having minor 
expenditures for another function. Similarly, cer- 
tain districts exist as operating districts for provid- 
ing a service but had no expenditures during 1962. 

National totals of expenditures do not equal sum 
of columns and district expenditures as a percent 
of total expenditures vary due to rounding. 



TABLE 1.-Fire Protection, Number of Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 

I Districts Direct general expenditure of local governments for flre protection 

Special districts 
(in thousands) 

State 
All local 
govern- 
ments 

($ 
millions) 

All low1 
govern- 
ments 

(in 
nillions: 

Special 
iistricts 
in thou. 
sands) 

$15 
32i 
146 
605 
477 
692 

10,439 
1.182 

....... 

....... 

....... 

....... 
3.343 

....... 

----- 
Capital 
outlay 

d&tricts 
as a per- 
cent of 
total 

Current 
opera- 
tion 

Northeast: 
M a n e  ..-......................... 2 
New Hampshire ................... 20 
Vermont .......................... 30 
Massachusetts ..................... 11 
Rhode Island ...................... 341 
Connecticut ....................... 56 
New Y o  ......................... 836 
New J ........................ 98 
Pennsylvania. ........................... 

Midwest: 
Michigan ................................. 
Obi0 .....---.-.....................-...... 
Indiana. ................................. 
1 0 i s  ............................ 620 
Wisconsin.. .............................. 
Minnesota. .............................. 
Iowa ............................... 18 
M o u i  .......................... 29 
North Dakota ..................... 21 
South Dakota ............................ 
N e b  .......................... 321 
Kansas- .................................. 

South: 
Delawarp--. .............................. 
Maryland.. .......................-...... 
District of Columbia. .................... 
Virginia. ................................. 
West Virginia ............................ 
Kentucky .......................... 13 
Tennessee ......................... 1 
North Carolina ........................... 
South Carolina .................... 13 
Georgia .................................. 
Flor id  ............................ 24 
Alabama- ............................... 
Mississippi- ........................-..... 
Louisiana .......................... 15 
Arkanw- ........................ 2 

Southwest: 
Oklahoma ......................... 1 
Texas ............................. 3 
New Mexico- .....................--...... 
Arizona---. ........................-....... 

West: 
Montana- ........................ - 1  -...... 
Idaho---. ......................... .% 
Wyoming . - . - . . - . - - - - - . .  21 
Colorado .......................... 117 
a h  ............................. 4 
Washington ...................... 313 
o n  ............................ 203 
a d  ........................... 10 
California ......................... 330 
Alaska-. ................................. 
Hawaii ................................... 

U.S. total ....................... 3 229 l- 
n.a.-Not availahlc. 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Cenws of Qovernments, 1968, Census of aooernments, 1967, and Wooernments in the United States in 1966. (See 
explanatory note.) 



TABLE 2.-Water Supply, Number of Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 

Direct expenditure of local governments for water supply systems Districts 

1962 

3pecial 
listricts 
s a per- 
cent of 
total 

Special 
listricts 
rs a per- 
cent of 
total 

91.02 
13.79 
2.91 
8.06 
8.69 

57.19 
.04 

9.88 
P) 

2.52 
1.96 

......... 
2.48 

......... 

. . - - - - - - - 
.14 

2.61 
. - - - - - - - - 
-. . - - - - - - 

39.64 
4.39 

......... 
49.60 

......... 
. I4  

2.52 
12.85 
20.28 
2.46 

19.38 
3.29 
2.37 

......... 

......... 
20.45 
.78 

.85 
18.84 

......... 
.13 

......... 
.65 

-. - . . - - - - 
8. 53 

41. I6 
15.66 
23.38 
54.29 
44.00 

......... 

......... 

State 
ill  local 
govern- 
ments 

(in 
nillions) 

$6.0 
3.8 
2. 2 

41.7 
5.1 

11.3 
137.8 
36.4 
80.6 

69.6 
96.6 
21.3 

105.1 
27.4 
25. 3 
19.3 
28.6 
5.4 
5.4 

11.6 
49.0 

2.5 
29. 1 
10.8 
18.6 
5.4 

17. 1 
33.9 
31. 1 
12.4 
33.1 
48.3 
19.7 
7.0 

24.1 
13.4 

28.4 
146.5 
10.4 
7.9 

4.4 
4.3 
2.9 

36.3 
11.5 
29.9 
16.7 
2.4 

187.5 
2.1 
9.2 

1, 595.2 

Special districts' 
(in thousands) 3pecial 

listricts. 
in thou- 
sands) 

~11 local 
:overn- 
ments 

(in 
lillions) 

Special 
listricts 
in thou- 
sands) 

--- 
Japital 
outlay 

Jurrent 
opera- 
tion 

Northeast: 
........................ Maine---. 

.................. New Hampshire 
......................... Vermont- 

.................... Massachusetts 
Rhode Island ..................... 
Connecticut-.. ..................- 
New York ........................ 
New Jersey ....................... 
Pennsylvania ...................... 

Midwest: 
....................... Michigan_-. 

Ohio .............................. 
.......................... Indiana.- 
.......................... Illinois. 
....................... Wisconsin. 

Minnesota ....................... 
Iowa ............................. 
Missouri .......................... 
North Dakota .................... 
South Dakota .................... 
Nehraska ......................... -- 

Kan sss.... ....................... 
South: 

Delaware ......................... 
Maryland- ....................... 
District of Columbia .---..---..-- 
Virginia .......................... 

.................... West Virginia 
Kentucky ...................-.... 
Tennessee. ..................-.... 
North Carolina ................... 

................... South Carolina 
Oeorgia ................... .-. . 
Florida--- ........................ 

........................ Alabama- 
Mississippi ----- - - - - - ..- - - -  - --- - - -  
Louisiana ......................... 
Arkansax-. ...-...........-.-...- 

Southwest: 
Oklahoma-. ...................... 
Texas ......................---...- 
New Mexico ...................... 
Arizona- ---. - - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - - . - - - 

West: 
Montana ......................... 
Idaho ............................. 
Wyoming- - -. ---.-. - - -.. - - - - -- -- - 

........................ Colorado- 
Utah- ............................ 
Wshington ...................... 

.......................... Oreeon- 
........................... Nevada 

California- - ---- - .---. - ..--------- 
Alaska ............................ 
Hawaii ........................... 

....................... U S .  total 

8 Includes districts classified as mnltifunction, fire and water supply 
districts in order to present comparable f iwes.  n.a -Not available. 

1 ~ifference between district expenditures and sum of current operation 
and capital outlay is interest on debt. 

2 Less than .005 percent. Source: U.9. Bureau of the Census, Censw, of Uosernments, 19W, 
Census of Qoumments, 1967, and Qourrnmmta in the United States in 1066. 
(See explanatory note.) 





