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CIAPTER 1

TITTODUCTION

Ihe Problem. Thae reason for makimg tanls study is to
study ways and means of r=ducing the present high cost of
county government ané increase efficiency in county gov-
ernment, It has been suzgested that county consolida-
tion is8 the solution to the problem,

The purpose of this study is to analyze and czre-
fully consider county consolidation as a solution to the
problem Colorzdo is facing in the operation of county
government and to suggest better methods of reducing the
cost 1f county consolidation is found to be impractica-
bls.

In this connection there is a growing f=eling that
there 1s need of revising county areas so as to increase
thelr size. This would tend to reduce the cost of coun-
ty government, since there is needless waste and unnecesw
sary overhead cost where county o“ficers serve a small
county. With thé improvement in highways and the use of
new means of transportation it seems that there is lit-

" tle need for counties of less than 1,000 square miles,
In recasting county lines an effort should be made to
encourage the development of communities with ecommon ec-

onomic and social interests. County areas might be re-
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vised elther by a comprehensive reorganization, state-
wide in scope, or by consolidation of existing counties
where local sentiment 1s favorable.

Ihe Plan o” 8tud¥. an sttempt has been made to Tree
view all thc literature avallable on the admipistration
of county government to see wiaat has been done; what is
being donej and what can be done ‘in the future to reduce
costs of county government., This has inecluded a study
of documentary materials of zeveral scrts such as the
Colorado Yearbook, Tax Commission reports, State Auditor's
reports, annual reports of the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction, individual county reports, and infore
mation from other states,

Personal interviews have been made with various in-
dividuals such as the general public, county officials,
and others qualified to express themselves on tals sube
Ject,

Personal observations of conditions existing in the
varlous counties concerning highways, schools, welfare
work, Justice, caurt houses, county jails and county poor
farms have been made in a few casss and information in
fleld reports of Dr. ilenry C. Pepper and G. S, Klemmed-
son, members of the staff of the Colorado Agricultural

College has been available.t

ipe. Henry C. Pepper visited 6 counties in Colorado use
ing the material colleected for his "County Government
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From the various reading, personal intervliews and
observations has ﬁeen gathered the information that forms
the bBody of this thesis. All of the above sources have
been used in seeking a Easis for sound Judgment in a con-
sideration of the problem to be sclved. |

The county was studied from thesse various angles:
Geographical features, economlic resources, present devel-
opment of transportation and communication liness, assess-
ed valuastions and population trends. The Colorado con-
stitution and session laws were studied witn relation to
county and county officials to see 0w they may heln or
hinder changes that might be suggested. Numerous other
factors were used in connection with this study. In
fact every possible angle of the question known to the
author has been exhausted to mate the study as complete
as possible,

Scope and Definition of tue Problem. The scope of
this thesis includes the sixty-two countizss of Colorado
and their governments, The City and County of Lenver is
excluded.

The term "county consolidstion®™ is used to designate |
| the union of several counties to carry on the various
| county functions as a unit, It 1s the formatlon of what

might be called greater countlies from the now sxisting

in Cclorado™ which was accepted by the State University
of Iowa as a thesls for a Poctor of Philosophy in Poli-
tical Science degree in 1332,
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group of counties in Colorado,

General Characteristics of Colorado Counti=sl The

State of Colorado is unusual in the number and varisty of

o

topographical features it nessesses. Thzse factors make
consolidation difficult in some cases, The Stats is di-
vided into three major divisionst The entir- sastera sec-
tion is the Great Plain: region, at one time known as th
Great American Lesert; tho center of tae State is tra-
versed by the Rocky Mountains tnat form numercus huge
valleys, such as Worth, ¥iddle and South Park, also San-
Luis Valley; the western part of the State is knovn as
the Western Slope, It is macde up of high meszs and cut

- by several large rivers, Tne mountains o~ Colorado are
one of the wonders of the State. Lake County has more of
these high pesaks than any other county in the State.

The important rivers form numerous valleys. The
Gunnison flows to the west, meeting tue Colorado Piver
near Grand Junction 'in Mesa County. San Luis Valley, a
great inland seabed, is drained by the Rio Grande River
: which flows south into New Mexico. The Arkansas Fiver has
its origin in the high mountains of Lake County and cuts
its way through the Royal Gorge to furnish water for ire
| rigation in the Arkansas Valley in the southeastern part

of the State, Other rivers that furnish water for irri-

lcororado Yearbook, 1331. p. 12.
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gatlon are the Poudre an¢ the Platte which flow northeast
across the State, joining near Greeley, Colorado. It is
along or tributary to these important rivers that the
irrigated valleys are located and where much of the azri-
cultural wealth of the counties is concentrated.

Mining 1s not confined entirely to the mountainous
areas, Weld County ranked first, in 1931, in the produc-
tion of coal., Hetal mining is found all tarough the moun-
tain areas, and it is these metal mining =2reas wnhars the
greatest decrease in population and wealth has occurrad.

Colorado counties show great varlation in area and
population. Denver County, the smallsst county in the
State, has an area of 37,120 acres, while Lzs Animas, the
largest, has 3,077,760 acres. The variations in nopula-
tion of counties 1s even grezter than the variations in
area., Three ecounties in Colorado nad a nopulstion below
1,000 in 1330. dinsdale County nad a pooulation of 442,
while dineral County had only 840. Denv=r had a ronula-
tion of 287,€44,

An interesting comparison of tne size of countiss of
the far Vest and those of the Fast is as follows: Colo-
rado has 63 counties with an averase area paer county of
1,645 square milesj ¥Wyoming has 23 countics with an save
erage area o 4,268 square alles; while in the Tast, Ken-
tucky has 120 counties with an averars area of 333

square miles per county; North Carolina has 100 counties
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with an average area of 524 square miles nzr county;
South Carolina has 52 counties with an averare area of
800 square miles per county. Taree counties of Georgia
recently consolidated and tne combined area of tae new
county 18 only 331 square miles,

It has been shown that the counties of Coloradoc have
a large average area coupled with high mountain ranges,
long distances between county seats such as between the
town of Walden in Jackson County and Fort Collins, 106
miles to the east. Having the road closed froam thnree to
four months of the year by snow on the high mountain
passes makes county consolidstion qu=stiocnabls in a nume
ber of cases,

The plains counties might find it advantagecous to
consolidate in certain cases such as Pnillips and Sedgo
wick, Crowley and Otero, Bent and Prowers, and Adams and
Arapahoe, hese counties are not hindered by geogranhic
features and differgnt economic pursults as are the

mountain counties,
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importance of Problem. The problem of reducing the

cost of county government is important, especially at
this time with a tremendous reduction in national, state,
and local income,

At the same time a world wide change in the price
level is taking place, changing from a high price level
to a pre-war level, County government costs simply can-
not remain high while prices, costs and wages have been
forced to adjust to a lower price level,

The fact that tax delinqueney is growing by leaps
and bounds will force readjustments in the cost of county
government even if some counties are forced to go through
bankruptey.

Big business, railroads, public utility corporations
and other large taxpayers have gradually become aware of
the problem and are demanding radical changes in county
government and a reduction in the cost,

Menbers of thg legislature have introduced numerous
bills to reform local government., They have introduced
bills on budgeting, auditing, reduction éf salaries of
county offlicials, county consolidation, county manacger
form of government and other similzr measures.

The press has given a large amount of space to
local taxation and county government reform. The Univer-
sity of Colorado, Colorado College and the Agricultural

College have given considerable time to the study of




county problems.,

Loss 1n Population Indicates Need for Comsolication.

Zconomlc conditions due to tne present depression may

force 13 counties in Colorado to merge with other coun-
ties or make some other radical change in the system of
financing the county program because they have insuffi-
clent population to maintain even an inadequate type of
county government, If a small number of consolidations
is to be considered, the increase or descrease of ropula-
tion in the count:ies since 1900 might be used as a basis.
(8ee Table I)

This group of counties shows a loss of 66,170 in
population in 30 years with Summit and Teller counties
showing the largest percentagze decrease. Unless\there is
a revival of mining in the near future these losses will
increase. It will only be a question of time until
these counties will be forced into combining their areas
with neighboring cbunties as there will be few persons
living in them.

Poor Counties S.ow Large Decrease in Ponulsation.
The need for county consolidation is shown by tue fact
that there has been a large decrease in ponulation in the
poor counties, those with less than 5 million dollars in
assessed valuation in 1931. Counties in this groun

showed a loss of 57 per cent in population from 1320 to
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TABLE I, COUNTIES WITH A DECPLASE
IN POPULATION SIHCE 1200
Population Lecrease Percent
County 1300 1330 In 30 Yr. Lecrease

l. Clear Creek 7,082 2,158 4,327 70
2. Custer 2,837 2,124 8172 283

2+ Gilpin £,630 1,212 5,478 82
4, Hinsdale 1,809 449 1,120 72

5. Lake 18,054 4,893 17,155 73
€. Mineral 1,912 840 1,872 €7
7. Ouray 4,731 1,784 2,247 82

8. Park 2,938 2,082 247 2e

9. Pitkin 7,020 1,770 £,£80 78
10. San Juan 5,379 1,938 7,128 £9
11, San Miguel 2,747 2,184 408 17
12, Summit 2,003 287 1,787 88
13, Teller £9,00¢2 4,141  £4,851 88
Thirteen Counties 381,761 £4,531 66,170 7€
TABLE II. TREND OF POPULATION

IN POOR COUNTI™S AND WUALTHY COUNTIES
OF COLOFADO

1200 - 1930 <

Number of Counties Grouped Trend of Porula-
Counties According to As- tion
S¢ssed Valuation Per cent Incresase
15 Under £5,000,000 57 (deerzase)
13 &7,000, OOu uncer
810,000,000 £F
18 ‘ $10 000,000 uncer
270,000,000 178
it Over &e O 000,000 121

n
-t

All Counties
(Lncluding Denver)

lUnited States Census, 19£0-1930.
2Ibid
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1930, The group of counties of averaze wealth, froz 10
to £0 million dollars in assessed valuation had an increa
se of 178 per cent in population during thls period
while the wealthiest group of counties increased 121 p=r
cent in population. (See Table II)

Increase in Cost of Government. A part of the in-
crease in government expenditure and of debts was caused
by the increase in population in some cases, the rise in
commodity prices znd wsages, the increases in the number
of children attending school and in the l=arge inerease in
the number attending nigh schools and colleges, by the
need for improvement of highways, welfare and health ac-
tivities.

A few figures will assist us in considerinz the cost
of government and the extent to wiich it has increas=d in
the last few years. For purposes of illustration 1 have
taken the year 1922 because the Census Department gather-
ed accurate information at that time, and 1371 as the
last year for whiéh figures are avallable.

The population of Colorado has increased €,3 per
cent from 18£2 to 13871, or from 974,313 to 1,035,7¢l.
Duri this same period state and local tax collections
increased 16.9 per cent, from $48,930,000 in 1922 to
$57,194,931 in 1931, Per capita costs of governament
(state, county and local) increased from $£50,22 in 13282

to £55.82 in 1931, or an increase of 10 per cent,
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Total tax collections in Colorado for federal, state
and local government but not including our share of cus-
toms or excise taxes pald on tobacco, automobiles, and
other indirect federal taxes were £72,882,1€1 in 1331.
(See Table III)

Per Capita Tax Burden. Tne total per carita tax
burden in Colorado amounted to £70.7%¢ in 1231 compared
witn £77.5% for all states. (See Tables IV)

The tax burden c¢lassifi=d accordin: to the form of
tax is given in Table V for 13%1,.

It is interesting to note tae fellowinz fazcts which
are brougnt out by the figures given in the tables:

First, tne schools are tiae laryest tax collsctors,
since this agency secures 31 per ceat of the total taxes
collected in Colorado. Tne Federal government comes
second with a revenue of Zf per cent of the total, State
government third with Z0 per cent of tue total, and
County government, 12 percent,

Second, the general pronerty tax is th= priacipal
source of all taxes, nccounting for anot less than 78,4
per cent of the total state and local collections.

The per capita property tax burden has shown no re-
duction from 1922 to 13831, wnile other sources o7 revee
nue have shown an inerease as in TableyI,

It is important to know what the general property
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TABLE III TAXES COLLECTTL
Ii COLORADO IN 1971,

States Totzl Pevenue

General property
Estzte and inheritance
Special taxes

Licenses or permits
Special asscssments
Miscellaneous taxes

Total State
Countless

dunicipalitiess

General property

License or permits
cpecial assessments
Miscellan=zous taxes

Total Munlcipalities

Schools and QOther Civic Divisions:

Total State and Locsl
Federal Taxes

Total tax collections

’

£5,050,622
955,574
6,112,741
2,583,274
1£2,833
15,777

£ 14’ 915,110

¢ 8,722,128

-
(¥ 2 ERAEN

R R
~3

b on

rbb‘b
b -2 -1 (0

[ o o9
-

O

QO

MO % N CE I

11,220,533

o

B e T T T ————

xFederal and State Taxation.

Sub-committee of House Ways and Means Committese, 72nd

Congress, &nd session, ¥ashineston D. C.

1933,

2Does not include customs taxes collesct:d in other s+ates

but paid by Colorado citizens.
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TABLT LKV, PIT CAPITA TAY BUTITY
IN COLOTADO ANT OTHT™ ISTATEE
. 1371
Par canita P=a-cant
tax burden I Total
Collzacting Agancey Colo, All Ststes Colo, All S,
Feceral government T1n,1e  £13.77 o TTLE
State government 14,40 1 £ T

County government )
City government i2.84 <
S5chool aad other

1

b s
TR D onn
Dy o
o -
L ]
(03}

1 i2.°

local zovarnaments

Total §70.24  E77,E7

Sources Federal a.d Stats Taxatlisa, Jouae
Coumnmittee, ¥Vasninrston T .

109 130

fAays and Mezns

TitL= V¥, SOURCE OF TAM FEVIN
COLOR&IX0 ANT OTLIF 8T.

TS,
1871
—
Dorecant total
Other states Color €0..
Gzasoal proverty tax BEZLE 73.4
istate or inheritance Cad 1.7
S-~ecial sales tax on sn-c-
ific articles 11.° 18.7
Licenses or normits Be™ Fad
Speclal assossmants el Tl
Income, franc-:iss, and
mivrcellancsous tares G o
Total 100.0 102,09

Sourcet  Federal and State Taxn ion,
Commlittee, Wasnlnstoa D. C,
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TABLE V1. GEurnal, PROPERTY TAX
BUZDEN IN COLOTADO
1922 sand 1971

General Property Burden of all

tax burden other taxes

per capita _nper canita,
19g2 1831 ooz 1271
Colorado £43.98 £47,4¢ te,24 511.76

Unit=2d States

(weighted) 31.71  42.87 7.1% 14,82
Source: Federal and S*tate Taxes, House 7ays and Xzans
Committee, 7¢nd Congress, &nd ‘Session. p. 207

19373,
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tax burden amounts to because county government is fin-
anced almost entirely from this tax.

Irend in County Tax Collections in Colorado, The
year 1931 was the peak year in government expenses in
Colorado. The costs for all purposes have risen steadily
until 1931, ©Since then the fellowing reductions over

1931 have been made in the last two y=ars, as in Table

VII,
REDUCTION IN GOVIZENMTNTAL TXPENGT
TABLU VII. IN COLORADO IN 1931
SSCE———
Percent
EducatiOn S S e avece ....--..-34,584,450-00 17.0
Citles an’ tOWNSecssecsessss 1,451,3%8,05 15.5
State.......'.............. 602,550.65 24,9
CountieS................... 932,350.55 1,8
Roads and bridgeSecesessceas £,3060,004,30 *8,0
(counties)
Total £9,671,294.35

Source: State Tax Commission.

The property tax dollar was divided “or thes2 pur-

posaes in the two years by the following percentazes:

DIVISIOH OF TAZ PROPTRTY TAY DOLL.LT

TABLE VIII 1338 1933

1333 132

(cents) (cents)
Education......-.-.....-..... 56-06 £3.74
State.....‘...‘.......‘“,.... 4.54 4.{’3?
TO‘\‘mS'.."...'..‘."..‘.'.'.. 19'76 19.51
CountiEES"..'......‘.‘Q...... 15.9; 15‘08
Roads'o-oqoo-nnc-otaoco-c"gt R TR Se44

Sources State Tax Commission Feport
= :
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County expenses hsve been cut £93£,250 in two years,
but the unpaid county warrants have jumped to 21,6¢7,822
the increase in these unpald claims offsetting the save
inss in taxes to some extent. The largest slash in ex-
penses has come in the levy for county roads and bridges,
amounting to #2,060,004 in two years.

The tax comuission has aiced in bringing about the
reduction in taxes in somes cases by refusing increases in
levies =usked for by school and county officisals.

In the fsll of 193&, 31 counties petitioned for per-
mission to increase their county revenues, 2ll of wiich
ware denled by the commission, Twenty-taree counties
eltaer reduced their budgets or left them the same as last

year, and these petitions were therefore approved.