TABLE 4.-Sewerage Disposal, Number of Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 

Direct general expenditure of local governments for sewerage disposal Districts 

Special 
istricts 
n thou- 
lands) 

Special districts 
(in thousands) State ~11 local 

:overn- 
ments 

(in 
lillions) 

- 

Y: 4" 
. 6  

17. 6 
5.4 

13.6 
84.3 
48.8 
77.9 

35.7 
80.8 
31. 1 
65. 4 
39.5 
23.6 
10.4 
10. 5 
2.2 
1.6 
3.7 

13.4 

2.5 
19.4 
6.4 

23.7 
3. 6 

13.6 
8.6 

12. 8 
2.8 
6.3 

30.3 
9. 8 
2.4 

14.5 
2.5 

9.7 
38.5 
3.9 
4.4 

2. 5 
1.6 
.7 

9.3 
6. 3 

12.2 
5.7 
3.9 

78. 5 
3 

2. € - 
908. E 

Special 
istricts 
n thou. 
;suds) 

Special 
districts 
as a per- 
cent of 
total 

~11 local 
rovern- 
ments 

(in 
iillions) 

:urrent 
opera- 
t ion - 

$":: 
1 

183 
117 

1,742 
- - - - - - - - 

7,012 
7,749 

575 
25 
43 

28,127 
6,785 
1,158 

88 
2,976 

- - - - - - - . 
- - - - - - - . 

170 
28 

. - - - - - - - . 
2,756 

. - - - - - - - 
1,072 

90 
711 
36 
53 

357 
. - - - - - - - 

224 
. - - - - - - - 
. - - - - - - - 

109 
67 

.------- 
445 

.------- 
211 

. - - - - - - - 
102 
24 

1,130 
769 

2,112 
227 
228 

11,531 
236 

Sonth: 

Eource: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Cemw of Gouernmenfb, 196% Censw of Government8, 1967. and Omernmcnts in the United Stales in I96.t. (See 
explanatory note.) 



TABLE 5.-Local Parks and Recreation, Number of Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 

Direct general expenditure of local governments for local parks and recreation I Districts 

State 
Special 
listricts 
Ln thou- 
sands) 

....... 

........ 

........ 
-. . -. -. . 
........ 

$53 
........ 
........ 
6,380 

3,887 
5,119 

........ 
55,874 
........ 

250 
- - - - -. -. 
........ 

1,465 
........ 
- - - - - - -. 

163 

........ 
4,913 

........ 
- - - - - - - . 

138 
203 

- - -. -. -. 
- - - - - - - - 

273 
95 
1 

. - - - - - -. 

........ 
742 

........ 

. - - - - - -. 
12 

. - - - - -. . 

. - - - . . - . 

. - . . - . - - 

. - - - - - - - 

. - - - - - . . 
1,111 

. - - - - - -. 
1,768 

671 
130 

9,337 
. . - - - - - - 
. - - - - - -. - 

92,581 
- 

Special districts 
(in thousands) 

I 

Special Special 
listricts districts 
in thou- as a per- 
sands) cent of 

total 

All local 
govern- 
ments 

(in 
millions) 

Special 
districts 
as a per- 
cent of 
total 

All local 
govern- 
ments 

(in 
nillions) 

Current Capital 
opera- outlay 
tion 

Northeast: 
Maine ............................. 3 
New Hampshire ........................... 
Vermont- ................................. 
Massachusetts ............................. 
Rhode IslanL ............................. 
Connecticut ....................... I 

................................. New York 
New Jersey ................................ 
Pennsylvania ...................... 17 

Midwest: 
M i  .......................... 1 
Ohio .............................. 20 
Indiana- .................................. 
n o  ............................ 179 
w i o n n  ......................... 1 
M o t  ....................... 1 
Iowa ...................................... 
Missouri- - - - - . . -- - - - - - -. . -. - - - - - - - - -. - -- - - 
North Dakota .................... 104 
South Dakota ............................. 
Nebraska ................................. 
Kansas ............................ 1 

Bouth: I 
Delaware .................................. 
Maryland ......................... 1 
District of Columbia ...................... 
v i a  ........................... 1 
West V i a  . .  1 

Tennem?e- ............................... 
North Carolina ........................... 
South Carolina .................... 4 

Alabama- ................................ 
Misshippi. .............................. 
Louisiana ......................... 16 
Arkanw. - - - - - --. - -- -- - - -. - -. - - - -. - - - -. - - 

Bouthwest: 
Oklahoma~~. ............................. 
e x  . .  1 
New Mexico ............................. 

n.8.-Not available. 
1 Less than .005 percent. 

Source: U S .  Bureau of the Census, Cendud of Uovmmmt. 1968, Cenaus of Qovernmmta, 1967, and GWonmenta in the United Sldes in 1968. (See 
explanatory note.) 





TABLE 7.-Ports, Number o f  Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 

Direct general expenditure of State and local governments for ports 
__I-----I__---_____-______ 

/ Districts 

State ill State 
lnd local 
govern- 
ments 

(in 
nillions) 

w. 4 
!I) 

....... 
7. 9 
1.1 

(9 
71.9 
1.5 
2.2 

1. 2 
1.2 
. 2  

3. 1 
1.0 
4.4 
1 
. 6  

- -- 

Special districts A11 State 
(in thousands) and local 

govern- 
ments 

Current Capital (in 
opera- outlay millions) 
tion 

--- ---- 

Special 
districts 
(in thou. 
sands) 

. . - . . - . . 

$47 
....... 
........ 
........ 
........ 

44,509 
898 

47 

....... 

........ 

........ 
621 

........ 

........ 

......... 

........ 
- - . - . . - - 
........ 
........ 
- - - - . . - 
........ 
........ 
........ 
........ 
........ 
........ 
. . -. . -. - 
........ 
........ 
. . - . - . . - 

2,532 
........ 
........ 

3,021 
........ 

........ 
21,359 

......... 

........ 

......... 

. - . - . - . - 

......... 

........ 
- - - - - - . - . 

20,248 
9,519 

......... 
13,829 

........ 

........ 

Special 
districts 
as a per- 
cent of 
total 

Special 
districts 
in thou- 
sands) 

Special 
districts 
as a per- 
cent of 
total 

Northeast: 
Mane  ................................... 2 2 
New Hampshire ........................................ 
Vermont ...................-.......................... 
Massachusetts ......................................... 
Rhode Island ............................................. ~ ~- 

Connecticut 
.................... ...... 

New Jersey ........................ 1 
Pennsylvania 

Midwest: - 
.......................... Michigan 

Ohio .............................. - ~ - - - - -  

Indiana.. 
Illinois- ...........-............-. ....... 
Wisnnsin.. 
Minnesota ......................... ....... ...... ..... 
Iowa.. ...............................................-... 
iWwuri  ...........................-.......---..------.---. 
North Dakota.: ............................-....--.-...--- 
South Dakota ............................................. 
Nebraska.-. ............................................... 
Kansas. ................................................... 

South: 
Delaware.. ........-.......-.....-.-.-...-----..------.--. 
Maryland.. .............................................. 

...................................... District of Columbla 
.................................................. Virginia. 

West Virginia.. ............................-....--......... 
.............................................. Kentucky-. 

Tenne.ssee ......................................... 1 
N o h  Carolina .................................... 1 
South Carolina ............................................ 
e r a  ......................... 2 2 I 

........................... r i d  10 10 11 
Alabama- .................................-....--.-...--- 
Mlssisipp ....................... 1 6 5 
Louisiana .......................... 5 3 3 
Arkansas- ............................................... 

Southwest: 
Oklahoma-. .............................................-. 
Texas .............................. 15 12 10 

............................................... New Mexico 
Arizona ................................................... 