TABLE IX COMPARISON OF TAX PTVEXUE
ETPOPTID BY COUNTY CLIIXS
FOE COUNTY PURPOSIS,
1927 to 1933

Year Revenue

1ag7 $€,448,469,63
1928 6,52%,249,44
1288 6,651,841.70
1930 §,737,781,.48
1931 7,589,885,01
1279 6,764,548 ,07
1933 8,387 ,074.46

Sources Colorsdo Tax Coomission.
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Taxes Tske One-Fifth of Income. Today we are clear-
1y absorbing too great a portion of our state income for
the conduet of our various branches of governaent. In
boom times when we mignht hope that our income would in-
crease more rapldly than the cost of government the sit-
nation was not serious. |

Today, with the falling off of business, the aggre-—
gate expenditure of state, and local governments probab-
ly represent more than 20 per cent of our state income.
The real reason for so much criticism of governmental
exnenditures today 1s that incoze from farms, ranches and
real estate has dropned tremendously. Fortunes have
been wiped out,

Information supplied by the National Bureau of Ee-
onomic Research and the National Industrial Confzrence
Board indicates that the cost of government amounts to
about 30 per cent of our national income. {See Table X)

TABLT X. INCOME COMPAFED WITH COST
OF GOVERNMENT

Year National Income® Cost of Governgentherqggt Inconme

1913 $34,400,000,000 £2,900,000,000 3
1929  85,000,000,000  1%,000,000,000 18
1931  52,000,000,000 14,000,0090,000 %
1752 45,000,000,000 14,000,000,000 21
1

National industrial Conference Board, New York. 1333,

2National Bureau of Economic Research, Washinston D.C.1333
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Wnile it has been stated at varicus times in the

press that our annual tasx bill is from £1£,000,000,000 to

£14,000,000,000 we find no substantiation for this “izure,

unless all revenues of our governments Instesd of oaly

tax collections are included.

intere

It does not seem proper, how=zver, to comsider
est recelved, foreign debt payments, r=sceipts from
grants, and income from public-service enterprisss as a
part of thne tax burden. The followinz information on the
total tax billl is probably more accurate:
TABLE XI TOTAL REVINUE FrOM TAX &
IN THE UNITZD STATZS
1931 1
SR o
Federal taxes £€2,4£8,000,000 26 Per Cent
State taxes 1,287,000,000 2l i
County taxes 98,000,000 10
City taxes &£,078,000,000 =1
Local taxes 1,188,000,090 iz
Grand Total £€9,519,000,000 100 Pzr Cent
Governmental Expenditures Can Be Pdduced., Some of

the expenditures in government can be roduced by rost-

ponement of less urgent matters, some by permanent elim-

ination or curtailment of functions an” activities which

have been created over the last 20 yoars in

respoansdg to

the desire for expanded service b~ the community,

Some of

these expanded services are obsolete, but many of thenm

1

Federal and State Tax>s, House ¥ays and Means Comm, 1232
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meritorious.

There has been also the growth of useless duplica-
tion and waste, In education we have a multiplicity of
school districts and institutions of higher learning.

For example, Colorado has 2,033 school districts and 7
state colleges, Our 63 counti=ss should probably be con-
solidated into not more than 20. We should continue to
reduce the multiplicity of local governments. Many of
these administrative units have been rencdered obsolete by
improved communications and modern transportation.

Defects in Colorado County Government, The extra-

ordinary financial difficultles that have been placed

upon county government within the last four years have
brought out many of the inherent weaknesses of tne pres-
ent system. One of the most serious defects 1s that

many counties are too émall and do not contain enough re-
sources to furnish the necessary revenues to maintain
county government without making the tax burden excsssive,
Another failing is that under present laws the adnminis-
trative and financial organization and control 1s inade-
quate and decentralized. '

Leading authorities upon county government in the
country have made the following remarks about the defects
in county government in general. Paul ¥. Wager of the
OUniversity of North Carolina, for example, says: "Many

county units are too limited in taxable resources to pro-
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vide the essential services of a modern rural civiliza-
tion and many are too small in area to constitute an ef-
ficient unit of administration,nl

Robert H., Tucker, in his article, "Planning for Im-
proved County Government 1In Virginia,® states tinst "The
chief weakness of county government in Virginia lies in
the form of organiz:ation through which the countiss of
the state are compelled to funetion. ....The conditions
just described are complicated and intensified by t=o
other problems. One of these is th= expensivensss of the
smaller units in road building, public nhezlth work, pub-
lic welfare work and other county functions. Th= other
is the problem of the poor county, the county whiich has
not the economic ablility to provide the services neces-
sary to meet the requirements of modern community life. "<

G. S, Klemmedson in his bulletin on "The Cost of Lo-
cal Government in Larimer County,"> states that one of
the defects of county government in Colorado is "lack of
unified control over entire county business." e further
states that no other branch of government i1s so decentral-
ized in administrative authority as the county., As a busit

ness organization it lacks a responsible head, having no

1Wager, Paul ¥. "Financing Governmental Scorvices in Rural
gAreas." Natl. Munic, Rev, 21:472 Ag, 1932,
Tucker, Robert H. "Planning for Improved County Govern-
ment in Virginla." Natl, Munic. Rev. 211506 Ag, 19%g,
emmedson, G. S. "The Cost of Local Gowernment in Lar-
lmer County."™ Colo, Agri. Exp., Sta. Bul., "“361 Apr. 1930,
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official corresponding to the president, goverancr or mayor
in national, state anc municipal government.

Counties Face Financial Bankruntecy. Reports gathered
from various sections of the stsate indicate that the de-
fects which have been nointed out szre typical of condi-
tions in Colorado.,

It 1s realized that newspaper zarticles are not the
most reliable authority, yet the evidence presanted in
the articles used in this thesis havae been substantizated
by otner mzterlial that will be given later in this thesis.,
They nave been used only as a means of indicating éxist-"
ing conditions,t

Joseph M, Wood, Colorado Publi- Txaminer, in a re-
cent report, recommends that the governor confer with the
attorney general, district attorney, an? State tax commis-
sion in an attempt to straighten out ths tax tangls in
Costilla County.

Wood's audit of the county discloses shockine irrez-
ularities, and tax dodging on s mammoth scale. Practicale
1y every tax levy in the county is illeral, he says.

During 1931, tax certificates were sold at 10 to 75
per cent of thelr value, In this same year delinquent
tax collections amounted to #25,700.81. Tiese collactions

covered the years 12281 to 13822 and in most cases th

0]
(]

treasurer walved the interect, penalty, advertising and

lThe Denver Post, Sept. 28, 1932,
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the treasurer's fees., These waivers were inducements to
the people to pay back taxes and tne whole procedure was
11llegal, according to Woods,

The audit shows that of the $277,813.41 taxes asses=-
sed in Costilla County in 1231 only #81,552, a little
over 31 per cent, was collected, The sum of ¢15£,8FRZ,5ED
#a8 Indorsed on county certificates, £21,884.%2 was de-
linquent, £755 was abated, leavinr £534,.1% unaccounted
for,.

The unpaid taxes for the five large companies whieh
own most of the county, amounteé to £8525,879. The unpaid
taxes of the Trinchera district from 1922 to 1931 are
aporoximately £445,000; the Costilla estates for five
years amounted to £54,721; tne Van Sant tract for thurce
years amounted to £11,113; the Costilla Valley Farm Com-
pany for three years amo-nted to €9,025; and the San Luis
Valley Southern raillroad for taree y=ars amountaed to
25,908.

Other conditions that prevailed in tnis county were
the unusual number of tax schsdules marked "unknowm," ire
regularities in the handling of the poor fund, and a re-
ported shortage of $3,17?7, There were also the questions
of school levies and Jjudgment bonds.

This report shows tho extreme finanelal difficulties
facing this county. The same 1s true for many other

counties in Colorado.




Qbstacles ip Tax Beductiopg. Any effort to rodurns
the cost of county govornament, regza dlass of thz metiod
used, will meet with obstacloa of vurlaouz 2inds.

The groatest obstacles te overcome is tn- lacx of
¥nowledye on the part of taxpayers concarains the o7 rie
tion of c¢ounty goverument,

Thon tiaere 1s loeal prajudice, loesl pricde, s21fish
motlves, stc., to overcome, It is sald that county con-
solidation takes local self-governzent sway Trom .2 peo-
ple. Political opposition is izportant, The szall coune
ties would lose repressntation in the Genersl Assembly
under any plan of county consclidation, The resistance
of eounty offieials and of political organizations is so
great that racld »nrogress is impossible,

Furthermore, there ara legal obstructions in the way
of any attempt to modernize county governnent, Thasse
must be overcome and the nrocess is long and tedious.

It i3 obvious that no mitter hos burdensonme tas taxe

m

BARY
become the consolidation of cnuntiss will take nlace at
a8 very slow rate.

Tne obstncles to county consolidation and a redis-
tributlion of county functions t¢ units of larger area
wlll be pointed out in great:sr detail later,

In time mozt of the obstacles will be ov rconc and

county goverament will be placed on a high level sisil:y
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to that of our best managed cities and states.

In an emergency like the present, the weaknesses 1in
our government become more apparcnt and public attention
to government and taxes offers opportunity for their re-
vision,

Every dollar of decrease in expense, every plan of
consolidation in governmental activities touchss somz sen-
sitive spot where it causes pain and resentment. Until
paople as a whole demand anc applaud tn-se end=avors
toward economy and efficiency in county govarnzent, the
complaints and threats of groups greatly impede ta: con-

crote efforts of all executives and legisliators.
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CdAPTCR I1
CCUNTY CONSOLIDATION

Is County Consolidation the Femedy for tze High Cost
of County Government? Many citizens in Colorado, a few

students of governmeat and taxation, and others believe
that county consolication is taz ons and only remecy for
reducing the cost of county government,

The followin: discussiocn will give a brief history
of the formation of counties in Colorado previous to 1773,
Then an analysis is mace of various factors wilca muzt Te
taiten into consideration in any consolidation such &s
paysical factors, financial factors, a.d tac »rosant cost
of county government. Huch of tais aznalysis is used to
see what factors determine an oconomic unit o7 county
govornment,

An effort is male to show that countizs must be
larze enough and wealtihy enough to carry the bur-en of
the county program in order to have an cfficient govern-
ment ~ith economical costs. Tie study points out that
consolidation will make stronger county govornments. The
advantares and disadvantagzes of county consoli“ution will
be siiown and cuzrefully analyzed.

After ziving caveful consideration to all the factors
waich make for economical county government several pro-

posed economic units of county gov.rument, inciuding the
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merging or consolidation of counties, are set up. The
reasons for making the proposed consolidutions are also
Shiown.

Devw nt o County Consolidation. Colorado is be=-
coming interested in county consolicdation. A few of the
reasons for this ares the multiplicity of counties, the
decentralized administraticng ths exlstence of ghost
counties, and tae rising cost of highways, ecducatlon, and
welfare work. In fact the rising tary bill for local pove
ernments has become sSo great as to coanfiscate not only
tne income from such propzrty but the »nropsrty itself in
some cases, Furthermore, the business depresslon has re-
duced the income of certa.n classes, 2sprcially the far-
mers, to such an extent that certain counties ar: unable
to collect more than 35 per ceat of the taxes due. All
classes of industry have suffered--the stock raiser, the
miner, the manufacturer, the retailer and the wholesaleor.

The drop 1in tax revenues for tne years 1230 to 1221
for general county purposas was &1,35§,£18, Th= reduc-
tion was large for the yeaxrs 1331-193%, as we have seen
in previous discussion., However, the wants of the people
for government service continue ané ta= income or revenue
has diminisned with the result that certain counties are
facing bankruptcy. Thsrefore, if county consclidation 1is
to be the right solution for the county croblem, it

stands to reason that we must have a more efficient gove
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ernment with less taxes.

Activitics in Other States, There are only two in-

stances of county consolidation in the United States at
present, Hamilton ancé James counties in Tennessee and
Campbell and Fulton counties in Georzia, There are, in
addition, several city and county consolications in the
United Btates. Thals activity and the definite nroposals
for consolidation of particular co.nties in szvent=seon
other states has dirccted the attention of th= people of
Colorado to thiz type of change, The szventeen states
aret Arkansas, Geor 1a, Idaho, Illinois, Kansas, Kentuc-
ky, Massachusetts, HMississippi, iissouri, Now York, Nort:
Carolina, Oklahoma, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, "ashing-
ton and ¥isconsin. In addition, cousideraticn 1s being
given to the merging of counties in fiteen otusr states:
Alabama, Montana, Arizona, California, Florida, lowa,
Minnesota, Webraska, Horth Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, South
Carolina, South Dakota, West Virginia and Wyoming.l
History of the Formation of Colorado Counties. The
present boundaries of the State of Colorsado Tormerly in-
cluded part of the territories o” Xansas, Nebraska, Utan

2
and New Mexico.~ These four t-rritorics for years played

lﬂanning, Je We "The Progress of County Consoli~“ation.®
8National Municipal Review. £13F10 Aug. 187Z,

Paxon, Frederic L. "The County Boundaries o7 Colorado."
Univarsity of Colorado Studies, 131197 Hov. - Aug.
1905-12Q¢,
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important parts in tne growth of tne Colorado territory

that was offi-ially created Iebruasry 28, 18¢l. Tals sec-

tion on Colorado county boundaries and zarly nistory is
basad upon a study mads by Fraderic L. Paxon, "The County
Boundari~s o Colorado," published ia the Unlversity of

Colorado Studies.
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Figure 1

Before 1861, The Admission of
Kansas
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Before tns territory was =stablisihes Zanszs had pase
sed three legislative measures dealing with thz western
unorganized territory. In 1885, the counties of Arapahoe
and Washlington were created, but neither of taese coun-
ties were ever established, The discovery of gold in
Arapahoe County in 18858 caused the Act of 18%5E to be ab-
olished and the substitution of Oro, Broderick, kontans,
Arapahoe, £l Paso and Peketon and Fremont. These coun-
ties were all west of the 103 meridian. (See firfure 1)

The first legislative aszembly, November 1, 13€1,
did not follow tiie county boundaries establish=d by Xan-
sas, but enacted moeasures tnat created scventesn new
conties. The counties of Weld, Arapahce, Douglas, Huere
fano, El1 Paso and Pueblo divided the great Eastern plains
while Summit, Lake and Conejos took in th- entire wastern
slope. Larimer, Boulder, Gilpin, Clear Crcek, Jefferson
and Park constituted ths main backbone of the ner coune
ties due to their greater population and mining industries
that flourished at that time. All of thes2 counties in
this latter groun retained thelr original bound-ries,
except Larimer, wihaich was divided to form the county of
Jackson, Costilla and Fremont split the western slope
from the eastern plains section. (See figure 2)

The town of Pueblo was located on ths Eighth Guide
Merldian which was the basls for establisaning =zll the

ranges8 except those of tue soutnwest corner.
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During the period from 1894 to 1870 little was done
in the way of government or croatlng new counties, Sa-
guacihe was forim-d out o Costilla, Tals was doa: by the
sixta asseanbly «t Golden in 13€8-€7,

In 1868 Las Animzs was created, It was taXxen from
fluerfano. At this time tae Cheyenne and Arapahoe TeSere
vation disappeared by tie removal of the Indians to Okla-
noma.

The coming of the rallrozd in Colorado had its in-
fluence upon county development. Beat and Greenwool were
both in the path of the rallroad and enjoyed or reaped
the benefits derived from th= land boom and sp=culation
with the rapid influx of settlers. Tn~ assembly of 1574
made Greenwood part of Bent and formod Zlbert =t the ex-
pense of Douglas.

The '70's saw much activity in organizing ner coun=-
ties on the Western Slope. Jaguache enjoy=d soze bound=-
ary change and San Juan, !linsdale, Fio Grande, La Plsta
and Grand apneared on the scenej hovever, not as they are
now., The countles dn the territory no- numbered twenty-
six, The elasventnh legisl=ture, in 1876, marked the
close of the territorial p:-riod.

Statehood did not stop the steady subdivision of the
state into counties. The first sssembly formed four new
countissg Routt was cut from Grand and OQuray from San

Juanj San Juan assumed its present boundariesj Custer
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took the lower part of Fremont; and¢ Gunnison was created

at the expense of Lake. (See figure 3)

S

AW}

In 1873, one more county was =stablished. Lakzs #
further subdivided by the formation of Chaffee, In 13581,
OQuray was divided zgain to make Dolores as was Gunnison
to make Pitkin. Ouray was further reduced in size by the
creation of San Miguel,

The year 1883 was a very active y=ar for tue tirth
of new countles. Mesa, Garfisld, Delta, Montrose, and
Tagle appeared.

It is interesting to note how tiec Tastarn Plains
counties remaincd the same from 1274 to 1887, willec the
Western Slope was rapidly changlng its county bouncaries.,

LI

The latt-r was due to the mining industry o7 toae stern
Slone and the difficulty of travel through the mountsins,
waile on ths vlains cattle raisins and a little acsricul-
ture carrisd on by the scattered homcsteaders le”t the
county problem lay idle for wmany yeszrs.

In 1887, .Consjos lost more territory to ancther new
county, Archuleta, and tie nleins area received two new
counties, Logan and Washington, wnhlch wore carved from
Wold.

When the East éid start a drive for more counties
nine were created in one year, 1882--iorgan, Yumz, Line

coln, Kit Carson, Cheyenne, Kiowa, Prowars, Baca, Sodg=-
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wick, While Eio Blanco took part of Garfield, dontezuma
took part of La Plata on the Vestern Slope,

In the year 1901 Larimer and Arapanhoe wesre the only
two countles intact ac tney were in 1861 when thz terri-
tory was aestablished. In 1301, Arapahoe was subdiviced
into Denver, Adams, and Soutn Arapzhoe. In the year 1503,
Yuma and Wasnhington were enlarged by assuming nortions of
Adams that then ran from Denver to t:e Kansas border.

In 1809, Larimer lost 1ts western portion when Jack-
son was created., In 1911, Crowley divided Otz=ro,and
Hoffatt took over the western portiosn of Routt County.

The last county to be formed was Alamosa “rom parts of
Conejos and Costills counties, (See figure 4)

Thus, througn half a century the formation zand crea-
tion of counties continued until the grand total of sixty-
three counties exists at t:2 present time in the State of
Colorado, ranging in area from 58 square miles to 4,808
square miles in Moffat County.

Physical Factors Invelved
In County Consolidation

What siould an eccnomic unit of county government in
Colorado contain in the way ol area, wealth and ropula-
tion? Shownld county bouncdaries be chan-ad, makin: coun-
ties larger in irea, population, and wealth so taat they

can more nearly conform to the economic unit of county

government?
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With the above in mind the present countiss were
merged into larger areas wherever nossible, taking into
conslderation these additional fuctors: present county
arcas after combiningj location of new county seozts and
the distance of these county scats from the county boune
daries as determined by drawing concentric circles around
the county seat of combined or consolidsted countiess
distances between county seats; amounts of non-patented
and forest lands as another factor influencing county coi=-
solidation proposals. A study was made of state maps to
determine tne location of highways, railrosd con.sctions,

mountaln passes, and mountain ranges.

Geographical and Toposraphical Featurcs as F:uctors

in County Consolidation. Mountzin ranges and passes ave

physical features in Colorado w . ich affect county history.
dountain ranges have enclosed natural vslleys and these
ranres should have marked the boundary lines, but in
many cases these natural boundary lines have not been ad-
hered to in forming counties in the past, A few of these
cases are Saguache County which crosses the Continental
Divide on fhe north and Hinsdale Couaty whieh is cut by
the Continental Divide twice, thus placing it in three
separate valleys.

The nining industry and the difficulty of traveling
in mountainous areas have been the major causes for the

creation of small countles., However, because o~ good
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roads and rapid communication such counties as Gilpin,
Clear Creek, M¥ineral, San Juan, Ouray, Teller and Custer
could now be joined to other larger and wealthier unlts,

Distance as a Faetor in Consolidation., In making
the analysis, certain favorable areas for consolid=ztion
were taken such as San Luis Valley counties; Yuma and
“ashington counties; and Pueblo, Fremont and Custer coun=-
ties. In eacn of these areas the largest and most impors
tant town was selected as a possible county seat for the
group. Then 20~ 40- and 80-mile cirecles were drawn about
these towns. Figure 5 shows the result of such a pro-
cedure. Alamosa is the largest town in San Luls Valley
and has tii» largest volume of business. Concentric cir-
cles sere drawn around Alamosa with a radius of 40 mil-cs
¥i1leh included practically all of the productive land
and the greaster percentage of the population., Again, the
city of Yums in Yuma County was selected as the county
seat, and It was found that a cirele of 40 miles included
nearly all of the two countlies of Washington and Yuma.
The cities of Yuma, Akron, and Wray are practically equal
in population,

Then, in the case of the Pueblo-Fremont-Custer group
of counties, the city of Pueblo is the largest and all
other towns of any impor;ance are within a 40-mile radius

about Pueblo.
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NON-RESIDENT REGISTRATION |

UNTIL January 1, 1932, a car properly registered in its own State may operate in
Colorado for a period of 90 days, providing application is made to Secretary of
State or a County Clerk immediately upon arrival for a Guest License, which is
issued free of charge. After this 90 days period regular license must be secured.
After January 1, 1932, such free period will extend to end of calendar year.

SPEED REGULATIONS

NY person driving a vehicle upon the highway shall drive the same at a careful
and prudent speed not greater or less than is reasonable and proper, having
due regard to the traffic, surface and width of the highway, the weather condition
and the condition of the vehicle he is then operating, and of any other conditions
then existing. No person shall drive any vehicle upon the highway at such speed as
to endanger the life, limb or property of any person, nor at such speed as to prevent
him from retaining complete control of said vehicle so as to be able to slow or stop
the same in order to avoid a collision with any other vehicle then within range of
his vision.

LIGHTS

‘; EHICLE must carry two headlamps and one tail light, no more, no less, tail
light illuminating rear license plate. Spotlights when used must be directed to
right quarter of road. Glaring headlamps prohibited.

Copy of Motor Vehicle Laws furnished on request by Secretary of State.

NATIONAL FORESTS IN COLORADO

HERE are fourteen National Forests in Colorado, containing 13,309,549 acres

of land. These Forests (shown in Green on highway map) were set aside
primarily for the production of wood and for the protection of watersheds.
They contain about 22% billion board feet of merchantable timber. Timber is
sold from the National Forests and-the grazing of cattle and sheep is pérmitted
—all on a conservative basis.

In addition, the Forests of Colorado are used by several million people
annually for motering, camping, picnicking, fishing, and hunting. You are wel-
come to camp at the improved campgrounds that have been established. In
order to preserve our forest resources the following simple rules should be
observed:

!

MAP OF WESTERN STATES SHOWING U. S. HIGHWAYS

1. Be sure your match is out befere you throw it away.
2. Knock out your pipe ashes or throw away your cigar or
cigarette stub where there is nothing to catch fire.
3. Dor’t build a campfire any larger than is absolutely necessary,
and never leave it, even for a short time, without putting it
out with water or earth.
4. Don’t build a campfire against a tree er log.
5. If you discover a fire, put it out if possible. If you can’t, get
word to the nearest forest ranger as quickly as you possibly can.
UNITED STATES HIGHWAYS
. . . . COLORADD
Highways bearing markers of the shield design
with the state name, the letters U. S., and route
number, are parts of a system of National Highway
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MAPS SHOWING CONNECTING ROUTES THROUGH CITIES IN COLORADO
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Therefore in many cases we were able to group counties
and select county sczats where the distance for the
greater majority of the population was relatively short,

Other examrles or groups did not work so well as the
above, For example, Glenwood Springs might be used as a
possible county seat for Garfield-Faglo-Pitkin-Hio Blanco
countlies, but the outer limits of the county boundaries
would be as much as 80 miles, The porulation in this
region is very sparse,.

Distance Between County Seats., Another me=sure used

to determine the areas and distances of new eounties was
a2 study of the distance of the present county seats from
other county ssats. County seats were grouped by taking
those that were nesar to each other or in a natural geo-
grarhleal area such as the Montrose, Garfield, San Luis
Valley groups, The distances in miles are shown in
Table 12. In the group with Montrose as a county sezt is
Rico, county seat of Dolores County, which is 188 miles
from Montrose, Undoubtedly this county is too far away
from Montrose to be made a part of it. A similar situa-
tion exists in Chaffee County and Gunnison County. Gune-
nison and Salida, 132 miles apart, are too “ar apart to

contemplate consolidation. Also a mountain range runs
between the two counties,

Mountain ranges and passes and other topographical

features almost force certain proposed consolidated areas,




28

TABLE XII.

DISTANCES BETWERY COURTY OO
Colorado, 1333
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3 el
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County Seat

Craig
Walden
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Fod CLAFT
CGrand Junction
Leadville

Grand Junction
Montrosse

LDelts
Quray
Telluride
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Silverton
Rieo
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Durango

Silverton
Pagosa Springs
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Lake City

Lake City
Montrose

San Luis
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Creede
Del Norte

Silver ClLff
Pueblo
Salida

Leadville
Silver CLiff
Fairplay

Distance in
¥iles Between
Co., Seants
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e
77

[

78

194
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a8
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TABLE XI1I

(continued)

County Seat

Salida ~t0=-
"
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"
n
"
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County Seat
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TABLE XII (continued)
R e et
Couﬁty Seat County Eeat Listance in

Milss Between
Co. Seats

Julesburg ~t0- flolyoke RE
Yuma =t0o- Axron AL
n Wray &7
Hirlington -t0- Cheyenne Yells %8
Brignhton -to~- Littleton 30

Jackson County, according to the arbitrary standards of
an economic unit of county government, should ba consoli-
dated with another county. Howsver, the county is hemmed
in by high mountains snd the passes and nighvays through
the ranges are closed for several months in the year.
The same condition exists in Graad and S amit counties.
The San Luis Valley counties afford another exaaple
where a valley 1s practically surrounded by mountains.,
In the proposed consolidations no county lines cross a
mountain range as is now the case in Saguache, iHdinsdale
and dineral counties,

fhe greem portion of (Figure 5) gives some idea of
the anount of forest area in tais state. Land in all

counties also has been classified, taking in all patent-

luap of the State Highways of Colorade. State Highway
Department, Denver, Colorade, 1331,
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ed and non-patented lands. (See Table XIV) The fifteen
wealthy counties in Colorado have 74 per cent of their
area in patented lands which can be taxed by county gov-
ernments. These same counties have only 5.42 per cent
in forest lands and 18.4 per cent in non-patented land
from wnich they derive 1little or no revenus since they
are under state and federal control. On the other hand,
the 47 small counties have 48,61 per cent of their total
area in patented lands, 30.84 in national forests, and a
total non-patented area of 45,74 per cent. As a result
of the large area in non-patented lands these 47 coun-
ti=s are at a great disadvantage when 1t comes to rais-

ing revenue for county purposes. (See Table XIII)

TABLE XIII. CLASSIFICATION OF
PATPNTED AND NOH-PATTNTED LANDS
IN PURCENTAGES
GROUPFD BY STRONG AUD W AKX CQUATIES
IN COLORADO, 1232,

Type of County Percent of Parcent of Total per
area in pa- ares in cant of
tented lands non-pat. area in

lands non-pat.
lands

1% counties having
more than $20,000,
000 assessed vale

uation 74 5,48 18,38
47 countles with

less than $20,000,

000 assess~d vale

nation 48.6 30.84 47,74

lgolorado Yearbook 1972, p. }4. Notet Tétals do not bale
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Non-Patented and Forest Lands as a Factor Influenc-

ing County Consolidation Proposals. The question of

patented and non-patented lands will affect these con=-
solidationns in many cases., The amount of non-patented
lands is an important factor in case of Chaffee, Clear
Creak, Hinsdale, Lake, Minesral, Pitkin and San Juan
cou:tles because over 75 per cent of taelr entire area
is composed of non-patented lands., This means that al-
though some areas are large, much of tne aresa 1s non-
productive for tax rsvenue purposes.

The Fastera Plains counties ars not fac=d with the
problem of non-patentzd lands as in the case of mountain
and western counties of the Stote.

New York which has much low productive land has
solved the problem of local government cost in these
areas by a novel method., Newr York state has "zoned the
state for local government; has prescribed optional forms
of local government suitable to the sevoral zon~sj and
has permitted the complete withdrawal of local govarnment
from forest areas where it is incapable of efficient
self-maintenance, such forest areas to be administered

directly by the state.m 1 This might b2 a solutiom for

lMcCombs, Carl E}, "Reorganization of Local Government in
New York State.? Natl. Hun. Rev. 273171 March, 1033.

w—————

ance because of errors in surveying the land.




43

large low productive areas in'Colorado.




TABLE X1V,

LAND CLASSIFICT ACCORDING TO
TAXABLE AND NON-TAXABLL LAXD

Taxed by Non-Taxable for County Purposcs

county - .
County Patent- Homsstesd National State Non-patont-
ed Land Land Forest Land ed land.To-
tal
Percent Porcent Percent Perec, Percent
Adams 92,58 16,0 Z .62 308
Alamosa 64,77 10.06 8.24 10.01 29.31
Arapahoe 95,81 278 2.72
Archuleta 33413 1%.15 =1.88 2,72 E7,73
Bent 80.87 o 58 14,18 l4.74
Boulder £3.73 o E9 25,7 R l1.44 27, 7C
Chaffee 17.1% 17,10 8l.2 £.C 76.97
Cheyenne 34.71 «02 4,74 4,78
Clear Creoek 24,31 CaTH 88,84 .8 TE. 2L
Conajos 72458 2l.17 4,47 TefR 7R 353
Costills 100.00
Crowley 82.80 .18 11.74 11.38
Custer RB,7E 258 2827 £.,74 40.57
Delta AB.41 17.24 24,71 41.95
Dolores Zl.1l4 49,80 l1.28 E7.94
Douglas 70.21 .01 £5.21 1.83 28,85
Eagle 17,21 12.08 BE7.32 1.70 71.07
Elbert 91,%8 .08 £.4% 8,47
El Paso 75,06 .14 7.l 14,02 £l.c4
Fremont 38,37 BR.9€ 7.02 5,78 47,78
Gilpin RE€.67 4,18 88.01 1.47 73400
Grand 25,90 5.37 44,40 Be4E BR,.20
Gunnison 18,39 17.08 BE.BB « 34 73.55
Hinsdalse 4,33 17.42 73,73 1.33 2.48
fluerfano 70.39 5.49 14.54 4,68 24.71
Jackson 20.54 16.35 38.67 4,21 £9,.983
Jefferson 70.54 «17 18,88 2,77 21.32
Kiowa 230.585 .08 5.41 5,46
Kit Carson 84,73 .02 4.1% 4,17
Lake 27.13 10,08 67,04 73 77.86
La Plata IT7,T3 1g.85 3E.08 1,78 43,88
Larimer 48,00 1.34 B, OR 4,21 41.14
Las Aninas 89.864 1.23 « 29 5.0%R 7.87
Lincoln 30,06 .08 T.68 7.70
Logan 885,38 11 12.%0 12.30 12.41
Mesa 24,41 3770 2.84 40,54
dineral 5,80 ae, 27 & 35,32
¥offat 22,79 47,23 1.41 o4 55,58
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TABLE XIV. LAND CLASSIFLED ACCORDING TO
TAXABLE AND NON-TAXABLT LAND *

R e T e s Tty S R S S S ST

Taxed by ﬁoh»T&xable for County Purposes
County
County Patent- Homestead National State Non-pat.
ed Land Land Porest Land Land. To-
tal

Percent Percent Percent Perc, Percent

Kontezuma 24,44 1e.87 17.74 2.69 2730
Montrose 28,54 35,52 £1.60 .01 B7.1%
Morgan '80.99 .08 7.20 7.28
Qtero 78.85 13 14.93 15.02
Ouray ‘50,55 7TeED *8,09 « 25 48,867
Park 34,08 4,78 43,74 6.11 R4,00
Phillips ‘93,048 3.32 3.93
Pitkin 12,64 1.98 75.01 .20 77 . €0
Prowsrs 9%.08 .08 4,374 4,42
Pueblo 77.1€ .84 1.886 14,87 17.67
Fio Blanco 17,50 51.40 17.54 68.94
Rio Grande 39,46 13.88 40,55 2. 858 86,36
Routt 42,28 Z.69 37.83 4,76 45,8
Saguache £8.11 1¢.01 48,61 4,84 64,48
3811 Ju\an 8.83 15.87 64171 20 88 83.14,
San Miguel £9.43 37,65 £1.4% 2.62 FL,7E
S(“dg\?j.CK 90.52 6.48 6.48
Summit 17.40 3.28 67 .31 « 23 69.82
Teller 53,47 - 8,06 30,45 3,03 41.54
WQShingtgn 91,99 .08 5.81 .87
Weld 89,38 209 6.85 t.94
Yuma 25,87 204 22k De L8

B&.04 11.54 20,10 4,T4 RELE8
1

Colorado Yearbook 1932. p. 1l4.

Notet Owing to inaccuraci=as 1an surveys and other causes,
the flgures for somc counties do not always enual 100 psr
cent, somstimes golng over that total, '
In addition to lands shown herce there srs in most countisgd
areas not accounted for as to title, Theose areas are not
included in this tablse.
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2. B2 Ty F Yy
543“&«,1 &

WHAT IS AN ECOS0WIC UHIT OF COURTY GOVEh

reanization of County Government, 1 the

@ore or less chsotic condition that exisits in county

government in Colorado at present thers iz need for ree-
liabkle information based on actual pogssibiliti=g on the

on ant oonsclie

'm.'b

subject of county organization and oners
gation. This neced hss not developed from » Bingle ecause,
but from & combinztion of causes., Iznortant saoug then

arg the rapid decrease in rovonus recelivsd frox the wnine

in

fied

industry, the developmant o nighways taecaus» of ths
autoncbile lndustry and ine chrnging econoxic condltions
LEners ll?n

Ine of the fundagontal

rd

~gnuirenants, and probably

the most lmportant ong io ecounty goveromant, 15 the €one

¥

solldation of small units incte sultabls unlts of operae
tionn. The quality of tus land =l gatural resourcss is
not nacassarily, but iz often t:» determini g factor.
Populztlon iz arnothepr Llzsortant fantor. Hringlag to-
sataer the small county unlts into larger arceas that will
persit thelr opsration Lo accordancs with thelr graastoast
aptation will necassltate various r~olicies of organiwe
gatlon and operation. The time that will ke rojuirad to
effeet counsollidation and reorganlasation of county gove
grnment denends largely upon tho mariket prices thoet may

prevall for thy products of tne area, sultable adfuste
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ments of tax matters, and other policles,

The qu=sticn that eonfronts taxpayers resolves it
self into s consideration of an ecouomic unit of county
government, During the study an attempt has been made
to arrive at tne minimum amount of assessed valuation
that it is necessary to have in order to produce suffli-
cient tax revenue to maintain county governamount at a
reasonable cost based on tiie needs of the locality,

One of the outstanding needs in the further develop=
ment of county government is a careful study or appraisal
of the need for eounty government. Sparsely settled
districts undoubtedly need less county government than
densely settled districts, Any fair index of the need
. of county government must measure the need of a given
quality of county goveranment. A combination index should
probably take into consideration the wealth, income and
ponulation, cost of living and other basic measures of
county governmental need.