West: 
Montana. ................................................. 
I d a h o .  ....................... 1 ............ :. . 
Wyoming- .......-.-.....-.-....--.-.-....--.-..-........ 

.................................................. Colorado 
Utah.. .................................................... 
Washington ....................... 60 36 78 
O r e  ............................ 20 17 1R 
Nevada.. .................................................. 
California ......................... 11 12 3 
Alaska ............................................. n.8. 
Hawaii- ........................................... n.a. 

...-.......-...--. .5  

................. 3.2 

................... 

................... (I) . 6  

................... . 2  

................... 

................... (I )  . 6  

................... . 7  

n.8.-A-ot avallahle. 
1 Less than W,000 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Cmw, of Qooemmentb, 1868, Cenaus of Qowrnments, 1067, and Governments in the United Sat18 in 1068. (See 
explanatory note.) 



TABLE 8.-Airports, Number of Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 
- -  

Direct general expenditure of State and local governments for airports Districts 

State All State 
and local Special 
govern- districts 
ments (in thou- 
($ sands) mill~ons) 

-- 

Special districts A11 State 
Special (in thousands) and local Special 

districts govern- districts 
as a per- ments (in thou- 
cent of Current Capital (in sands) 
total opera- outlay millions) 

tion 
--- ---- -- 

Special 
districts 
as a per- 
cent of 
total 

Northeast: 
Maine --------- ------ -.---- ..----- 
New Hampshire .--...-------..--- 
Vermont ---..-.----- - -- -.-- -- -.--- 
Massachusetts --_-. . .--- -- -------- 
Rhode Island ..---.-_------------- 
Connecticut. -.-. --------..---.--- 
New York .----------------.------ 
New Jersey ------------.------.-.- 
Pennsylvania .-.- - ._ - - --- - - - -- ---- 

Midwest: 
Michigan ..--------. ------ - -.----. 
0 hio . . - - - - - --. -_. . - - - - - - - -- - - - - -. 
Indiana ---- --. -- - . -- - --- - - --- -- . - . 
minois ..--. - --.---------..------. 
Wisconsin- ---- - - -- - - -- -- - --- - ---. 
Minnesota ---- -- --.- ----- 
Iowa.. - ------- - --.--- - ------ -- --. 
Missouri. --.----- - - -- ---. -- -----. 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 
Nebr=ka--- - -- - -- - - .- ---. -- --- - -. 
Kansas- -- - - -- - -- - . - - - - - - - - - - -- - - . 

South: 
Delaware .-..----. .----- ------ - 
Maryland- .-.------.---.------ 
District of Columbia 

Tennessee.----------------------. 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Georgia ..-.. - .--- --- --- - -- -- - - 
Florida- ---. .- -. --. --- --- -- - - 
Alabama- - - - - - -- - -- - - --.- - - ----- 
Mississippi- - --- --- - - -- --. - -- .- -- 
Louisiana--- - -- - -------- ------ - -- 
Arkansas-. -- .---- ------ ------ - -- 

Southwest: 
Oklahoma ....................... 
Texas - - - - - - . . - - . . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
New Mexico 
Arizona - - . - . - - - . .- - -- - - - - -- - -- - - 

West: 

ma.-Not available. 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, C m  of Uouernments, 1963, Cenaus of Uouernmenfs, 1967, and Uooernmenta in the United Stole8 in 1968. (See 

explanatory note.) 





TABLE 10.-Libraries, Number of Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 

I Districts Direct general expenditure of local governments for libraries 

State 

--- 

ill local 
:overn- 
ments 

(in 
3illions) 

Special districts 
(in thousands) All local 

govern- 
ments 

Current Capital (in 
opera- outlay millions) 
tion 
---- ---- 

Special 
districts 
as a per- 
cent of 
total 

Special 
districts 
as a per- 
cent 01 
total 

South Dakota .--------.--.-------- 
Nebraska -------.------------------ 1::::::::i::::::: 
Kansas -.------.----------------.-- 3 

South: 
Delaware ---- -.--.- - -.--. - -. ------. ..----.. 
Maryland.. . .- -------. ------ - -  -------- 
District of ( olum ~ i a  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -------- 
Virginia- --. . . . . . -. -- -- ..- - - ---- - -- -----. . - 
West Virrrinia ----.--.-----.------- ----..-- 
Kentucky. - ---.--. ------ -- ---- - --- 
Tennessee. - -- -- -. -- -- - - - -. -- - - .. -- 
North Carolina ----------.--------- 
South Carolina ------.-----.-.--.-- 

ma.-Not available. 
1 Less than $50,000. 
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Uovernmnte, 1988, Censur of Gooernmmtr, 1967, and Gooernmentr in the United State8 in 1966. (See 

explanatory note.) 



TABLE 11.-Highways, Number of Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 

Direct general expenditure of State and Local governments for highways Districts 

Special 
districts 
,m thou- 
sands) 

State All Stab 
111d local 
govern- 
ments 

(in 
nillions) 

Special districts 
Special (in thousands) 
jistricts 
3s a per- 
cent of Current Capital 
total opera- outlay 

tion 

411 Stab 
md loca 
govern- 
ments 

(in 
nillions 

$53.1 
41.9 
27.3 

291.3 
31.3 

242.6 
652.7 
218.0 
371.8 

364.7 
422.4 
168.0 
417.1 
209.5 
176.9 
182.0 
146.8 
47. 1 
54.5 
73.3 

170.8 

22. 7 
165.1 
15.8 

181.7 
59.0 

103.0 
118.2 
150.9 
59.7 

121.4 
204.3 
137.9 
84.2 

154.3 
80.9 

121.1 
405.1 
63.9 
54.2 

53. 1 
38.7 
29.3 
89.5 
34.5 

156.0 
100.9 
23.3 

654.4 
4.2 

28.9 - 
7,847.3 

1 total 

Northeast: 
Maine ...........-.........-------. 

............... New Hampshire--. 
Vermont.. ........................ 
Massachusetts--- ................. 

...................... Rhode Island 
................... Connecticut---. 

......................... New York 
New Jersey ........................ 

.................... Pennsylvania- 
Midwest: 

Michigan---. ...................... 
Ohio- ............................. 
Indiana-. ......................... 
nhois -  ........................... 

........................ Wisconsin. 
Minnesota- ...............------.. 
I o w a ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ . ~ - - - - - - - - ~ - ~ - - - - - - - .  
Missouri.. ......-.........-----.-. 

..................... North Dakota 

..................... South Dakota 
Nebraska-- ........................ 
Kansas- ........................... 

South: 
....................... Delaware--. 

Maryland- ........................ 
.......... . District of Columbia- .. 

Virginia- .......................... 
W e t  Virginia ..................... 

........................ Kentucky- 

........................ Tennessee- 
................... North Carolina 
.................... South Carolina 

Oeoreia. .......................... 
Florida ............................ 
Alabama ......................... 
Mississippi ........................ 

........................ Louisiana- 

U.S. total -------.-------.------- 

n.a.-Not available. 
1 Iess than ,005 percent. 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, C-8 of Oovernment8,1968, Census of Qovernments, 1967, and Oovernmenta in the UnUed Rate8 in 1968. (See 
explanatory note.) 