It is evident from the analysis of the small coun-
tins that the income from the operation of the various
industries and enterprlges is not sufficient to mecet all
needs. The limited incoms will not peralt zxcessive
taxation or indebtedness. Varlous me=sures wore used to
determine tue type of county coasolidatlon set up herein
for each area. The hope of bettar days in business in

the future no doubt explains the existence of so many
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of these countles apparently unabls to support even 3
minimum progsram of county govornament.

Measure of Relative Ability of the County to Support

County CGovernment. In discussing this subject, ¥ylie

Kilpatrick asks this question, "What 1s the pressnt-day
utility of the county area as a unit of government? A4
primary ilngulry must be directed towards the adequacy of
the county ares as an economie unit before a consideration
of various plans to adapt the county government to presw
ent day conditlons,"® 1

To understand the ability of the county as an escon-
omic unit of government, to maintain an efficient system
of county government, certain questions must be raised
as tot (1) the economic rssources of th- county; (2) the
drain of county expenditures upon tha gross income of the
population of the county; (3) the ability of the tax-
peyers to pay taxes; and (4) the significance of per cap-
ita cost of ecounties.

A County 8hould Have Sufficient Iconomic Fesources

to Malntain Government, It is important to find out

wiether the county in question contalns economic rzsourcesg
in sufficient amounts to support a system of county gove

ernment based on the needs of the particular locality.

lKilpatrick, Wylie, Problems in Contemporary County Gove
ernment, p. 303, 1830,
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Is it an economic unit capable of maintaining the C¢esired
type of county government at a reasoanable cost? A county
needs sufficient population and rescurces in ordsr to
Justify its existence, In order to provide s basis for
later analysis, a prellminary statement 1s introduced to
give a nicture of ths economlc resources and 1incone

anong counties,

Wide Eange in fealth of Countiss. A rough msasure
of the economic resourcses or wealth of the counties can
be obtalned from the assessed valuation of town, city,
farm, public service corporations, and tangzible personal
property in the various countics., County asgessments
are supposed to represent 100 per cent o7 tae value or
the full valuc of the property but it is realized that
there is a wide variation in the percentage of true value
in county assessments among counticss because oFf the
~aulty system of local tax assessment. The average
assessed valustion usually is about 70 per cent of the
actual value.

Valuations of counties range Trom 500 thousand dol-
lars to 91 million dollars per county. (See Table 18)
This comparison ilncludes 62 counti»s, since Denver has
been excluded in thls comparison. These counti=s huve
been classified into three groups for the couwparison of
resources in the counties. The geographical location of

these three groups of counties is shown in Figure No. 6.
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TABLE XV. ASSUSSED VALUATIOR
OF COLOFTADO CODHNTIES 1931,

1, Under 10 Million Dollarss ,
Valuation Valuation
in Hillions in ¥illions

County of dollars  County of Dollsrs

l.Hinsdale «2 15,Rioc Elsnco 4,
2.Mineral 1. i8.Bontezuna 5.
d.Dolores ' 1. 17.Clesa> Craek 5
4,Custer Ee "18,Hoffat .
B.Jackson F 13.Grand €,
6.Gilpin 2 20.Eagle T
?7.,Pltkin e £21.Laks T
B.5an Juan Ty 22.Conejos T
9.0uray RN 27 ,.,Park 8.

10.San Miguel 4. 24.Crowley 8.

l1l,.Archuleta 4, 25,3z guache 8.

12,.8ummit 4, 26.4lancsa 3.

13.Teller 4. £7.Chaffee 9.

l‘%,COStilla ‘3:: 28.}'}.10 G’Panﬁ@ :30

II. 10 Million, Under 20 Million Dollarcs

L.Montrose 10. 11l,.Huerfano 1z,
2.Douglas i0. 12.%ashington 1~
Z,Kiowva 11. 13,Eltert 14.
4,8ed-wick 11. 14.Gunnison 14,
S.Cheyenne i1, 15,.Routt 15,
G.Baca 12, 1f,Lincoln 15,
7.Bant 1&g, 17.G6arfisld 1é,
B.Delta 13 18,Kit C:rsom 17,
3.Pnillips 13 12,Provers i9.

10.La Plata 13

I1I. Over 20 Million Dollurss

1.Fremont 20. 8.,0tero 22,
2.Yuma 20. 9.Logan 32,
3« Arapahoe 21, 10.Las Animas R7.
4 Morgan 24, 1l.Boulder a3,
R.defferson 25, 1g2,Larinmer a5,
S.Mesa 27 17,El Paso 70.
T.Adams £8. 14,Pueblo 78,

18.%Weld 80,
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The r=sults of this comparlson srz significant,for
of the 28 counties with an assessel valuation below 10
million dollars only one, Crowley County, is not in the
western sectlion of the state, (See Table 15) You will
also nots that there is only one ecounty zbove £0 million
dollars in this entire west-rn area. Thsre are also
elght countics between 10 and £0 million dollars valusw
tion in this same area. Twelve counti=s in the low

groun are in the plains area. (See Figure 6)

TABLT XVI. COUNTIES IN COLOTALC
GROUPED ACCOTRDING TO
ASSESSTD VALUATION, 1931

Number of CGrouped Ace'd. Average Ass=s- Assessed Value
Countiss. to Asssssed ed Valuation Per Capita
Valuation,. per County
15 Under % dillion $3,303,000 1,988
Dollars
13 £ Million Under 7,534,000 1,420
10 #illion Dol~
lars
19 10 Million Un~ 13,780,000 1,528
der £0 Million
Dollars
15 Over 20 M¥ill- 2%,979,000 1,398
ion Dollars
€8 All Countiss $14,181,827 $1,741
(except Don-
ver

Compiled from Colorado Stante Tax Commission Feports, 1331
p. 114,
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A Single Denver Building Has A digher Assessed Value

Than Some Counties, Another illustration which brings

out the impracticability of the small county is shown by
a comparison of the valuation of individuzl countles
with seven of tne largest buildings iun Denvsr. The

sssessed valuation of seven large Lenver buildings 1is as

followsst
TABLC XVII. ASSESSTD VALUATION
FOR S{OVEN LARGE BUILDINGS
IN DENVEZR, 1932.

RSN
Building Land Ionrovements Total
Denvor Dry Goods
Company £9€9,€6850 $520,€580 £1,490,310
Colorado Natl.
Bank Bldg. 424,010 774,820 1,138,900
Republic Blde. £54,9260 922,114 1,177,074
Cosmopolitan
Hotel 2924820 871,0&0 1,104,840
PDaniels & Fishers
Store Co. 421,080 RE7,120 1,048,200
A. TQLe'-.‘ViS &3 SOX‘&
Dry Goods Co. 69,300 786,170 965,470
Faquitable Bldg. 4€8,850 489,320 988,770

Total £7,943,564

Sources McGlone, Wam. F., Manager o Revenue, City and
County of Cenver. April 21, 1933,

What would you think of a dry-goods concern operate
ing a county government, Believe it or not, The Denver
Dry Goods Company in Denver 1s assesscd for more than

sach of three counties in Colorado, It wzs asscssed at
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$1,490,%10 in 1932 while the three counties wers asszssed
a# followss Hinsdale, $83€,468; Mineral, $1,21%,375; and
Dolores, $£1,270,075. |

Seven buildings in Denver had almost as much value
for taxation purpos-s as five adjoining counties contaln-
ing 6,220 people. One would thlnk it ridiculous if the
occupants of the 7 buildings in Denver attempted to
operate and maintain 5 county governments with 5 sets of
officials, 5 jails, and 70 school districts yet © coun-
ties with a valuation only slightly greozter than thuse

7 bulldings are attempting to do this. The list of five

counties is shown below,

TaBLE XVIII. FIVE COUNTIES
WITH VERY LITTL®_WWALTH
19231, 1
County Assess d Val- Popul:tion  School Dis-
_ nation, tricts,

Hinsdale ¢ 876,468 4493 4
Mineral 1,216,775 €40 5
Dolores 1,870,078 1,41z 10
San Juan A, R4T7,294 1,938 1
Ouray 2,187,008 1,754 1%

$9,758,514 6,220 30

In 1831 there were 28 countlies with valuations of

less than 8 million dollars each; 10 of thsse had

assessed valuations of less than 4 million dollars,

1Colorado Year Bock 1978,
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These countles are trylas to maintaln county govarngent
aschinary from taxes »ald on creperty of arnroximataly
the seso valug of seven bulldings in Denvar.

Thia mesns tnat pronerdy voluad at the zans ag
¥ b o

R
o
o]
T:“fl
w
"3
¥
o
k]

sgves large bulldipgs in Demver 12 rojuired
burdsn of sunrorting a county governsont hasdad by 14
slective officisls and numerous otier evployes, not to
mention scaools, highways, poor Teliel, and lay en’orces

mant wiieh the cguntlios aust support.

dizh Tax Ba ar th in Somg

Countizs, A study of tar rotes alse
onoaie ability of =z county to sunnort the eounty gove
spamert, The tax rates for gensrsl county puUTNOS8es,; ©Xe

cilusive of goneral and sraclal  sehool levles rangs

from £ mills to 20 mills. Crédinarily, high tax rates
indicate & laek of sufficient wealth, The countles have
beenn classified on the basls of alll laviss lnto three
grouns in Table 18, Generslly s-oaking, a3 county with

s low tax rate indiecates that the county hns sufflclent
wealth to support this county goverauant without adding a
burdengome will lavy. Ths geograpilesl logation of

thcoe three grouns of countiss is glven o Figura Ho., 7,
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TABLE XIX. COUNTIES GROUPID
ACCCEDIRG TO 1231
GENEDAL COUNTY TAX TATE.

——
Amount of mill levy 7or county purpos=s Ho. of
counties
Under 5 mills 11
5, under 10 mills 30
10, under 20 mills 21

The twenty-one countles with tax rates above 10
mills are all in the western mountaln and mesa counties,
There is only one county, Jackson, which has a nill levy
below & mills in this section. The other ten counties
with low tax rates are in tie Eastern Plains section.
The group of ecounties with tax rates between T to 10
mills is about evenly divided; the Eastern Plains secCe
tion has sixteen and the western section fourteen coune
ties. Thus we have the location of counties with low
valuations and counties with high tax rates,

Tax Rates Snow Tendency tc Rise in Small Counties.

By studying the relationsulp of the general tax rates and
the valuation of the ecounties it 1is possible to formulate
some significant generalizations concerning them. Poor
counties, or those with less than 80 milllon dollars in
gsgessed valuation are the countles wileh show 2 marked
l".[‘anc Commission Report, 1231. p, 130 (Includes all

levies for county purposes. General school levies
sre omitted,)
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tendency for the tax rates for gemeral county purposes
to rise higher and higher as the valuation drops below
20 million dollars. Above 20 million dollars, the tax
rates tend to become s:tabilized at a low tax rate. (See
Figure 8)

The poor countiecs, or thoss having less than 20
million dollars of assessed valuation, are also tue coun=
tizs which have high tax rates. High tax rates are
necessary to produce the necessary revenue for paying
the cost of county governmeiit.

The rich counties, or those of average wealth with
an assessed valuation of more than 20 million dollars
can ralse enough revenue from é low tax rate to support

th2 county government.

TABLE XX. COMPARISON OF TAX FATES
FOR GENERAL COUNTY PURPOSES
IN POOR ANWD WGALTHY COUNTIZS
IN COLORADO, 1931.

WW‘W e e ]
Number of Countiss Grouped County
Counties A-cording to Assessed Tax
_ ation Rate(mills)
15 Under 5 Million lollars o0
13 5 Million, Under 10 ¥Million 876
Dollars
19 10 Million, under 20 Million £.00
Dollars
15 Over 20 Million Dollars 4,60
62 All counties (except Denvor) 8.68

Source:? gomgilsd from Colorado Tax Commission Report
1931,
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The tax rate in countiss with less than & Million
dollars of assessed valuation was s2lmost threz tlues as
nigh as the tax rate of the wealthy ccuntles.

Tax FRates Tend to Stabilize at Low Rate in ¥ealt ier

Counties, Some may say that thre representaticn in Fige
ure 8 is not a good one for all countizs do not levy for
all the funds for general county purposes; howsver,
there 1s one levy which they all make an” tnat is for the
ordinary county, poor and contingent funds. Figure @
snows the relationship of tas ordinary county,,poor and
contingent mill levy to th= resnective county valuations.
The same tendeney for mill levies to rise in the small
ecounties is evident as in Figure No. 8, The rise in

tax rates appears at the 20 million dollar mark in th.s
graph,

Tie following renerallzatlons may be mad: from these
comparisonss First, that ths lower the valuation becomes
the higher the tax r=tes tend to goj; second, there are
£8 poor countles wiich have far too lor a valuation to
carry the hilgh costs of county governmanty an' t:uird,
there are 10 to 15 countins of averass wealth., It is
doubtful whether they can support the present typs of
county government under present condltlons,

Poor Counties are Also Thos~ Haieh are Sparsely

Settled, We have pointed out thnat t.e Hoor counti-s are
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the ones with the high tax rates, Further analysis shows
also t@at the poor counties are sparsely settled. We
find that all counties with 20 million deollars or more

in aszessed valuation, witn the exception of one, have
over 18,000 population, (See Table 21) These countloes
of more than averaze wealth contaln 62,58 per cent of

ihe populstion and have 53.39 per cent of the assessed
valuation excluding Denver, In tie group of poor coun-
ties with less than 20 million dollare assessed valuation
there 4s not a singl:s county that has a population exe
ceeding eighteen thousand people., We may assume then
that the favored counties with nigh valuations and a
dense population go hand in hand. Population is one of
tne measures of the need for county government which must
be taken into consideration in the consolidation of
counties, Sparsely settled counties as compared with
densely settled counties have less need for an expensive
tyne of county governmaent.

Poor Counties Take Three Timoes ag Mueh Income to

Support County Governuent as Wealthy Countias, The

small counties in Colorado took 3.3 psr cent of the
gross income to support the county zovernment compared
with only 1.1 per cent in the larger couatles,

The gross income of all the populntion o the small
counties amounted to $£,3%24,218 per county compared

with a gross income of $30,950,190 per couanty in the
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TABLE XXI. RELATIONSPID OF 75ALTH OF COUNTIES

TO DENSITY OF POPULATION *
e e e s
Wealthy counties Population Assessed
#ith more than £0 U,8.Census Valuation
million valuation 1950 1331
Adams 20,245 ¢$ 28,073,800
Arapahoe RE,647 21,526,870
Boulder 32,456 43,721,245
| El Paso 49,570 70,476,810
Fremont 18,836 20,809,327
Jzfferson £1,810 0F,487,475
sarimer 33,137 45,431,970
Las Animas 36,008 7,666,062
Logan 18,948 22,142,730
Mesa 25,908 27,083,185
Morran 18,284 24,716,990
Otero 24,230 Z2, 014 Q3%
Pueblo 66,038 76,859,710
Weld 65,097 80,747,020
Yuma - 17,813 20,572,840
468,045 $59%,812,169

Par cent 15 wealthy
counties represent
of the total of the
state cE2.58 £9,19

Sourcet Colorsdo Yearbook 1931, and Colorado Tax Commis-
810n 19310 po l‘l-v
Note: Hone of the poor countiss wit1 less than 20 million
dollars in assessed valuation had as much as
18,000 in population.
* Denver is excluded in this *table.
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group of 15 wealthy counties. (SBee Table 22)

TABLE XXIL. AMOUNT OF GROSS INCOME
OF TH? POPULATIONN EELUIRED FOR COUNTY GOVIRNAVNT
I¥ POOR AND JTALTHY COUHTIES
IN COLORADO. 1328,

No., of Grouped Ace'd, to Gross In-  Gross Pzr Cent
Coun- Assessed Valuation  come of Incoms  of Gross
tias, Population Per Incone
Per County Caplta Taken
For Co.
Taxes,

15 Undsy B Hillion

dollars $2,304,218 £1,07°0 2.3
1A 5 Hillion Under

10 Hillion Dol-

lars, r,0683,762 1,117 1.9
13 10 ¥illion Une

der 20 Million

Dollars 8,504,008 9R% £.0

115 Over 20 ¥illion
v Dollars S 20,850,120 1,088 1.1
63 411 Countles $11,978,700 $990 1.8

(except Denver)

Sourcet Compiled from Records in Coloradc Year Doox
and othisr sSources.