TABLE 1 2 . N a t u r a l  Resources, Number of Districts and Expenditure for Selected Years 

I Districts Direct general expenditure of State and local governments for natural resources 

- 
u state 
ld lo& 
overn- 
ments 

(in 
illions) 

11 State 
id local 
overn- 
ments 
(in 

dllions) 

Special districts 
(in thousands) State 3pecial 

listricts 
n thou- 
sands) 

- 

$48 
-. - - - . - . 

215 
66 
11 

. - - . - - - . 
1,485 

39 

lpecial 
istricts 
s a per- 
an t  of 
total 

- 
0.62 

. . - - - - - - 
6.03 
.72 
.41 

. - -. - - - - 
1.26 
.2a 

,pecial 
istricts 
n thou- 
ands) 

- 

$56 
30 

161 
12 
28 
1 

2 '  
14 

115 

180 
2,137 

628 
5,691 

59 
342 

1.244 
1,387 
1,313 

533 
3,592 
1,017 

11 
3, 

. -. . - - - 
265 
214 
265 
263 
535 
241 
65 

8,037 
. . - - - - - 

6,569 
13,998 
1, 230 

1,687 
18.177 
3,137 

10,3% 

1, 7E 
3,912 
2, OM 
1,954 
1,4@ 
6,051 
3,00 

53: 
68,321 

. -. - - - - 
1: 

lpecial 
istricts 
s a per- 
a n t  of 
total 

- 

0.55 
.53 

3.54 
.12 
.84 
.01 
.36 
.04 
.31 

.43 
7. 15 
2.89 

16.16 
.19 

1. 14 
6.42 
7.20 

16.26 
6.37 

22.95 
5.69 

.49 
21.77 
. . - - - - - 

1. !a 
2.N 
1.0: 
1.6C 
2. 11 
2.2: 
.24 

17. & 
. - - . . . . . 

27 M 
33.8 
8. ffl 

9. 51 
35.0: 
24. 41 
52. fl 

15.3 
26. a 
22.3 
13.2 
12. I3 
16.1 
9.9 
9.7 

19.0 
-. . - - - - 

.1 

!urrent 
Ipera- 
tiou 

Northeast: 
Maine---. . .----. ---- .--.---------- 
New Hampshire ---.--....-.------- 

Bourn: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Cendw of aooernmenta, 1962, Cmus o j  Gaernmentr, 1967, and Gaernments in tbc United Slaten in 1962. (See 
explanatory note.) 



TABLE 13.-Types of Natural Resource Districts for Selected Years 

Irrigation and 
ater conservation 

( h a  conservation Drainage Flood control / Other 

State - 
1862 1957 1952 1962 1957 
-- I l l  -- --- -- -- 

Northeast: 
Maine ............................ 15 
New Hampshire.. ............... 10 
Vermont .......................... 13 
Massachusetts .................... 15 
Rhode Island ..................... 3 
Connecticut.. ............................ 
New York ................................ 
New e y  ....................... 14 
Pennsylvania.-. ......................... 

Midwest: 
Michigan ......................... 76 
Ohio .............................. 87 
I d a  ........................... 83 
Illinois ............................ 99 
Wisconsin. .............................. 
n e t  ........................ 80 
Iowa .............................. 98 
Mimuri--. .............................. 
North Dakota .................... 74 
South Dakota.. .................. 67 
a ......................... 87 
a n  ........................... 105 

South: 
.............................. Delaware.. 

a n d  ........................ 24 
District of Columbia ..................... 
Virgina .......................... 30 
West Virginia ................... 13 
Kentucky ........................ 121 
Tennessee ........................ 95 
North Carolina. .................. 44 
South Carolina ................... 46 
Georgia ........................... 28 
l o r d  ........................... 57 
A h a  ......................... 54 
Mississippi ....................... 73 
Louisiana.. ............................... 
Arkansas ......................... 76 

Southwest: 
O a h o m a  ........................ 88 
Texas ............................ 180 
New M e  ...................... 57 
Arizona..-. .............................. 

West: 
M o n a  ....................... 57 
Idaho ............................. ,51 
Wyomng ......................... 44 
Colorado ......................... 94 
a h  ............................ 41 
Washington.. ............................ 
Oregon ........................... 67 
Nevada .......................... 35 
California ......................... 154 
Alaska--. ................................ 
Hawai .......................... 16 - 

US. t o t a l  .................... 2,461 

n.a.-Not available. 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census o/ Cooernments, 106.$, Censl~a of Gouernmenfu, 117,  and Oovernmenfs in  Ihe United Bates in 1963. (See 
explanatory note.) 



TABLE 14.-Multifunction Districts for Selected Years 

Northeast: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Maine 

New Hampshire. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Vermont 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Massachusetts. 
RhodeIsland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Connecticut 
NewYork . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
New Jersey.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Midwest: 
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Ohio 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Indiana 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Illinois. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wisconsin 
Minnesota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Iowa 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Missouri 

North Dakota. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
SouthDakota . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Nebraska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

South: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Delaware 

Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 
District of Columbia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Virginia 
West Virginia. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  8 
North Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 
South Carolina. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Georgia 
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Alabama 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Mississippi 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Louisiana 
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Southwest: 
Oklahoma. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5i 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  New Mexico 

Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  A 

West: 
Montana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wyoming . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 
Colorado. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1: 
Utah I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Washington . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 i 
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
California. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7; 
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Hawaii 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  U.S. total. 311 

Sewer and water Natural resources 
and water supply 

Other 

1 The 1957 and 1962 figures are not comparable because of a change of classification of multifunction districts. In 1957 
any district reporting expenditures for 2 or more functions was classified as a multifunction district. In 1962 a district had 
to have outstanding debt of $100,000 or 5 full-time employees in order to be so classified. 

Source: US.  Bureau of the Census, C e m  of Governments, 1962 and C w  of Governments, 1957. (See explanatory note.) 



South: 
Delaware . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Maryland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 1  1 1  6 1  . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . .  
DistrictofColumbia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

TABLE 15.-Cemetery and Other  Single Function Districts for Selected Years  

States 

Northeast: 
Maine . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NewHampshire 
Vermont 
Massachusetts 
RhodeIsland 
Connecticut 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  NewYork 
NewJersey 
Pennsylvania 

n.a.-Not available. 
Source: US.  Bureau of the Census, C e m  of Governments, 7962,  Cmus of Governments, 7957,  and Governments in the United 

Stotes, 7952.  (See explanatory note.) 

Virginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
WestVirginia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Kentucky . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tennessee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NorthCarolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
South Carolina . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Georgia . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Florida . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Alabama . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Mississippi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 
Louisiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arkansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Southwest: 
Oklahoma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Cemetery districts 

Texas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
NewMexico . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Arizona . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

West: 
Montana. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  49 37 
Idaho . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  151 139 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Wyoming 13 4 
Colorado . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  60 41 
Utah . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 19 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Washington 43 26 
Oregon . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43 18 
Nevada . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
California . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  252 223 
Alaska . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Hawaii . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1962 

1 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Other single-function districts 

1962 

16 
4 

71 
1 

25 
100 

2 

4 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
1 

Midwest: 
Michigan . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ohio 
Indiana . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Illinois. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Wisconsin 
Minnesota 
Iowa 
Missouri 
NorthDakota 
SouthDakota 
Nebraska ............................. 
Kansas . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

1957 

1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

16 
583 

19 

30 
594 

1952 

. . . . . . . . . .  