The Drain of County Disbursements Ugon the Gross In-

‘come of the Various Counties. Considerstion must also be

| given to the amount of gross income of th~» people needed
to support the cost of county government in order to deterd

mine whether the county government is taking more than the

Ja

‘average taxpayer can afford. We are Taced with the pro-

‘blem of measuring th: ability of the countles to support
& PP
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ccounty government. The criterion for such measures iz

the ability of the counties to ralse taxes through the OD-
erstion of its loeal taxin:s system. The measurc of tils
ability is the wealth and income of the county.

In a compsrison of gross income of the ponulation of
the counties with general county disbursements for the
year 1929, the percentage of gross Income appropriated by
taxes ranges from seven-tenths o0~ 1 per cent to 8.8 per
cent. The average amovnt of gross incoms taken by eounty
taxes 1s 1.8 per cent. It should be understocd that tiis
county tax does not include the school, tosm, eity and
state taxes, In PFigure 10 there ar~ 33 counties waich
take more than the avorage aazocunt of 41,8 per cent of the
gross income for county goveranment, and 26 counties which
take less than 1.8 per cent of the gross income.
counties fall on the averase, Thirty countles took more
than 2 per cent of the gross income of ti» entire nonula=-
tion to pay county taxos. These aigh peorceatages of
incoxe taken for taxes indicate that taxe:s are confiscat-
ing the entire income of tie farms and business in many
cases. Taxes are not only consuming the lncome but are
digging into th: capital and property of the taxpayeré.
Governments cannot endure when the drain upon income Dew

comes SO great and county government ia fact is becoming

bankrupt.
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Tness figures are for the year 1922 when the period
of prosperity was at 1ts height, BSince that time there
has been some reductinn in tae cost of county government,
but not enough to offset tus decline in the prics of farm
and other commodities. |

& study of wealth or ass»ssed valuations, tax rates
and proportion of gross income taken foﬁ the operation of
county government indicates that an economic unit of
county government should be large gnough so that suffi-
ecient funds can be ralsed from local taxes without pen-

' alizing the people with a heavy tax burden. The assessed
valus of the county should amount to at lesst #0 million
dollars and not more than one and one-halfl per cent of
the gross inecme of th= ponulation should be consumed for
county purposes. The couvnty should not pay more than 1%
is economlically able to paye.

In 1231 the nation as a whole spent i.84 per cent of
Ethe total income of the entlre population of the country r
for county government. In the nation as a whole, the ex-
penditures for county government in 1831 were 958 million
dollars., In 1931 the income offtha United States 1s
zestimateﬁ to have been 45 hillion dollars. (See Tables
10 and 11}

‘ High Tax Delinguency in 8mall Counties Indicates
Lack of Ability to Pay for Prassent County Government.
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The ability of tns cltizens to pay taxes must be dee-
termined or measured in any study of ths financial adg-
quacy of the county srea, Delinquent tax collectlons
indicate tnat peopls have about reached the limit in
abllity to pay taxes in certain countiss. Tae par coent of
taxes uncollected in 1970 for all purposes in Cclorado
counties is given in Figurs 11, This information is fur-
ther analyzed in Table £3 where the countlas are classi-

fisd according to the percentage oY taxss uncollected,

TABLE XxIII. PBERCANT OF TaX'8 UNCOLLTCT™D
IN COLOTADO CCUNTIES FOR 19230,

Por cent of taxes Number of
uncollected countias
Under 10 p=ar cent 21

10 and de 20 per cent 15

20 and under €95 per cent 17
Lo

None of the wealthy counties with more than £0 mill-
ion dollars valuation were in the group of counties of
nign tax delinguency witn £0 to 85 per cent of taxes une
collescted, In the group, 1C unier 20 per cent of taxes
uncollected, there wore three countinss with valuations
over 20 million dellars.

Group 1 includes 31 countiss with less than 10 per

cent of their taxes uncollected and includes both rich and
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poor counties. It is extremely hard to account for the
many excentions. Certain poor counties with low valua-
tions and small incomes are willling to g=t along wlth less
government for the sake of low taxes for county govern-
ment. The people in these counties do not demand as much
in the way of government as those in other county groups,
realizing tnat the more ssrvices tney demand tne more
their county government must take from thex in taxes,
Even Wealthy Countics are Faced ®ith Serious Tax
Delinguency, The abllity of the citizens to pars taxes

during times of depressiocn 1is well illustrated by the dee
linquent tax lists from Weld County. (Sse Figure 1%£)

The figures are for taxes assessad in 1831 and payable in
1332, Taxes for.lﬁﬁo waich were not paid were not adver-
tised in 19%2 and do not appear in the delingquent tax
1ist shown here, but were carried on thn books as regis-
tered tax certificates withh no sales and are thus neld by
tne county. The amount of land cellnquent for taxes is
therefore much larger than 1s shown nere.

Taere were 4,0%0 tracts of fara land oun waileh tax
levies of 1931 were uncollected at the time when t:e pene-
alty was applied. These tracts included 628,578 acres of
land or 31,53 éer cent of the total; 11,500,930 In asses-
sed valuatlon; and $£2876,287 in tax revenues delinquent.
Thzse figures indicate a lack of ability to pay taxes be-

cause of the failure of local taxing agencies to collact

ﬁhir>
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all taxes levied,

The inablility to collect taxes causes a vicious
eyecle., When the taxes become delinquent the taxing bodlies
add additional levies to take care of the loss in reven-
ues. Any losg due to delinquent taxes is shifted to
others who pay. In other words, for each dollar the lo-
ecal tax collector fails to collect, a dollar is added to
some other tax payer the following year. This continues
until a poimt is reached in the smaller countles where
nearly all taxpayers are unable to withstand the high
tax rates, That is the situation railroads are facing in
many school districts where they are the largest contri-
butors to the tax revenues.

Delinquency Oreater in Couaties of Low Valuation or
Wealth, Whnen we were dealing with the question of the
relationshlp of the wealth of counties to thelr tax rates
we found that the 20 million dollars valuatlon markad the
dividing line between rich and poor counties. Now, in
considering the ralationshlp of the wealth of thc county
to tax delinguency we find that the same relatlonship
nolds, In other words, the wealthy counties with 2O
| million dollars assessed valuation or more temnd to have
less tax delinquency.

An anaiysis of tax collections In the »oor and rich
counties as determined by thelr assessed valuations

indicates that the poor countles have been able to col-
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lect only about two-thirds of thelr taxes in ths last
year or two, The wealthy counties of Coloradec have been
able to collect about 85 per cent of thalr taxes during

this period. (Sece Tabls £4)

TABLE XXIV. TA¥ DELINQUENCY
IN COLOUADOC COURTITUS
POOR COUNTIES COMPARTED WITH WIALTHY COUNTIES

1231
Nuaber of Counties Grouped Per cent of Taxes
Countics Accl'd, to Assese Colleeted Delinguent
» sed Valuation
15 Under & Killion Dole £3 a7
lars
13 5 Hillion Under 10 &8 9
¥illion Dollars
19 10 Million Under 20
Million Dollars 78 28
15 Over 20 Million Dol-
— lars , 88 14
8L A11 Countiez (except 79 21
Denver)

Source: Compiled from State Audltors Records.

For 1950, the average amount of uncollected taxes
was 7.¢ percent for ths 17 wealthy ccuntles over &0 mill-
ion valuation and 18.5 per cent for the 45 poor counties,

Figure 13 shows the relationship of wcollected taxes
to assessed valuation. The psrcentage of tax delinquency
rasged from 1.09 per cent uncollected to 62.4% per cent
uncollected in 1930, The tendency for tax delinguency

to increase begins with counties having a veluation of
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less than 20 million dollars.
Figure 14 shows the same relationship for the year

1531. The wealthy countiss with valuatlons above =0

1931 with an average delinqueney of 3.08 peor cent. The
47 small counties avera-sd 29 per cent delinquency in
1931 compared with 18 per cent in 13%0. In 1271, %2
small countiss had more than 20 per cent of thelr taxes
uneollected and only 3 of the large countles had more
than 20 per cent of thc taxes delinquent, In 1270, 18
small counties, had uncollected taxes amounting to more
than 20 per cent and theroe were no large counties in this
classification.

All counties show an inerease in cdelinjuency but the
poor counties show a nigher rate of incretse in delin-~
nsueney over the rich counties.

Small Counties Have High Per Capita County Govern=

ment Cost. An analysis of county expenditurass fronm tax

revenues, ervclusive of road expencditures, indicatas that
the less wealthy countles nove tha nighest per caplta
cost for county gévernment. Fifteen counti=s with less
thanm © million dollars in assessed valuation per county
nad expenditures amounting to 214,85 compared with &7,6

for the wealthlest group of 15 countles,







TABLT XXV, COUPARISON OF Pur CAPITA
BXPENDITURES FOT COUNTY GOVEIXRMENT 1
IN COUNTLES OF VARYING 7 ALTH, COLOFADO.¥

1921
Number of Counties Grouped Acct'd Per Canita Zipend-
Countises to Asgessad Valuation itures for County
Governamont.
5 Under 5 #¥illion Dollars £14,95
13 £ Million Under 10 M¥Mill- 10.77
ion Dollars
12 10 ¥illion Uncder 0 Hill- 83,78
ion Pollars
i5 Over £0 Million Dollars 7.56
6e 411 Counties (excluding $9.34
Denver)

Large Counties Have a Lower Per Caplta Cost For Sal-

' arles, Another argument in favor of the large county is

| the favorable per capita costs of salaries of county of-

ficials in the large counties comparsd with th- small

| counties., The salary cost per capita for county commis-

sioners is five times as grest for th: group of 1% small

| countiss as for the 15 largze counties. (See Table 27)

The salary costs for the county elerk?!s office were twice
- as large in the small as la tas large counties., The

| sherliffs', tressurers', aund county courts! cost for sale-

aries were three times as large in t:> group of small

. counties as they were in the group of large countl-s,

‘ lCcmpilad from State Auditor's Leport,
#County expendlitures exclusive of rowd expenditures.
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TABLE XXVI. VARIATION IN P3R CAPITA COST
TO TAXPAYERS FOR SALARITS OF COUNTY OFFICIALS
IN COLOFADO COUNTI®S, 1971

Number of Counties Grouped Cost of County O0fficials
Counties  Ace'd. to Asses- Per Capita

sed Valuation County County Sher Tres Co.
Commis~- Clerk iff sur Court
sioner er
15 Less than 5 mil- 2.84 ¢€,98 #.68 1.14 ¢.,60
lion dollars
13 % Million Under .4e o7 A5 L83 .38
10 ¥illion Dol-
lars
19 10 ¥illion Un- <30 .55 .37 .51 W30
der 20 ¥illion
Dollars
15 Over 20 Milli- 17 JAE 24 .40 .21
— on Tollars
82 All Counties
(Except Denver) $.25 &,53 &,%7 &,87 &.32

Sourcet Compiled from report of W. D. MacGinnis, Auditoer
of tne State of Colorado, June 30, 1931 to June
30, 13832. p. 80, 89.

Conclusions Concerning 2 Modern Eeonomic Unit of

Sy

County Government. In order that citizeans of Colorado
may successfully meet the changed conditions, the general
public needs to know much more of the principles involved
in the economic operation of our ecounty government.

It is evident that the old regime of county organi-
zation and practices in t.is reglon is slowly nassing
and that there will evolve out of the present situation

certain new types of county organization wnlch will suc-
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ceed in meeting mew condltions.

Changed economic conditions in our sgricultural and
mining industries as they come out of the depression per=~
iod demand that many adjustments be made in county organ-
izatlon.

Close examination of the charts and tables point to
certain factors that can be used as yardsticks in roughly
determining an economic unit of county government in
Colorado. First, it may be said that 20 million dollars
48 sbout the minimum assessed valuation a county should
have in Colorado in order to have an economic unit of
county government gith reasonable costs. With less than
this amount, the per capita costs of county government
 tend to inerease rapidly. It is true that a certain
- amount of county organization and personnel 1s necessary
regardlass of the populatien, valuation, or area, if the
following services are to be performed by the county gov-
ernment, namely, policing, supervision and maintenance of
nighways, care of the poor, welfare work, elections,
judicial work, assessing, and collecting of taxes, The
only way those services can be performed efficiently 1s
by trained personnel, devoting thelr full time and labor
to their task.

In counties with an assessed valuation of less than

20 million dollars the tax necessary to perform these
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services satisfactorlily becomes cohfiscatory. Under the
present constitutlon tais condition cannot be greztly
altered for thne number of county officials cannot be
reduced witnout an amendment to the constitution sluc=
they are all designated in th: constitution. Countiss
are further handicapped¢ in that most of tia services are
forced upon them by the state.

Under present conditions it is impossible to set up
a government that can administer all the services econ-
omically that have been enumerated. #aere there are less
than one tnousand or even five thousand people, toe per
capita cost will be too great to maintain & county organ-
ization even if it is only a skeleton organization,

Second, another point that must be considered in
defining an economlc unit of county government is the
amount of income the entire population must have iwn order
to support the county government. It may not be possible
under present conditions to set any definite limits unon
the percentage of income thnat should be taken to sunport
county government but, in normal times, one-half of one
per cent to one and one-half per cemt would be perhaps
a reasonable percentase.

Third, another factor of imgportance whieh must be
taken into consideration is ta: concentrotion of po-ulae

tion. In Colorado tne ponulation is very sparse. There
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are no great industrial areas or semi-urban areas wnere
population per square mile 1is as great as 51£ people per
square mile as 1t 1s in Pennsylvania or 2173 people per
square mile as it is in Massachusetts. The population in
th- consolidated counties should be prefersbly over
20,000 but here again it is almost impossible to set up

a practical county consolidation containing this number
of people.

Therefore, after an analysis of the varlous economic
factors we have reached the conclusion that the follow-
ing factors should be considered in setting uv an econ=
omic unit of county goverament in Coloradot

1. It should have at least 20 milllon dollars in
assessed valuation, or wealth sufficlent to maintain a
county government at a reasonable cost to the taxpayers.

o, It should have a population of at least 20,000
people.

3, Taxeg for county purposes siould not exceed 1.5
per cent of the gross lncome of the ponulation.

4, Distances to county seat snould not be over 60
miles for the greater percentage of te population.

Other minor points to be co:sidered ares

1., County lines should not cross mountain ranges.

2. The inhabitants should have easy accessibility to
all parts of tho county.

%, The natural flow of traffic should be toward the
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larger cities and towns.

Thne Advantases of County Consclidation

Bigger ggg Cheaper Countiss ﬁeeded; Study of the
organizatlion of county govermment in Colorado shows the
defects in our present system of small eounties and in-
dicates the possibilities of saving by adopting larger
taxing units for the support of bounty government.

The very weak organizatiocn of the present system
deflies administration which is elther efficient or econ~
omical., The present poor organizatlon manifests itself
in improper administrative responsibilities, unnecessary
duplication of services and an excessive number of small
cointies having power to levy taxes and incur indebted-
ness,

Tnere has been no attention paid to tiz reduction of
the overhead aﬁd administrative costs of the units of
government-~school districts, road districts, towns, cit-
ies, and counties, Our government units are tooc small.
There is a multlplicity of petty offices and multiplica-
tion of costs.

They Can't Pay For Eight Jails. In Colorado there

is a block of eignht contiguous counties in th» San Juan
Basin with a population of 31,743 in 1930, and an assessed

valuation of only $31,957,372 in 1932, where they maine-
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tain eight county governments, eight sets of county of-
ficers, eight county courts, eight courthouses, eight
jails, eight boards of county commissioners, numerous
town and city governmments and sets of officers. These
elght counties maintain 131 school districts and school
boards, literally thousands of minor public officials

administering sublic affairs and expending nublic money.

TABLE XXVIX. SAN JUAN BASIN COUNTIES,

COLORADO 1
“wgééessed Kumber of
County valuation Population scnhool
1938 1330 districts
Archuleta § 3,672,188 3,204 2L
Dolores 1,870,075 1,414 10
Hinsdale 836,468 449 4
La Plata 11,770,815 12,9786 38
Nontezuna 4,543,050 7,798 20
Quray 3,187,602 1,784 12
San Juan 3,247,904 1,938 1
San Mlguel 53429,180 2,184 14
§31,957,372 31,747 131

ST : —
Think of the saving in having one courthouse, one
jail, and one poor farm with their exnensive unkeep costs,
and one set of county officials where there are several
now.
Larimer county with only one set of county officials
nas g larger pOpulaﬁion and assessed valuation than the

entire eight counties, Larimer County's population was

lColorado Tax Commission 1932,
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23,137 in 1870 snd ite assessed valustion 873,085,180 in

. of Ihindy

tion would work beat where countles are smali and tainly

Arpaa, Congolidae

populated, Thsre L3 1little reason for sueh gountiss to
have zlmost the same overhaad and adminlstrotive expanse
as larger snd wore thickly populated countlss.