526 

1957 

. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . .  
2 

. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . .  

1952 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
4 

1 

56 
3 
1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

2 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  . I . .  . . . . . . . .  



Appendix B 

PRIOR COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS 

AFFECTING SPECIAL DISTRICTS 





I .  State Constitutional and Statutory Restrict; ons on the Structural, Functional and Person- 
%el Powers of Local Gouernment (Report A-1 2 )  

A. I n  order to prevent further judicial erosion 
of the powers of local government, the Commission 
recommends that the States i n  their constitutions 
grant to selected units of local government all func- 
tional powers not expressly reserved, preempted, or 
restricted by the legislature. 

The only way for States to deal effectively with 
inevitable legislative delay in granting local govern- 
ment power to discharge necessary new functions 
is to provide a broad, unambiguous grant of func- 
tional power. . . . Therefore, it is important to em- 
phasize that the delegation of residual powers should 
be preceded by a careful review of affirmative limi- 
tations upon the powers of local government within 
a State. Such delegation should occur simul- 
taneously with the enactment of a local code, by 
which the State legislature places necessary limita- 
tions upon local powers and reserves other powers 
for the State. . . . Consequently, in making such 
a delegation, each State should select the types of 
local government best suited to exercise general 
powers. 

. . . The delegation of residual powers should 
stimulate initiative and vigor of local self-govern- 
ment to meet new and expanding responsibilities. 
. . .. I t  should also free State legislatures from act- 
ing on a host of purely local and special legislation 
and, at the same time, bring into bold relief the 
existing profusion of antiquated restrictive pro- 
visions of State statutes. 

For further study and consideration leading to 
State constitutional revision, the following draft of 
an amendment is offered : 

Municipalities and counties (or  selected units 
identified to best suit the conditions in  a given 
State)  shall have all residual functional powers 
of government not denied by this constitution 
or by general law. Denials may  be expressed 
or take the form of legislative preemption and 
may be in whole or i n  part. Express denials 
may be limitations of methods or procedure. 
Pre-empted powers may  be exercised directly 

by the State or delegated by general law to  such 
subdivisions of the State or other units of local 
government as the legislature may  by general 
law determine. 

B. T h e  Commission reiterates its recommenda- 
tion of 1961 that States enact legislation authorizing 
two or more units of local government to exercise 
jointly or cooperatively any power possessed by one 
or more of the &its concerned and to  contract with 
one another for the rendering of governmental serv- 
ices; additionally the Commission recommends, as a 
matter of long-range policy, that both National and 
State Governments incorporate into their grant-in- 
aid programs appropriate incentives to  small units 
of government to join together in the administration 
of the function being given grant assistance. 

Intergovernmental cooperation at the local level, 
either by formal written contracts or by informal 
verbal agreements, often provides a workable 
method of meeting particular problems when sep- 
arate action by individual local units is uneco- 
nomical and when the consolidation or transfer of 
the function is not economically or politically 
feasible. . . . 

-x * .it * -x 

Constitutional and statutory provisions of many 
States that bar officials from holding two offices and 
prohibit counties and municipalities from lending 
credit might be construed to prohibit members of 
local governing bodies from sitting on boards of 
joint enterprises, and to invalidate long-term con- 
tractual arrangements involved in facility expansion 
programs. The constitutional amendment recom- 
mended to the States by this Commission and by the 
Council of State Governments in 1961 is broad 
enough to include nonurban units of government 
and its adoption in States having this porblem is 
strongly encouraged. 

I t  is undeniable that grants-in-aid, whether from 
the State or National Government, which flow to 
small units of local government for the performance 



of particular functions often may tend to under- 
write units uneconomical in size. State aid to 
schools has been a marked exception, since such 
State aid has been used effectively to encourage con- 
solidation of small districts. The Commission be- 
lieves that State governments in particular should 
carefully examine their local grants-in-aid with a 
view to so structuring them as to encourage joint 
exercise of functions by smaller units. 

The Commission also believes that with respect 
to certain Federal grants-in-aid which flow directly 
to local units of government, care should be ex- 
ercised thqt the grants, as a minimum, do not pro- 
mote fragmentation at the local level. . . . National 
and State Governments should also avoid requir- 
ing, as a condition to the allotment of grants, the 
establishment of special agencies or committees 
which duplicate or complicate the orderly processes 
of constituted authority and obscure the responsi- 
bility of established agencies. 

C .  T h e  Commission recommends the enactment 
of enabling legislation to permit county govern- 
ments, individually or jointly, to establish machinery 

11. Governmental Structure, Organization, 

for the performance of service functions desired and 
required by their residents. Such legislation should 
contain the option, to be exercised only if the use 
of contractual powers, functional transfers, difler- 
ential assessment areas, or other arrangements do  
not sufice, of establishing areawide or subarea 
service corporations or special districts. Such  
corporations should be endowed with authority to 
borrow and exact user charges, to provide facilities 
and perform governmental services, but should be 
made completely and directly responsible to the 
county governing board. 

The Commission is cognizant that service cor- 
porations and special district devices are criticized 
as being a piecemeal approach to the solution of 
governmental problems because they create more 
units of government and are likely to be unrespon- 
sive to the public will. Generally, the Commission 
looks with disfavor upon such devices; however, 
there are circumstances, with certain safeguards, in 
which they may be needed in order to discharge a 
necessary function that otherwise would not be 
performed. 

and Planning in Metropolitan Areas (Report 

A. T h e  Commission recommends that the States 
examine critically their present constitutional and 
statutory provisions governing annexation of terri- 
tory to  municipalities, and that they act promptly to  
eliminate or amend-at least with regard to metro- 
politan areas-provisions that now hamper the 
orderly and equitable extension of municipal 
boundaries so as to  embrace unincorporated terri- 
tory in which urban development is underway or in 
prospect. As  a min imum,  authority to  initiate an- 
nexation proceedings should not rest solely with the 
area or residents desiring annexation but  should also 
be available t o  city governing bodies. There  is also 
merit to the proposition that the  inhabitants of 
minor outlying unincorporated territory should not 
possess an  absolute power to  veto a proposed annexa- 
tion which meets appropriate standards of equity. 
T h e  Commission further urges States generally to  
examine types of legislation which in certain States 
have already been adopted to  facilitate desirable 
municipal annexations, with a view to enacting such 
facilitative provisions as may  be suitable to their re- 
spective needs and circumstances. 
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. . . As the territory beyond the central cities 
became increasingly urbanized the people living in 
these incorporated suburbs and unincorporated 
areas successfully obtained from their State legisla- 
tures legal provisions to make more difficult the 
annexation of their areas to the central city. I n  
some instances the people in outlying areas were 
granted exclusive authority to initiate annexation 
proceedings. I n  most States they were given a 
conclusive veto over annexation proposals through 
the proviso that an annexation action would have to 
receive a favorable majority within the area being 
annexed. 

These handcuffs upon the annexation process 
have contributed considerably to the present metro- 
politan problem insofar as the complexity of local 
governmental structure is concerned. In some 
situations imaginative and vigorous leadership on 
the part of the central city, coupled with fortuitous 
provisions of State annexation laws, has enabled the 
city to annex unincorporated territory as it became 
urbanized and consequently has enabled the city to 
keep abreast of the geographic spread of the urban 
population. Where this has occurred many of the 



difficulties associated with complex governmental 
structure in metropolitan areas have been avoided. 
Unfortunately, these instances have tended to be the 
exception rather than the rule. Much more typical 
has been a situation where annexation is severely 
limited by restrictive legislation . . . 