Then, agaln, nature hag flred certain natural boute
daries, such as thiz Ban buls Valley of Southern Colorzdo,
for which eousolidation was first proposad,. Tnis walley
alth &ll—y@ér good roals ssexs wrant by naturs for cne
county snd judieclsl district, as it hLus ons cliznte, one
water shed and is entirely surrounded by high zountalns.
it alresdy has many ercellent cousolidated sgnools. One
state in 0lé Yexics has tnres leglislatures and gaven gov-
arnors § %o laughe~-why? San Luls Valley hss six 8ots of
efficials for its nopulstion of 41,000 in 1070, one
county having less than 700 people, asnd noac hoving over
10,000 populstli-n with an asseused valuastion of ouly
AT, 078,410,

If econsclidntin 13 a good thingy for railro.ds and
big business in ellzlunting overhand ex enae, it iz a

=]

gond talng for the blggsst busineas of 3lle=-go¥irament,

aag ago the plan was recognised by school districts

t")

congolidating or morglhy to save mousy or ret better




schools or bBoth.

More recently Preaident Roogevelt has eonsolidsted

3

Yo

0 taxBe

2illinns

it

some boards sod burerusz 3t g saving ©

e

Ction. Goversor 2@, C. Johnson has followed suit by

e

reorganizling t%glﬁtat% govarnsent of Colarado.
Saratofarse tos eustom wus to divide lar-e countles,
Fapmers voted for the divisian In order to nlace thema-
gselves within Ariving dlstunce of th- eounty s2af, but
distanee hss bpopn groatly oliminsted by automobliles, good
roads, tele-nones, rural mall, Jally nrass, radlo, and
rhe nearast bank attendine to the colleetion of the Tar-
sap¥s tureg sn othor business transsctad by i in DEPe

-

. - ¢ TN z 2 e o d Ay dex
#0n. 8o the location of th: egunty bulldings and eounty

1
officiala is far less ilaportant thou formerly.

journey; mow €00 miles in en autom@bil@ iz & matter of
hours, onat & ﬂs all this weant It m@&asith&t the wnit
o6t goverament can bo enlarged without a surre idar of thg
srinciple of local self~govoernment to wn leh we sre all
comnittad. In nractieal »ffect, our states ore not us

large now as - county was thirty yoars 0.

Tne ngoplae in the elght Jan Juan countles rafarred
5! - s

to have Torfelted lands worth thousands of dallars bew

pause they cannot pay tuelr taxes. Theaoe Laxes Yore C0%e

473

puted on the basis of malntenancs of elght Jalls snd
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nuadreds of other durlications for lses than 32,000 peo-
ple, They eouldntt pay, they can't pay for elgnt jailsl

fylis Eilsatrieck, a leading student of county gov-
gromeat in the Bast, reaches tnis eonclusion,

®If th: inadequacy of tie eounty becomes 80 acute
that 1% is patent to a casual observer, the rensdy be~
cosgs consolidation of adfeining countiss into z unity
sith resources sufficlent to sustain expenditures.nd

3. % Hanuning, snother student, has ths following to
orfer: He -sperta that, "Despite the oppositian of loeal
nolliticlans who hove fed so long 2t the county tressury,
and the geemling impossibility and i%yr&ctieéhilitg'of

2

attainment, the idea of county cansclistition nersists in

o4l

cropplng out s we sesrch for « solution for our county
arnblons,sss.Delinite proposals havse been made by 1leglise
lativae, c¢lvic grours awl the press for eounty oconsilidae
ticn in seventaen states. Purthisrmore, eongalifstion
far such » movencnt 1s beins fosterad in thirteen other
shates™™

Soun ¢ Tay Bule
depe The elimination of countiss with = high eost for

county administration by county consclidation woald have

a tendengy to egusllze taxes betwaen ecounticg, 4+t is

l&ilyatr&ck, #ylic. Problems in Contemporary County Gove-|
groments. 1970, De T0% ‘ ~
anning, J. Y« "The Progress of County Congolidation®
Nntl, Hunic. Bov, 211510 Ag. 1070
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desirable to form consolidated couﬁties glith as large a
valuation as possible, taking into considsration all the
liniting factors of mountain ranves, accaessivllity, com-
municztion, tramsportation, natural flow of traffic, econ-
omic pursults or common in ercsts.

The smaller the area and weoalth of county governments
study has shown, the greater tie inoijualities in costs of
county government tend to becomej the larger the arsas the
more likely these insyualities are likely to be smoothad
out. The same practice 1s rscognized in glving federal
aid to state highway building. The nead for nlghways in
the different states bears no fixed relatlonsniip to their
wealth or populatien., If thr~ countles were larrer the
burden would probably tend to be esualized,l

Under the vressnt system of 82 counties, the tax rates
vary from very lavge rates to compuratively lor rates, th
anount of variation being determined by differences in
wealth., For exﬁmple, the tax rat=s necessary to su-port
: the pregent program oI county governmant 1s from four to
five times graater ia the poorer countles than the tax rat
resuired in the rich counties. In Hinsdale County the
taxpayers carry wmore than five times the load of the

taxpayers in Weld County in supporting the

lPorter Kirk I, ®"County Consolidation and Lowsr Taxes, "
Journai of Business. University of Iowa. 1218 April,
la3e,

pi7
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TAELE XXIX.

or

TAX Eﬁﬁ’c »on G?fi
POCE AHD CONTINGIUT I
BY INDIVIDUAL COUHT
ARD WEIGHTED TAX FA

PROPOBED COUNTY COUSOLIDATIONE,

1""

UZ\D

TILS,

=&
n,}.uu

9%1.

Proposed county 1331 tax rates ¥aighted
consolidation for ordinary, tax rate
NOOT and Con= for nropos4
tingent fund od county
congolida-~
(1) tion necass
sary to ra
ise san
revenue as
(1)
(2)
Group 1 Arspahoe B30
Adams 4.006
Douglas B TH
Elbert £.89 *. 71
Geoup © Chaffee 7450
Lake 8,00 TeTE
Grounp B Denver 4,72 4,39
Group 4 Bl Paso 3.73
Parks .30
Teller 8,00 4,75
Group & Garfield 5.8%
Bazle Te&
Pitkin .88
Rio Blanco B.E0 8,19
Group & Grand 5,00
Sumzit 775 £.12
Group 7 Jackson 4,00 4,00
Groun 8 Jefferson 4.%
Clzar Creek 8. 20
Group © X1t Carson 4,0
Cheyenne 2,786
LinCOln 4o 2'— e 96‘?
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TABLE XXIX

TAX RATIS FOI OFLIZaRY
POOR AND COHTIUGENT FURD
BY INDIVIDUAL COUHTIZS,
AND VEIGHTZL TAX TATILE

OF PROPOSED COUNTY CONSQOLIDATIONS, 1931,
Proposed county 1531 tax rates Welzhted tax
consolidation for ordinary, rate 7or pro-
poor and contin- posad county
gent fund consclidation
necessary to
(1) raise same
revenue as (1)
(2)
Groun 10 La Plata .88
Archuleta 5,00
Doloras .50
Hontezuma 8.30
San Juan 8,50 £,40
Group 11 Larimer .16
Boulder 3.00 %.08
Group 12 Las Animas 4,51
Huerfano 8.80 5.13
Group 13 Logan 3.17
Phillips 3.8%
Sedgwick 3,19 2.19
Group 14 ¥essa 4. 00
Delta 8,18 4,70
Group 15 dontrose 5,21
Gunnison 3.88
Hinsdale 11.00
Quray 5.80
San Miguel 8.01 5,33
Group 16 Otero 3,058
Crowley 2.80 BeE4
Group 17 Prowers 5,60
Baca 4.2
Bent 4.11
Kiowa 4,00 4,61




B

TARLE AXKIX TAX BATED FOR QRDINARY
POOR AND CONTIHGENT FUND

BY INDIVIDUAL COG&TI S
nNL WEIGHTED Tax TATT
OF PROPOSED COUNTY CQJ&OLIL&WIOK 1931.

Proposed county 1831 tax rates Weighted tax
consolidati-n for ordinary, rate for pro-
poor and contin- posed counly
gent Tund consoliiatlion
necessary to
(V) raise sane
revenue as (1)
(2)
Group 18 Pusblo 3.51
Custer 8.00
Fremont 4,71 3.90
Group 19 Routt .80
- Boffat €.00 4,4%
Group 20 San Luls Valley
Alamossa 4.50
Conejos 6,10
Costills 10.00
dinzral 7.850
Rio Grande 5,00
Saguache 5,00 5.74
Group £1 Weld £2.08
¥organ AJER 2.502
Group &8 Yuma £.85
Washington 3,78 3,09

Sources Tax Comnission Feport 1331.
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dealing with the other vroposed consolldstion it would
be possible to effect a saving of 177%7,000. (S22 Table
31)

dany writers are very pessimistic concerning any

KN

saving that can be made by consolidation. Ifowever, 1in

£

re
seems to be little doubt that administrative cosis can

be reduced, Portsr of Iowa, however, bslieves taat
there é@uld be little saving due to county consclidatlon:
#Thls point becomes apparent when 1t 1is realized tnat oy
far the most exnensive services of lecal government would
be affected only wery slightly, if at 2ll, by a program
of county consolidation., Tne most expensive servicses of
locsl county government have to do with nlghways, and
poor relief,ml

"County consolidation would not change by a sinzle

I5)

mlle the amount of hilg v work that nseds to be done
3

o
=
4]

V)]

¥

nor affect tne basic costs inmvnlvad, nor would it affect
or lessen the costs for outdeor relief, helping paople

in their homes, as the same number would have to be taken
cars ofj howaever, os respechts institutional care of the
poor, tae sbove arguments wouls not obtaing lerger areas
no doubt would be much batter.”

These argumsats just comsidered against county cone-

1Porter, Kirk d4. "County Comsollcatlon anc Lower Taxes.™
Journal of Business, University of lowa. 12:8 Apr. 1893Z,
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SAVINGS IR
QEDLNATY, POOR ANDL CONTLLGENT FURD
DUE TO CONSOLILATION OF COURTIVS

TABLE XXXI.

Propoued Cone mill Levies FEevenues 1931 Pos-
solidated of Largest from low reven- sible
Counties % County in mill levy ues of savings
tiiz Consoli-~ of wealth- consol by conw
dated Group iest coun- 1dated solida-
ty if ap~- coun= tion
plied to ties
the entire under
consolida- ths pres-
tion znt Sys-
1. Arapahoe 2.50 £ 185,482 @£75,810 £90,030
2. Chaffee 5.50 91,732 188,767 77,033
3. Denver 4,40 1,948,;60 1,248,760 ~ewme=
4, Bl Paso %50 220,584 24£,131 51,517
5. Garfield £.85 1873,4&4 197,2'0 10,846
6., Grand 5,00 »L,Q”" €4,8%9 11,877
7., Jackson 4,00 12 445 12,445 weem=-
8. Jefferson 4.2 142,846 177,452 34,3804
9. Kit Carson 3.E0 l““ 711 147,240 11,5Z2
110. La Plata 5.00 141,523 181,130 23,€07
11. Larimer 2.00 174,426 274,752 08,329
12, Las Animas 4.00 £0€,432 274,844 »40%8
13, Logan 3.00 170,151 131,076 lO,”‘
14. Mesa 4,00 160,483 188,322 £8,141
18. dontrose 4,50 1“0 587 *q,rub ‘7,37F
1¢., Otero Z.54 112,:1? 112,210 <wwewes
17. Prowers 2,80 195,175 286,980 61,77
18, Pueblo 3450 285,472 390,701 40,869
19. Routt 3430 82,080 98,750 13,730
20, 8an Luis Valley 4.950 185,830 £37,082 51,263
2l. Weld 2.00 230,128 275,047 44,319
22, Yuna 2,68 20,38C _;D?LQSQ ;5,105
Total 370 25,318,300 £5,086,730
£7327,980

Sourcet Compiled froa Colorado Tax Cometission Records,

1231,
* Key County im proposod consolicdation.

See Table 38
for list of other coumties in =2agh consnlidation.

=
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other states. We will now procesed to a discussion of
furtner reasons for county consolidation.

Stronger County Government Possibla Under Consolica~

tion, County conmsolidation would make 1t possible for
tne counties to nave stronger county gpovernaents, that 1s,
botter trained and more efficient officers capabl- of
riving better service at less cost to tae taxpayer.

Tay evasion exists to a lesser degres In tue larger

ic-

[

countirs., It is much harder for larges taxpayers to
tate policles in sucn countlss as 72ld, Larimsr, oOr
Boulder than in some of the small counti=s, and it would
be just as difficult in tae San Luis Valley, for example,
if it were one county. |

In times of stress almost anyt:lng can 1apren and
compromises must be mace, but evaryons comes nearsr  fél-
ting the same treatment in tao larcer countiss tasn in
taoe smaller ones. Tas wealthy county is loss apt to
feel the economic stress as soon as tihs small county and
diversification of industry may be such that all indus-
tries are not affected at the saume time., ¥2ll~ in the
small counties the effect of an eccnomic depression 1s
immediate, for example, in mining counties wien mining
stops the county stops. Lon: befor- economic conditions
have improved‘some of tiu~ weak counti=s are practically
bankrupt. Larimer County, for exampie, has a ver/ di-

versified system of farmilng, and Weld County has farming,




a7

mining, and mapufacturing. These twe countles have Desn
hard pressed by the deprsssion but the conditirm is not
nearly so serious as in a2 dozen szmall couatles where con-
ditions ave eritical. Thaerefore, strong zovernme1ts are

desirable znd thils can be brought about by county cosnsoli-

dation whereby practically all the weaker counties can be
elininated.

Proposed County Consolicdations Zor Coloradg.

Wbt ai

From the foregoing study of many factors considered
in the opersation of county governm=nt We »Dropose that the
62 counties of Colorado be zroupad inte 22 consolidated
areas. In thls proposal, duc consiceration has been

given to such factors as tne wealtn measursd by assessed

+

valuations, vopulation, area in sijuarc miles, railroad

¥

and highway connections, gross incomes of count, oopula-

o

tion, costs of administratlion, cosis oo total county ex-
penditures, mountaln ranges, wonntain passes, natural
trade centers, publie debt, tax colleectlons, county llnes,
distance between county seats, economic pursuilts of the
people, and land classification such as ths amount of
patented, lorest, homastead, non-patented lands. Many
other factors have been considered that will not be men-
tionad. The counties ave been listed in Table 38 as

they would be grouped in the proposed consolidation and

Figure 16 1is a colored map snowlng the aropoesed groaping.
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Flgure 17 is a map showing the new county lines as pro-
posed in this study. Table 33 gives the approximate
areas, assessed valusticn and population for the propeosed

county consoelidation.

- TABLE XXXII. COUNTIZS GROUPLD
FOE PROPOS:D CONSQLIDATION

Present County Consolidated
nated by Hey

Adams

Arapahoe

Douglas

Elbert Arapahoe No. 1

Chaffee
Lake Chaffees No. &8

Denver Denver No. 3

El Paszo
Teller
Part of Park 51 Paso No. 4

Garfield

Fie Blanco

Eagle

Pitkin Garfield Na. b

Grand
Summit Grand No. &

Jackson Jackson No. 7

Jeffercon
Clear Creek
Gilpin Jefferson No. 8

Kit Carson
Cheyenne
Lincoln it Carson No. 3

La Plata

Archulata

dontezuns

Dolores La Plata No. 10
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TABLE ZiXII (continuzd)

FOE

COYNTIES GROUPLD
PROPOSEDL COHSOLII ATION

TS

i

Present County

Boulder
Larimer

Las Anlmas
Huerfano

Logan
Phillips
sedgwick

Kesa
Delta

¥ontrose
Ouray

San Miguel
Hinsdale
Cunnison

Qtero
Crowley

Prowars
Baca
Bent
Kiowa

Pueblo
Freemoant
Cuaster

Routt
Moffst

Alamoss
Conejos
Costilla
Mineral
Rio Grande
Saguache

Lozan No. 13

Mesa do, 14

HMontrose Ho. 10

O+taro No. 18

Prowers No. 17

1l Paso No. 13

Foutt &o. 18

San Luis Valley No. 20
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TABLE XXXII (continued)

COUNTLES GROUPED
FOF PROPOSED CONSOLILATION

ST T == v . s s s ——=
Present County Consoclidated County Dssig-
pated W Key County 2353

Weld .