B. T h e  Commission recommends that States con- 
sider the enactment of legislation authorizing local 
units of gouernment within metropolitan areas to 
establish, in  accordance with statutory requirements, 
metropolitan seruice corporations or authorities for 
the performance of governmental seruices necessi- 
tating areawide handling, such corporations to have 
appropriate borrowing and taxing power, but with 
the initial establishment and any subsequent broad- 
ening of functions and responsibilities being subject 
to voter approual on  the basis of an areawide 
majority. 

. . . The Commission believes that the States 
should place at the disposal of the people in the 
metropolitan areas a variety of possible measures 
from which they can make a selection based upon 
their own desires and the peculiar needs of their 
area. The Commission further believes that func- 
tional authorities constitute one of several methods 
by which residents of metropolitan areas should, if 
they so choose, be able to proceed. This is not to 
dismiss the arguments which have been advanced 
against the use of authorities in certain situations. 
However, in the view of the Commission, it is pos- 
sible through careful procedure to avoid, most if not 
all, of the difficulties most frequently associated with 
the use of the authority device. 

C. T h e  Commission recommends the enactment 
of legislation by  the States authorizing the estab- 
lishment o f  metropolitan area planning bodies to 
comprise representatives from the political sub- 
diuisions of the metropolitan area. T h e  functions 
of such a planning body should consist at least 
in  providing advisory recommendations t o  the local 
units of gouernment in  the area with respect to the 
planned development of the metropolitan area; 
desirably they should include the development of 
areawide plans for land use and capital facilities 
and the review of zoning ordinances proposed by 
the component units of gouernment in the area. 

The Commission views with concern the tendency 
in some of the literature dealing with administra- 

tive and structural problems of the metropolitan 
areas to assume glibly that the first primary requisite 
for the alleviation of these problems is the construc- 
tion of a "metropolitan area plan." The concept 
of a "metropolitan area plan" is frequently en- 
shrined as a deity to which administrators, 
politicians, and taxpayers generally are expected to 
render complete and continued obeisance. 

The Commission is not antagonistic to the plan- 
ning function at National, State, and local levels 
of government; we wish to state a strong aversion, 
however, to the viewpoint which considers the con- 
struction of plans an end in itself. We prefer to 
view planning, regardless of the level of government 
to which it is taken, as a staff function to facilitate 
the policy formulating process. Planning indeed 
is a necessary tool for many of the technical and 
administrative judgments, both political and eco- 
nomic, which units of local government in the large 
metropolitan areas are required to make contin- 
ually. T o  be worthwhile and to serve a useful 
rather than an academic purpose, the respective 
facets of metropolitan area planning must be closely 
geared into the practical decisionmaking process 
regarding land use, tax levies, public works, trans- 
portation, welfare programs, and the like. . . . 
In  short, the Commission desires to emphasize that 
in the above recommendation directed toward the 
establishment of metropolitan area planning com- 
missions, the Commission is talking about a neces- 
sary practical operation and not an academic 
exercise. 

D. T h e  Commission recommends the enactment 
of legislation by  the States authorizing the legislative 
bodies of municipalities and counties located within 
metropolitan areas to  take mutual and coordinate 
action to  transfer responsibility for specified govern- 
mental services from one unit of government to  the 
other. 

E. T h e  Commission recommends the enactment 
of legislation by  the States to establish (or  adapt)  an  
agency of the State government for continuing at- 
tention, review, and assistance with respect to  the 
metropolitan areas of the State and associated prob- 
lems of local gouernment, planning, structure, 
organization, and finance. 

F .  T h e  Commission recommends that the States 
take legislative and administratiue action to estab- 
lish a program (or  to  expand existing programs) 
of financial and technical assistance to  metropolitan 



areas in  such fields as urban planning, urban re- 
newal, building code modernization, and local gov- 
ernment organization and finance. 

G. T h e  Commission recommends that the States, 
where necessary, take legislative or administrative 
action to encourage and facilitate exercise of dis- 
cretionary authority by  the Governor and his ofice, 
to resolve those disputes among local units of gov- 
ernment within metropolitan areas which ( a )  can- 
not be resolved at the local level by  mutual 
agreement, ( 6 )  are not of suficient scope or subject 
matter to  warrant special legislative action, and ( c )  
which, however, in  the determination of the Gov- 
ernor, are of such moment as to impede the effective 
performance of governmental functions i n  the area. 

H .  T h e  Commission recommends the enactment 
of legislation to require that-after a specified sub- 
sequent date-all applications for Federal grants-in- 
aid for airport construction, waste treatment works, 
urban renewal, public housing, hospital construc- 
tion, and urban highways, received from political 
subdivirions located within metropolitan areas or 
which pertain to  projects in  such areas, bear evi- 
dence of having been reviewed and commented 
upon-not necessarily approved-by a legally con- 
stituted metropolitan planning agency having scope 
and responsibility for comprehensive planning for 
the metropolitan area and being representative of 
the population and gouernmental units of the area 
as a whole. 

111. Alternative Approaches to Governmental Reorganization in Metropolitan Areas 
(Report A-1 1 ) 

T h e  Commission recommends that where effec- unincorporated fringe areas auailable to their 
tive county planning, zoning, and subdivision regu- municipalities, with provision for the residents of 
lation do  not exist i n  the fringe area, State the unincorporated areas to have a voice in  the 
legislatures enact legislation making extraterritorial imposition of the regulations. 
planning, zoning, and subdivision regulation o f  

IV. Intergovernmental Responsibilities for Water Supply and Sewage Disposal in Metro- 
politan Areas (Report A-13) 

A. Where central cities, counties, and other 
jurisdictions provide water or sewer service to other 
units of government on a contract basis, they should 
assume the responsibility for comprehensive area- 
wide facility planning. I n  addition, these jurisdic- 
tions should encourage the most economical devel- 
opment of service lines to the contracting areas. 
Furthermore, supplier-buyer relationship between 
municipality and suburb in specific instances might 
be eased through provision for suburban representa- 
tion on  water and sewer policy agencies. 

B. T h e  Commission recommends that public 
oficials in urban areas make greater e fo r t s  to  in- 
crease public investments i n  urban water utilities, 
particularly for sewage treatment. T h e  goal should 
be a financial system for unified and integrated 
development of water supply and sewage treatment 
facilities which is accepted by  the local governments 
aflected as being equitable and economically e f i -  
cient in  terms of development on  the basis of optimal 
service levels. 

C .  T h e  Commission recommends that compre- 
hensive water utility planning, o n  a metropolitan 
area as well as watershed and drainage basin basis, 

should be undertaken in each metropolitan area. 
Such  planning should integrate the provision of 
water and sewer services with other metropolitan 
functions, insure economies of scale, and promote 
sound overall patterns of metropolitan development. 
Full use should be made of water and sewage plan- 
ning and deuedopment as a basic tool for directing 
overall urban development along desirable and 
orderly lines. Primary responsibility for this func- 
tion is best lodged in an areawide comprehensive 
planning agency. T h e  planning agency should tie 
together at the local level the technical planning 
efforts of the uarious local, regional, State, and Fed- 
eral agencies whose activities affect urban water 
supply and waste disposal. T h e  Commission fur- 
ther recommends that local units of government 
coordinate utility policymaking on a regional basis, 
regardless of the number of operating agencies i n  
the metropolitan area. 

D. T h e  Commission recommends that States 
enact legislation vesting responsibility for overall 
State water resource planning, policymaking, and 
program coordination in a single agency, as has been 



proposed by the Council of State Governments. 
State water resource planning and policy develop- 
ment  should give urgent consideration to the re- 
quirements and problems of urban areas. Each 
State also should insure that the interests of its 
urban areas are provided for in  the State's represen- 
tation on interstate water agencies. 

E .  T h e  Commission recommends that the States 
enact legislation to . . . ( 6 )  provide incentives for 
comprehensive development, and appropriate orga- 
nization o n  watershed, drainage basin or metropoli- 
tan area bases with suficient discretionary authority 
vested in the State administrators to discourage un- 
economical investment in water and sewer utilities, 
. . . ( d )  liberalize debt limits and referenda re- 
quirements for water and sewage facility financing, 
( e )  permit joint action by units of local government 
in meeting area water and sewage needs. 

F. T h e  Commission recommends that Federal 
grants for sewage treatment plant construction be 
consistent with comprehensive drainage basin and 
metropolitan area planning, and that the existing 
program be amended to provide an  additional 
matching incentive for the development of sewage 
disposal systems on a regional or major subregional 
basis. Federal construction grants for sewage treat- 
ment  should be adjusted to provide for increased 
dollar ceilings in grants-in-aid to larger cities. 

G. T h e  Commission recommends that the Con- 
gress amend the statutory authority for the Public 
Facility Loans Program of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency to permit ( a )  communities of 
50,000 population or more to qualify for sewer and 
water project loans, and ( b )  the joining together of 
communities with an  aggregate population exceed- 
ing 50,000 for Purposes of such loan assistance. 

V .  Impact of Federal Urban Development Programs on Local Government Organization 
and Planning (Report A-20) 

A. T h e  Commission recommends that the Con- 
gress and appropriate Executive agencies take legis- 
lative and administrative action to remove from 
Federal aid programs for urban development all 
organizational limitations which require or promote 
special purpose units of local government to the 
disadvantage of general purpose units of local gov- 
ernment (i.e., municipalities, towns, and counties). 
Other factors being equal, general purpose units of 
government should be favored as Federal Aid re- 
cipients. Special purpose recipients should be re- 
quired to coordinate their aided activities with 
general purpose governments. 

Removing restrictions and granting necessary 
authority to local units of general government chal- 
lenge the determination and courage of government 
officials. In  too many cases city and county officials 
have been willing to let others withstand political 
pressures involved in decisions on public housing, 
water and sewer services, and general planning, thus 
abdicating to special authorities and agencies re- 
sponsibility for vital urban development functions. 
Federal policies should not contribute to these 
practices. 

A pragmatic approach has been used by Federal 
agencies in determining organizational requirements 
for eligibility in aid programs-i.e., the primary 
Federal interest has sought to assure professional 
quality performance of the function being assisted, 

and to assure that specific program objectives are 
achieved. General purpose units of local govern- 
ment have often not been equipped to provide such 
assurance at the time the Federal program was 
initiated due to difficulties encountered in staffing 
problems, local political problems, and State limi- 
tations on taxing and borrowing authority. In  light 
of these obstacles, Federal policies prescribed in 
limited aid programs have found it easier to encour- 
age functional adjustments in the governmental 
system. 

Such pragmatic attempts to promote individual 
program objectives, by creating local counterparts to 
Federal administering agencies, have complicated 
local organizational structures involved in urban de- 
velopment planning, decisionmaking, and opera- 
tions. Until HHFA's "workable program" concept 
and its urban planning assistance program came 
along in 1954, the Federal Government seemed to 
have ignored the principle that general purpose 
units of local government should be strengthened. 
Complex interrelationships between numerous 
urban development activities are making clearer the 
wisdom of the concept that wherever possible gen- 
eral purpose units of government should be encour- 
aged as Federal aid recipients. Where this is not 
possible, special purpose recipients should be re- 
quired to coordinate with general purpose units. 



In the past, the Federal Government has not 
hesitated to use its aid programs to affect local gov- 
ernmental organization. A shift toward strengthen- 
ing general purpose units of local government, and 
away from special purpose units would simplify 
intergovernmental relations, make urban develop- 
ment processes more understandable by the public, 
and reduce the time and effort that would need to be 
spent by public officials in coordinating additional 
independent units of government. 

Areawide administration or interlocal coopera- 
tion and coordination for certain urban programs 
offer economies of scale, more assurance of equita- 
bility in financing certain services, and the proper 
geographic base for solving problems that do not 
respect arbitrary political boundaries. The most 

obvious way of trying to obtain these advantages is 
to establish areawide, special purpose agencies when- 
ever a metropolitan function must be performed. 
However, this complicates tb,e govern~nental struc- 
ture of the area and raises problems of coordination 
between general policies of the city, county, or town 
and the district's special objectives. These diffi- 
culties may be at least partially avoided by authoriz- 
ing a metropolitan district to administer multiple 
functions, and by choosing the district's governing 
officials from among elected governing officials of 
the local counties and municipalities in the area to 
be served. Such an arrangement has been author- 
ized by the State of Washington and is being tried in 

the Seattle metropolitan area. 

VI. State Constitzltional and Statlltory Restrictions on Local Government Debt (Report 
A-1 0 )  

A. T h e  Commission recommends that authority 
to  issue bonds should be legally vested in  the gov- 
erning bodies of local governments, subject to a 
permissive referendum only, o n  petition, and with 
pnrticipation i n  any such referendum available to 
all eligible local voters and the results determined- 
except under unusual circumstances-by a simple 
majority vote on the question. 

Existing State provisions that make a popular 
referendum a mandatory condition for the issuance 
of full faith and credit debt, and especially those 
which require a large or selective type of majority 
vote, have stimulated undesirable developments of 
local government structure and financing in many 
areas. . . . 

The Commission sees a marked difference in the 
role of an elective local governing body with regard 
to a petition-based referendum on its action to au- 
thorize bonds, as compared with a mandated 
referendum on all such actions it may propose. In  
the former instance, the burden of proof rests with 
the objectors; in the latter, the governing body 
presumably must in every case prove the wisdom 
of its action-and often, with the legal require- 
ments that apply, hampered at least as much by 
disinterest of the voters as by overt opposition. 
Thus, mandatory referendum requirements should 
be eliminated not only because of their widely 
undesirable effects on local debt practices but, more 
fundamentally, because they contradict sound 

principles of representative local government. 
These principles call for the placement of extensive 
responsibility with an elective legislative body, sub- 
ject to popular control primarily through recurrent 
election rather than by automatic exposure of its 
actions to L'item-veto" at the polls. 

B. T h e  Commission recommends the repeal of 
constitutional and statutory provisions limiting local 
government debt or debt service b y  reference to the 
local base for property taxation. 