-Horzan Weld No. 21

Yuma

Waghington Yuma No. E£2
e o — S

One or twe consolidations will be discussed in
detall to illustrate the manner inm which sach comsclida-
tion was consldered. The first comsolidation to be dis-

cussed is that of tane San Luis Valley.
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TABLE XXX PROPOSED COUNTY

CONSOLIDATION IN COLORADG.#
Proposed Area in Assessed Population
Consolidated Sruare Miles Valuation 1220 O, S.
County 1931 ensus
Arapahoe 4,250 275,185,633 52,270
Chaffee 1,778 18,678,563 17,025
Denver 876 435,832,685 237,881
El Paso 4,522 83,055,030 RB,763
Garfield 7,483 31,867,508 18,€49
Grand 2,515 10,588,402 3,095
Jackson ' 1,632 2,167,830 1,336
Jefferson 2,390 33,883,281 25,177
Kit Carson 6,452 44,488,842 21,233
La Plata 7,108 28,304,650 L7 4524
Larimer 3,573 89,213,175 85,893
Las Animas 3,473 51,602,415 5%,070
Logan 3,077 56,718,858 31,383
Mesa 4,087 40,171,375 40,112
Montrose 10,192 33,481,641 £1,€8¢
Otero 4,985 77,484,875 20,304
Prowers 6,550 55,769,160 38,550
Puebleo 4,849 100,1£7,%69 87,058
Routt 64967 21,584,228 14,217
San Luls Valley 7,413 41,295,708 41,027
Weld 4,948 115,064,010 Z,381
Yuma 4,380 34,096,744 27,204

Sourcet Colorado Year Book 193%.
# Only the key or major county in th> eonsolidation is
designated here, See Table 2 for complete list of coun-

ties.

|
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The 8an Luilg ¥alley Consolidation
Offers a Heans of Reducing Taxes

wiamppipa—

Physical Features of the San Luis Valley Consolida-

tion, Tne San L.is Valley was once the location of an
immense lake. It is drained by tae Rio Grande River whilch
‘flows through the valley from nortawest to 2 socutieastarly
' direction. The mountains encircle tnis valley north, east|
and west, and it opems on tn south into New Hexlico. The
Continental Divide forms ths western and northwestern
boundary while the Sangre de Cristo and Culebra ranzes
form the eastern line. At the junction of these mountain
ranges and the Divide om tne north there 1s an outlet to
the nortn. This nortaern pass is open the year around.
All the other passes are very hlgn ancd closed at times.
(See Figure 18)

Cumbers Pass is 10,003 fset in elevatlon; olf
Creek Pass is 10.850 feet; Chochetopa Pass, 10,032 feet.
Thrse ére all in the Continental Divide., La Veta Pass is
9,339 feet in elevation ané is the maln outlet on the
castern side.

The entire area of tins six counties involved contains
8,061 square miles. Uf tails azount 5,694 square mlles or
70.64 per cent of the area ls comprised of non-patented
lands. W#ineral and Saguache counties both cross the Con-

tinental Divide and that portion across the Contlneantal
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Divide if taken off would probabiy cut 800 or 1,000 more
square miles from the original area of six countiss in
the valley. fhe area within the valley woul?d be approxi-
mately 7,000 square miles, with orobably ©% to 80 per
cent of this in non-patented lands and 18 per cent in
grazing land. The valley becomes even smaller wien con-
centric circles are drawn asround Alamosa, tuc only towm
in tne valley over 5,000 population. A circle with a
radius of 20 miles includes nearly =211 the farming land
except land to the norta around tae towm of Saguacne wnich
1s witnin 52 miles of Alamosa. Land not included in the
o0-mile radius 1 largely non-patented land of little
value.

Ths areas that do not lis in the valley sho-.1d be
excluded from tho consolidation for tney are inaccassible
to the county seat when snow closes the passas. Further-
more, they are not a part of th- vallev, and people on
tne north side of the range in Saguache County do busi-
ness in GCunnison while those on the south side of the
range in Mineral County go to Pagosa Springs or Durango.
These towns are logical centers of trade and interest.

At times tha sheriff under present conditions cannnt
resch these mountain arcas on tho oth-r side of the range
for months at a time.

Tax Revenue of tig San Luis Valley, Six counties,

Alamosa, Conejos, Costilla, sineral dio Grande, Saguache
s » » ) » & »




ind%a

and a small part of illasgals County, avre fryiag o carry
on a sixecounty governsment in tuls aren, Iixty por cant
of their ares vislde proctically ao tax revemas und 13

par cent

on thw owasrshidp

ing the tax losd since Taxod oo
of preparty. Tue six couatles had an asssased wvalustlon

50t

of $41,03%5,888 and a popalatlon of 41,007 4ir
one of thess couatlisz contaln more tian 10 =illion dole

1xrs of assessed valuatioa, sad {a tin provious discussion

ot

20 milllon dollasrs marksd diviting lino Do

and poor couatles.

Taplo X3V M,A L JREI

County ssgesged ¥ale
uation 1831

(L)
Alasnosa %ul «1 a
Conajos SECARS
Costilia
ﬁino?&l

$40,77%

47,381

ﬂ%’.&&‘\k oo
Total

Jourcet Coloradoe Tax :
Colora o daar Dook 173%,
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Fstimated Savinzs From Cogsnlidation. These 8ix
gountles raised $877,093 for administration of the county
program which was £50,000 more than was necessary for the
same purpose in Weld County, aad Yeld County has 20,000
more people. (See Tables 3Q and 38)

Amount of Income Nec:ssary Lo Pay County Taxes.
Taxes For county purposss consumed on an average of 1.4
per cent of the gross income of thc people of these coun-

ties. (See Table 3B)

TABLE XXXV FRELATIONSHIP oITHFER Gr0OSS
1;CO%E AND COUNTY DISBUBSIMENTS IN
SAN LUIS VALLEY COUNTILS, 1322

* Gross 1 County 2 Per cent exp-
Counties Income Disburse=- ense is of
ments gross income

Alamosa § 9,657,830 “107,58% 1.2
Conejos 7,685,251 108,725 1.4
Costilla 2,169,919 94,418 4.4
dineral 836,877 46,870 5.6
Rio Grande 13,365,604 92,097 o7
Saguache 8,620,659 132,763 1,6

#42,006,140 ¥586,R58 1.4

lPrepared by Tax Division, Colorado Agricultural Coll=ge.
Sourcet Colorado Tax Commission Report 1929.

——— — pass

Tax Delinguency. Two of these counties, Costilla

and lineral, nhave been in bad financial shape for y2arse
Conejos has not been quen bettor., Por th: five ycar per-

iod, 1 27 through 131, Costills County was able to col-
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lect oaly 45 per cent of the taxes and in 1931 only 39
per cent was collected, Conejos collected only 71 per
cent of her taxes for the sam: five year period and for
the year 1931, 40 ver cent of tie taxes, Tax collectlons
for 1931 were extremely low, averazing €0.6 per cent for

the six counties, (8== Table 36)

TABLE X0O.VI TAX COLLECTION
FOR THE SIX COUNTIES OF SAN LUIS VALLEY
FOR 1930, 1931 AND A FIVB YEaR PERIOD,

19087-1231. _

Tax Collections Five Year Average
County 1932 1931 1387-1331
Alamosa 78,87 57.38 T8.17
Conejos 65.14 40,27 71,71
Coatilla 57.58 39.08 45,27
dineral 84,61 80.58 87,95
Rio Grande 79,47 43,03 80.65
Saguache 83,54 62,34 85,55

71.13 60,60 74,55

Sources Preparod by Denver and Rio Grande Western Rail-
Road Co. 1932, Denver, Colorado,

Tals table shows the marked reduction in tax collec-
tions between the years 1220 and 1931, Costilla being the
only one which did not have a r=duction from the previous
year, However, they were already sc¢ low in collectlion of
taxes that a further fall would bankrupt the county.

industrial Activity., Agriculture is tho umain indus-
try of the valley. Alamosa is the only county with any

manufacturing and this only amounted to $1,500,000 in
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1929, Under pressnt economlic couditions prices of grain,
livestock and truck gardening are so low that people are
unable to pay thelr taxes, consequently county govern-
ments are unable to ralse enough revenues to meet the cur~
rent expenditures. They are doubly handicapped because

of their distance from markets and the high cost of trans-
portation. As a result they are unzble to sell much of
their produce outside of the valley at a profit at the
present time.

Social Factors. The standard of liviny 1s much lower

because of the large Spanish population. Some difficulties
might arise because of thils factor if an attempt were made
to conaolidate these counties with the other ecountias to

the north,.

Advantages to Be Gained by Consolidation. County
consolidatic in San Lyis Valley of six countles, Alamosa,
Conejos, Costilla, Hineral, Rio Grande and Saguache, would
mean one government instead of sir, It would equalize
taxes. There would be one county consisting of 41 mille
ion dollars of assessed valuatlion and 41 thousand popula=-
tion,

Geographical fesatures do not disturb this change but
tend to accentuate the possibilities of consclidation

into one economic unit. Distance from county seat for

the greater majority of the people would be under 80
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miles in most cases, County lines would not cross moun-
tain ranges, the inhabitants woula have ready access to
the county seat, and the natural flow of traffic would be
toward tine largest town. Therefore we have moTe nearly
created an economic unit of county government im  San
Luls Valley.

Finally, the San Luls Valley consolidation should
offer a means for roducing the cost of =zdministering the
county program. The gquglity of county goveramental serve-

ices should improve considerably.

Yuma-Wasnlngton County Lomsolidition.

Physical Features of tals Consolidation, Several

—

counties in eastern Colorado mignt w=1ll be considered as
candidates for consolidation. For examnle, Yuma and
Washington counties should be consolidated. These two
counties have no topograpnical or geographlical features
that limit the county nrea. T .e country 1ls rolling
prairie land used mostly for grazing and dryland farzing
covering an area of 4,888 square miles,

If these two counties sere to be consolidatsd the
county seat could be placed at Yuma wilch is centrally
located in the area. If concentric circles ars dvawn
about the town of Yuma the two counties are practically
confined in the circls with s diameter of 40 milos. (5ee

Figure 5) The present population of tne city of Yuma is




108 -

1,365, while the precent county seat of Wasnington County
Axron, is 1,138, Tho city of Wray in Yum: County nas
1,785 people. Thes towns havs nearly the same populatinon
and tne shift to the new county sest of Yuma #ould not bte
a handlcap as far as the size of tdwns ara concerncec.
This area has very little non-patentad land.

Financlal Statistics of tie Yuma-#asninzton Consoll=

dstion. The assessed valuation o th2ss TWo countiles

was cut £6,421,4€5 in 1932, nlacing tos valuation at
$87,675,281. Wit: such huge reductions in valuations
“these countiss can nsrdly carry on two sepzrate governs
ments in th- future without confiscatiag real estate
unless they get state ald or revenue from sources other
than the general property tax. Tn= tax roll for ordinary

fund at oresent is very low.

TABLE XOXVII YURA-TASHINGTON
COUNTY STATISTICS FOF 1031
Valuation Population Mill levy  FRevenue
County 1931 L 10E for ordin- frox aill

arTy, poor levy
and Ccon=

tinrent
fund
Washington $13,487,996 9,821 3.78 80,678
Yuma 20,672,840 13,613 2,68 54,783
£34,09¢,746 23,204 3,09 $105,472

ggx Commission Report. 1931.
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These countles have been :bls 0 colleet practically
all thoeir taxer in 133G. Only 8 per cgnt was uncolleect:d
in %ashlngton and 5 per cent in Yums in 12330, Taxes for
general county dlzbursements eonsunsd £.3 per cant of the
cross incom: in ®ashlington County and 1.€ »>r cent in
Yuma, These azounts are fairly low but ara below the
averase for ths state whles was 1.8 per cent in 1251,

Tro drouth of 1338 and the lo- prices of grain and
livestock have praetically destroyed to= Lucom2 of thene
psople, for tnls ares 10 a nredosi . tely livestoct raise
{ng and faraing section. Th economis pur uits of tuose
twe counties are not gro tiy wiv*"si;i Qe

Tnis consolidatl n may be clazsec e aa scanosic
anit of ecunty government since Lt contalns over 20 nille
1on dollars in assessed valusti g will bhave more taau
£3,000 porulation; and the t8x rates arc low ard £ tax

rovonu: ralsed in 13%1 for thesge two countiag w28 LOW.

ot

Lon e - v
PO Ay e

The eity of Yuma i3 centraliy locatod an
geograpiieal or topographdeal festures that wonld rrevant

congolidation,

County Congolldatiog iroposals in gtaer Stotes
Propossls to Redure oo Sumter of ¥

ous ststes have givon toe quostlion of c¢onsoliuntin of

Hunare

comities serious consideration in ti» last five ye 8.

Several of the propesals nave bewn very definlte in thslr
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estimates dealing with the saving that such a move would
save the taxpayer. These various proposals huve suggested

that states mentioned reduce tines number of co nties as

followss
TABLE XXXVIII PROPOSID REDUCTION
IN THP NUMBEFR O% CoOUNTIFS
BY CONEOLIDATION iN TEN STATLS

Reducing the nuzmber
State from to
Illinois 10& 25
Ksnsas 108 46
Kentucky 120 20
ilssouri 114 40
New York 62 40
Norta Carolina 10¢ 88
Ohio 77 70
Texas =50 50
aashington 39 7
Coloradoe 83 27

HAMILTON=JAMES COUNTY, TERNTE8T

HINORE
A series of articles on county consolidatlion and ad-
vanta:es of tnis plan was pﬂhlished in ths Atlants Jour-
nal. The articles are based upon tii~ Tennessee movament
and tihe first of the serles deal: with tis merger of old
James Couuty with Hamilton County, Tennessee, telling tue
benefits which resulted to tine people of both countles,
The article is by Harllee Branch, Journal staff corres-

pondent, who visited Chattanooga and made = study of the

plan merger.

C
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d¥r., Brancn's article follows, in parts 1

¥ith tae taxpayerc of Georgis, in common with those
of other states, deeply concerncd over tie ceonstantly
mounting costs of city, county =nd state gzovernmants,
tiere is mueh talk everywnere of tne advisabillty of ree~
' dueing tue number of counties by comsolidation of two or
more.

YGeor:ia has 161 counties, perhaps the largest nume
ber of any state in the Union, except Texas, ancd 1t is
 contended that these ean, by consolidation, be reduced to
at lesst 100, and possibly less, with o consequent sav-
ing in overnead costs and a lowered tax rate,

"in these circumstances eccononmists and tax ~xperts
are turning their attention to Tennessee, waere the first,
and so far as this wrilter is informed, the only expefi-
ment in county c-nsclldation has boen made,

"0n Deceaber 12, 1813, Jamss County, Tennessee, which
mad been in existence for upwards of seventy-five years
and w:ilca nossessed an area of 17¢ sguare miles, volun-
tarily surrendered its identity as a scparate and inde=-
pendent county and merged with Hamilton County, of walch
Chattanoo:a is tne county seat. Tas merger gave :lamllton
County an area of 578 square miles.

REleven years have elapsed since thls consolidation

and the results are easlly apparent to tie most casual

Yrrom Cnatanooga News, #onday, Jovember 3%, 10330,
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observer, Wnat was at first an experiment has long since
passed from the experimental stage and is now an estabe
1ished conditicn of affairs tiat no ong---neither a citi-
gen of old James County mor a citizen of Hamilton Co'nty--
would wote to change.

Lower Taxes, Better Schools, "Great denefits have

been brought to the people of James County witaout the
placing of any additlonal burdens u-on tu2 people of Ham-
iltoa County. A comparison of the conditlons existing in
Jamss County before ths consolldation with conditions now
obtaining in that territory snows thie beneficlent effects
of the marger.

npefore the consolidation the people of James County
paid state and county taxes at the rate of §2.50 per £100
of assessed valuation, while now they pay at the rate of
£1.62,

"Before, they had a makeshift school system conslst-
ins of an inadequate hign scriool at Coltewah, the county
seat, and a few old-fashioned one-room scnools scattered
over the remote rural sections, while now they have nine
modern schools, cousisting o two high schools and seven
consolidated schools.,

"Bofore, the James County schools cperated on three
and four months terms, whlle now they run for eight and
nins months.

nBefore, James County was unable to pay its teacners

C%ggr
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and had to give ther county warrants (I.0.U.'s} in lieu
of cash, which warrants the teachers found difficult to
dlspose of except in the paymeant of county taxes, wnile
' now the teachers arz not oaly paicd higher salaries, but
- are paid promptly and 1in cash.
®Before, th-total investment in county schools was,
perhaps, less than £1%,000, w-ile since tas consolidation
- damilton County has expended $£140,000 on new schools.
"Before, the children had to walk miles to the nesrs
est school over oftentimes impasssble roacs, .ille now
the cnildren are transported to the sciaools lo wotor
busses over splendld roads at a cost of approximately
£8,000 per year.

150,000

a single mile of improved hlghway in tue county, waile

ke
X

snded on Roads, "DBefore, thore was not

now there ar» more than fifty miles o improved highwaySe-
fifteen miles of concrete constructed by the siate, abcut
Fifteen miles of oiled roads and twenty or thirty miles
of chert roads.

"Before, the taxpayers were compelled to maintain a
county governuent with eleven fixed officials and a score
or more of permanent employes, in addition to the Baine
tenance of a court hous=, a jall, and a poor farm, while
now it 18 burdened with none of thesc.

"Before, the taxpayers struggled along to m=et ine

interest and sinking fund chiarges ou 1 bonded debt of
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$84,000, which debt was assumed bj Tamilton County whec
the merger was effected.