I t  has been nearly a century since such provisions 
became widespread. This should be a long enough 
period for the States to have learned that any possi- 
ble benefits from such provisions have been vastly 
outweighed by their undesirable effects-upon the 
borrowing and financial practices of local govern- 
ment, upon intergovernmental relationships, upon 
the property tax system, and upon the structure of 
local government. I n  the form they now take in 
most States, such restrictions have outworn what- 
ever value or necessity they might have had at the 
time of th& development. They have persisted as 
barriers rather than stimulants to improved local 
government budgeting, accounting, and report- 
ing. . . . 

C .  Local governments, should be granted maxi- 
m u m  powers with respect to  local government 
indebtedness. T h e  Commission recommends that 
State provisions with respect to local government 



indebtedness take cognizance of all forms of local concerned. Th i s  objective is mostly likely to be 
borrowing and debt. T h e  intended application of served if any conditions that attach legally to the 
such State provisions should be made explicit, and borrowing power of an  individual local government 
they should be designed to  facilitate-rather than apply uniformly-or subject only to specifically de- 
hamper-intelligent choice among suitable alterna- fined exceptions-to any type of long-term debt it 
tiue forms of borrowing by the local governments can incur. 

VII. State Constitutional and Statutory Restrictions on Local Taxing Powers (Report A-14) 

T h e  Commission recommends the lifting of con- 
stitutional and statutory limitations on local powers 
to raise property tax revenues. 

The case against State-imposed limitations on 
local property tax rates revealed by our investiga- 
tions is strong. Such limitations are inimical to 
local self-government and should be lifted. We 
recognize, however, that after nearly a century of 
custom, some States may not be prepared to release 
the stranglehold of these institutional practices on 
short notice. It  may take a little time for legislators 
and the general public to become convinced that 
tax rate limitatiosn serve no useful purpose and have 
great potential for mischief. Legislators' recep- 
tiveness to change will be affected also by the quality 
of property tax administration and of public ac- 
counting, budgeting, and reporting practices. Each 
improvement in these areas improves the case for 
lifting arbitrary tax limitations. The case will be 
further enhanced as public participation in 
the conduct of local governments becomes more 
widespread. 

States which find it impractical to eliminate prop- 
erty tax limits in the irnediate future are urged to 

consider partial steps toward relieving the pressure 
on their local governments. We recommend the 
following guidelines for liberalizing the property 
taxing powers of local governments : 

(1 )  Statutory limitations are Preferable to  
constitutional limitations. 

( 2 )  Limitations on taxing powers, if im- 
posed should be restricted to  the financing of 
operation and maintenance costs and should 
exclude requirements for servicing capital im- 
provement debt and for pay-as-you-go capital 
outlays. 

( 3 )  If limitations are imposed, provision 
should be made for relief ( a )  administratively 
by a State agency and ( b )  by reference to  the 
electorate. 

( 4 )  T h e  electorate should always have the 
authority to initiate by petition a vote on pro- 
posals to exceed prescribed tax limitations. 

( 5 )  If property tax limitations are imposed 
and if governing bodies and citizens have the 
latitude to adjust them in  compelling circum- 
stances as we here recommend (Nos.  3 and 4 ) ,  
then tax limits should embrace all overlapping 
local taxing jurisdictions. 

VIII. The Role of the States in Strengthening the P~operty Tax (Report A-17) 

A. Both the legislative and executive branches of 
the State governments should study the property tax 
as consistently as the other major sources of State- 
local revenue and treat it as an  integral part of over- 
all State and local financial planning. Adequate 
provision should be made for continuing study and 
analysis in  the research divisions of State tax com- 
missions and tax departments and by the interim tax 
study committees, legislatiue councils, and legislative 
reference bureaus of State legislatures, with work- 
able liaison arrangements. 

B.. Centralized assessment administration, with 
more inclusive centralization when dictated by  e f i -  
ciency, should be considered for immediate adop- 

tion by some States and for utlimate adoption by  
most States. I t  offers an uncomplicated and effec- 
tive means of obtaining uniformly high-standard 
assessing throughout a State by the use of an  inte- 
grated professional staff following standard methods 
and procedures under central direction. 

C .  T h a t  the geographical organization of each 
State's primary local assessment districts should be 
reconstituted, to the extent required, to  give each 
district the size and resources it needs to become an  
eficient assessing unit and to  produce a well-ordered 
overall structure that makes successful State super- 
vision feasible. 

N o  assessment district should be less than county- 



wide and when, as in very many  instances, counties 
are too small to comprise eficient districts, multi- 
county districtsshould be created. 

All overlapping assessment districts should be 
abolished to  eliminate wasteful duplication of work. 

D. T h e  State supervisory agency should be em- 
powered to establish the professional qualifications 
of assessors and appraisers and certify candidates as 
to  their fitness for employment on  the basis of exam- 
inations given by it or of examinations satisfactory 
to it given by a State or local personnel agency, and 
to  revoke such certification for good and suficient 
cause. 

N o  person should be permitted to  hold the of ice 
of assessor or to  appraist? property for taxation who 
is not thus certified. 

E. A11 assessors should be appointed to  ofice, 
with no  requirement of prior district residence, by  
the chief executives or executive boards of local 
governments when assessment districts are coexten- 
sive with such governments and by  the legally con- 
stituted governing agencies of multicounty districts; 
they should be appointed for indefinite, rather than 
fixed, terms; and should be subject to  removal for 
good cause, including incompetence, by the appoint- 
ing authorities. 

F .  T h e  State legislature should prescribe, or au- 
thorize the State supervisory agency to prescribe, 
and in  either case authorize the agency to  enforce, 
min imum professional stafing requirements in  all 
local assessment districts; and the legislature should 
authorize the supervisory agency and any local dis- 
tricts to  enter into agreements under which the 
agency will provide the district with specified tech- 
nical services. 

G. T h e  State agency responsible for supervision 
of property tax administration should be empowered 
t o  require assessors and other local oficers to report 
to it data on  assessed ualuations and other features 
of the property tax, for such periods and in  such 
form and content as it prescribes, in adequate detail 
to serve its needs for supervision and study. T h e  
agency should be required to  publish meaningful 
digests of such data annually or biennially. 

H. T h e  State supervisory agency should be re- 
quired to  conduct, annually, comprehensive assess- 
ment  ratio studies, i n  accordance with sound sta- 
tistical procedures, of the average level of assessment 
and degree of uniformity of assessment overall and 
for each major class of property, in  all assessment 
districts of the State. T h e  agency should be re- 
quired to  publish the findings of each study, both 
as to  the quality and average leuel of assessment, in 
clear, readily understandable form. 

U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE : 1964 0--796-MIO 










	Cover
	Title Page
	Preface
	Acknowledgments
	Table of Contents
	 Chapter-I: Introduction and Scope od Study
	Chapter-II: How Special Districts are Created
	Chapter-III: Types of Special Districts by Functions
	Chapter-IV: Number and Distribution of Special Districts
	Chapter-V: Financing Special District Operations
	Chapter-VI: Special Districts and Units of General Government
	Chapter-VII: Factors Influencing Creation of Special Districts
	Chapter-VIII: Evaluation of Special Districts as a Unit of Government
	Chapter-IX: Conclusions and Recommendations
	Appendix-A: Statistical Tables
	Appendix-B: Prior Commission Recommendations Affecting Special Districts