"Before, farm lands had a lov valuatlonm, while now,
because of improved highways, bstter schools, improved
nealts: and sanitary coaditicas, and a mueh lower tax rate,
 these lands have doubled and tripled in value. Three
typical rural farms prove taz polnt. One of fifty-eight
acres in 1913, tias year before the consolidation, was
assessed at §300, while now it is assessed at #1,080,.
Anotner of 875 acres was in 1919 acsessed at $¢9,450, while
now it is assessed at $16,500, Still another of 208
acres was in 1919 assessed at £3,500; now the assessment
on this farm is $8,000. These iacressed values sre not
arrived at simply by arbitrary assessameuts, but the re=
markably lmproved conditions throughout the county have
enhanced the actual value of all property.

damilton County Hot Burdened, "Hamllton County has
been enabled to afford these benefits to thie people re-
siding in the territory embraced in old Jamss County
without increasing its tax rate and without adding to its
overhead and adninistration expenses. No additional
 officials and employes have been put upon the damilton
County payrolls by reason of tihc consolidation of the
two counties, and, while during the past eleven years

rate has increased from $1.28 to
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¢1.62, county officials say that this has in no wise

veen due to tne consolidstion, but rather to tic demand

food
(5]
m
[£y]
(0]
[
'r;:s
3
}..J
M
[¢]

by the people of Haumilton County for incres
services, and partlcularly by reason of the fact that
Hamilton County anow paya about £300,000 a year into the
treasury of the Chattanooga city schiool system.

fiiamilton County has slso benefited by thes construc=-
ticn of twe highl important stats highways througn old
Jamas County.

Purther Consolidatlcns Proposed, "The above facts

vere secured from recoris in tas offlee of the counily
judge (the administrative of ficer of iHamilton County) and
from records in tie county tax assessor's office a8 well
as through interviews with amilton County officisls,
former officials of old James County and leadinr citizens
of botu.

nPhere 1s now a movemeant in Tonnessee looking to the
further consolidstion of counties and many econonists and
business leaders are urgin that the present nunber of
ninety-five counties bec reduced by consolidations to not
more than fifty. It is contended that such 2 reduction
%11l out the cost of county governments to the taxpayers
of the state at least $3,000,000 a year and pornaps as
much as £5,000,000.

myeigs County, which adjolns Hanilton, has indicated

a desire to follow the exampl~ set by Jamas County and
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Undoubtedly encrmous avinzs ¢an bo made in county
zoverngents but it is very doubtful If suen saving s can be
xade az were susgested by the Temnesses Tax Commlnsinn,.
Tnat would mean o savings . of 17,000,000, In other wWoris,
tne cost of cﬁnnty 2oV vorament would be around $E,803,0003
nowever, the county evpsnditures for tnhe yenr 1282 in
Tennessee amounted to 945,61&,8&5.1

another pravopsl by = Toennessas grouT makes +1i8

L)
[«
]
-
P

nentt Many econcaiste snd business leadors ars urgs
tns that the nresaast nusber of 28 countles ha reduced by
ecnsolicdation %o not more than 50, It is contendac that
sueh 3 reduetion will cut the coszt oF county yoveoramest

to the taxpayers of tin state at losst O milliion dollars

m

5 millicn dollars.®c

>

2 year and perhads &5 much

Proposszd Bapsss County Couss,

tne 1231 session of th: Stute beglal ture, introduces a

souse BLll providimg for tu~ consolidution of certaln
countlos, abolishing certain offices and disrosiny of
records and procerties bolonging to tnd vurious evuntles
8 eonsolidated, This Aet reduced tis nresent number of
eounties from 108 to 38, Tno Btate auditor, #ill J,
French, aﬂ?im tad the savings to

2 tardayars at

t
'$l,303,060 and W. Fo €irg, Oc eral Divislon kanaer of the

'N

1Tanaassee Taxat.on snd Publiec Finance., Donort of Otate
otax Committes, %ev. 20, 1470, p. 118,
2Cnattancosa Hews, Chittanooga, Tonn. Howe 3, 1320,
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Kissourl Pacific Fallro=d, estimated the savings at
£1,117%,200, deitver kaew the otn-T Wa3 zubzitting an ost-
-

tmate to M. C. Tan mary, State Fonrnse tative,l
F) .

Oklanoma Count:

zolidation of -ocunties as affered by the Oklasoma State

¥

Sstian

Chauber of Commerce, it a plaa to reduce thw nupber of
counties from 77 to 19,

The nlan ta<es inte eonslferatlim suct factrrs ast
Tne nrosent systes of transportation and eomzuilcstiong
onysical barplers suci as rivers and soumntaln rangedj 38
‘21l as the seonomic comopenity of tie layout. Fron a
georrapnical standpoint, Lho average citizen wo 1€ be
ab.ut 95 mllas from the county seat undsy the ¢nnsolidae
tian plane
; operation in Oklae
flalii:- WY exclusive of debt cost, was I21,71C0,173.00 or

o D
< Aﬂgé’fi.’

£,19 average rer county. Flguring the abve 3V Te

&

nzo eost nplug &S ner cont inerease for 1% eounties, would

give 0,788,847, total eost, 2r an ver. o

(%)
1y

BT o
S

,g.’ - L ]

43, Tols would affret a saving of $15,100,2°1.%5 i operw-

s

+ LY R i

FLOVIRS

9]

atiny costs Thoe dept cost for tho game nord

¥

44,370,041.47,%

w354

#itnlan 2 Tew yesrs, wita t0 ineressed financs ner

lractor from 0. Tan uary, chuts
Scott, Xansas, and House D1l &
a5 Legislsture.

BConsolidation of Countics. OUkla. Stitae Chawber 07 Come




118 —

unit, this expsnse should Dbe cut in nalf, =alen would

produce an ultimate gross saving of [17,741,41E.17%, Heeardd

L

ing to the Chasber of (Comunrce,

The Tennesses and Oklazoma groun zdvoenting esunty
gonsolidatlion ave snssuming too much win they ataie the
savings would be -3 muen 2w 1F to 18 zilllon dollavs wnen
tae orisinal costs were not ovor 28 milliocn doll s

Porter anssored thess arguments wien e 8ald that
taors would romain toe sume asount oF Signray wlloacs 10
be maintained and tho same nusbar of poor for cutdoor
relief. Thos First two ars ne.rly constant w»:il  tne third
may var: frosx time Lo tlize Tre tyne of cost invelvaid,
signaay maintenance snd poor rolisf, tsud to inerense
s1tn an ilneramse 1o nosulustion.  Savinss eo:ld be mude in
th-se Tiolds by Llmorovezents in buslaess metunds ans the
formation of larger dlstricts. Too srezoat Jov - romoul is
dolng averytilng o 1ts power Lo 80VE TONT/. It is verys
doubtful whetiLnr county engincers or additicnal techaleanle
ly trainsd porscancl would be atrod boesuss rsonle are
absclutely set againat an lnereasc in prrsomel or in
sxpenditures., It L8 nardly n.cessary Sor ths ol to
objuet for ths tax revenues L:ve r@acxgé suen low lovels
a3 tb abgolutely proniibit zll activity but th: 2051 fSe

sential,

(eoned porce, 1231,
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CiiaPTER I1X1.

COUNTY CO SOLIDATION HAD
CERTAIN DRAJBACKS.

Dbstacles to County Consolidation. Im attespting te

outline a plan of county consolldation w2 muét recognlae
that certain 4ifficult obstacies must bs ovarcos? it is
#oll at this polnt to take into aceount the ohial objoCe
tions that are made to thwe idea of eounty consclidation,
Obstaelss to pe faced by those wio advoeste counly cone
solidation sro the coust.tutional barriers, tho opposition
of politieal parties, and tne opposition of certaln peo=

¢ all tax~

jé]

ple. The paramosnt question ln the mind
payers Ls--will it save woney and will 1t improve gov ru-
ment?

Howard P, Jomss, secretury of ti Hatlonal Munlelpsl
Leasue, in a recent article on Coamstitutionsl Barriers to
smprovement in County Govarnment, sayst "¥iethnr & cone
stitutional provision w ich »revents the abolition of
county governmant is to be reghrded as 1 barrisr to im-
srovezent in the government of rural areas depends, of
¢ urse, upon th: degree of ugefulness and lmportance one
attributes elther to exlstin county goveraisanis or to
tne loecal selfegovernment for wihileh thoy stand, Certalnly
the wisdon of abelisning counties 18 a moot queostion,.
There ars thoss, however, who belleve such aetion would

be in the lnterest of adzinistrative efficisney and who




B ¢ G

sneer at the suggested sacriflce of county home rule 28
actually of little signifieance sinco voters co not mve
enough interest in their governmon' to maks home rile
mean anythlng.

w,..In most states, it is true tuat home rule in
county government is & nolite fletion, Otste sunorvision
and the setting of ninizum staadurds have corbinsd with
party aacilnes to siueeze tus last dron of reality out of
tils ringing phrase, Since no state legislature nas ever
tried to abolisgh county government, DOWIVEr, ¥e 4re Geale
ing with a gquestion that is o the realm o nurs LuedrT.
Lt i3 certain that in states whore tne constitution
s~ocifieally recognizaa counties as the legal subdivision
of the state government, a constitution=l asenduont woulc
be rejuired for so radiecal an alteration L5 thw poverns
mental pattern as aboliticn of countl 8. Oupposa,
nowevar, that the legislature roetained the county ss 8
lezal subdivision for tihe purpose of rerresentation in the
legisliture, but extracted all its adalnistritive funce
tions, and we have a question that only th courts ean
ansser. Furthermsore, if a crastitution rejulires & ree
forendum when a county zest ls to be cianged, eculd the
lsglslsture take such action as sonld ln effect abolish
eeuaty'sﬁﬁts without {irst ameﬁdiﬁg taat document? It is
~interesting, altuough the practical asnacts of the situae

tion are all against it ever being ralsed, The leglslaw
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tures are cosposed largely of co.nty nolitical bosses or

their representatives., it is ineoneaivabls tout Luch 8

body would take actl-n to wipe Out eountics unless Jorced |

to ¢o 80 by the most extraordin.ry circzhatugces. Sucl:
cilrcumstances exist la toe cuteover countiss af timber
states, wnere local governmant nas ~rsotically oroken
down dus to inadenuate sources of revenueg, but agu.Lin
1e likely to be local supsort rabtior than onrasition 4o
abolition of useloss government in these Aroas.E

Sueh elrcumstsnces also exist in Color:do ia tuas

e

mliing eountiss =ud many of Lo farming ond livestonoes

cauntics are in tio ssos eondlitlon. Juins rocognizes Lo
there are echnoale comilitlons thot gill forece tn n000G=
sary leglslative reform and Lt s trug also tat Colorss

has many constitutional sandlears that will mude progres

girficeult.

Constititooua Thore are a

number of constitutional ehanges aneesssry o ooangs the
sresent county boundaries, to ansclic te or ghange the

i of county LQV‘&'\T‘f’u““i%t.

- &
y

o

s

How county eonsoliduticn may be ageomniishod L8 not

vory clear, it is not uentioned in toe comstitutinn,

neitier doss it monptlom now now euntlos may be croated,

J n-g, Howzrd P, Coustltutional Barriers to Inproven
in Couanty Govoeroment. Watlonal kunlelpal Teview,
f1887%,  fugust, 9%,

wmt
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Howevaer, it 1s implied that the latter may be donz by the
legislature alone,

In a test cass that arose over the formstlion of
Teller County, the Supreme Court rulsd thsat the lesgislae
ture alone had nower to ereoate new counties.i

“¥here countiaes are erontsd by name in thoe State Cone

stitution the lezislsture has no power to create or to

»

nrovide for naw countics, Wien 1t 1s foum desir:sble to

2 a gonstitutional azenle

M

erzate now gounties in sueh a Css
moat 15 necessary.

Counti=-s are not crzated by name in tio Color.do
constitution., As Article xIV, section I, resds, "The
several enuntiezs of L.~ Territory of Colorado az they now
| axlst, are hereby declared to be counties of the state,ns
This statement elimlnates any necessity of azmending the
comstitution,.

The general afsezbly doss not have the nower to wmove
a ecounty soat, but this ls orovidod by ronersl law., The
act razuires a majority of tho sualified eleetors of the

county, voting at & goneral slection, to chang the ecounty
seat, Lt cannot be voted on oftoner than evory four

'}’8%2"’3:4

1¥rost and Pfleffer, 26,C,347,58, p.147,

«Pairlie and fneir. County Governzont and Administration,
‘30 \3‘ ‘1(3 0.

3Colorado Constitution, Art. Xi¥, Sec. 1.

4Colorade Constitutisn, Art, Xix, Boc. £,
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The nuestion of thn location of the eounty sont 18 an
old one and many bitter fights have bsen wagod over this
spobles., This saze battle would arise agaln under console
idatisn. Howevery the logislature may deslensts 3 tsape
orary loecation and the people may select thin persanent
location later.

Thare are num rous instances where county boundariss
could be profit:bly changed. For exaznle, Saguache County
crosses the Continental Iivide. The portion of the oo aty
across the Divide on tie nort: eould be add~d to Lunnison
Gounty to the advantage of both, Hinsdale (s another
county that lies in tares scparate velleys, belug cut
twice by tho Lontinental Divide, The striking off and the
adding of territory is provided for in tis Constitution.
#yg part of the teorritory of any county shall be striken
off and added to an adjoining county, without first sub-
mitting the quostion to the nualiflied voters of the county
from #hlen the territory 18 sronosed to be striven off;
nor unless a majority of all tn: gualifiad voters of the

sald voting on the questl-n shmall vote therefor,"t

Bolitical Onmgsition, Political parties ordinsrily
resent and fignt any chanse ln form of county goverament

er county conscolidation. Consclld-ti n would destroy

EaNY  COUN organigationg and would nocessitate raorgatie
1Coloraﬁo Constltution. art. XIV, See. 3,
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fgation, Lt would give rise to Jéalaasies singe the
smaller county grouss would net relish tha fact that tiair
sarty or group would come under the enntrol of larger and
stroaser bodlss, For asxsmple, many small enuntlos hwve
elacted Dezoersts to office yesr after year, After con-
80li7-tisn t-- Republicans mig-t predoaln te bocause
larger countisg have often eloctad Fepublicuns yoar aftsr
your, Tio vote of the sualler Dezocratic groupns would be
loat, Tasrs would alse be fewer officials an? sppointive
nositions or politiesal plums,.

Portor contends that "Ths oractical, politlesl ro-

sistance o0 Such a ~rogrs: would be treomondous.  The very

eounty. Paeslstaunce of offics nolder: =nd th-dr friands
Fould practically be wnaninoug, for sueh a roloet wosld
affeet thom slle Every meaber of logislature would be
1nvolvadaseseindaad £t would be vard to imviine any sort
of refora messurs that would alfect more ~ositions or go
deepar into tie goverasental structure thrn o drojradm of
county consclildatioun.mt

Political opposition mny be overcoms by th vote of

is 4 nord one and rejulres much

P-!a

tie neople. The sk
orgunized work snd effort on t part of taxpeyers., The

cresa 18 also an fmportait factor in gueh an undertaxing.

l?urtar, Kirk 0. ™@ounty Consolld .tion and Lower Taxes,®
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Pegople must be convinced of ths desirabllity and soundness
of the change. A& concrste exampls of politiesl gpposition
18 given in the resolution passed by the Colorado Asso-
cifition of County Camai&aimners waleh went on reeord
opposing county consolldation, Large road machinsry COf-
manies sponsoresd these resnlutions, according to reports
of the House of Fapresentatives wileh threatensd to make
“an lavestigation.

Th» State Association of County Cozmissiogers of
Colorsdo at its twenty-fifth annual convention in Denver

on January £0, 1833 pagsed the following resoluticn Ope

signed with the view of propoesimg consolidation of eny
county, or group of csuntias,_ia tie Btate of Coloraco,
inte a diffarent Ceuaty.”l The reosolution was voted on
and enrried unaalmously.
it mignt be asked, ¥nat bocozes of county offlcigls

thnt nro let out after esch ehange in administration of the
:gajar partiss? Forty county governments, or apprroximstely
tnis nusber, would be discontinued., Tnilu would throw

'many out of work; however, the advaniages would outwelgh

1 . :
c“Proceedings and Annusl Roport of the State Assoclation of

C@uigg Commissioners, Denver, Colorade. Jan. &0, 1233 |
Fe 404 a

:(Gﬂﬂ.}

Journal of Business. p.7 Vol.lf, No,5. April, 1D2EZ,




187

the AGizadveantsoes, MBore peonla would be roouircd ot the
county seat of tue gonsolldsted eounty. It is ons of
thogse thinge that come ila every tyss of sovernmenta

&

cnange.

Qoposition of

econsolldation because of loeal »ride, traditlion and hones

i Pogple, The opposition to county

£ the peonle for thv future devalopment of tho eounty
are roal obstrcles to sue: a plan. The bellef of tnuo old
settlers tnat mining eounties will reotura to thoir lost
glory still lingers, iut the ~p -sent gounty problens nead
immadiate actlion not just hopes,
ganning sald in hisz articls on "Tho Progross of
County Cononlidation® that "Barriug a politlesnl enrthe
quake, tie question of eousolidation boesmes thv mrictical
nlan of adanting the eo ity Lo presourens mal warulation
re oired to sustaln 1ts functinns nnd axn~enditures,td
Porter, wid we nave often [uciad
refargers are advoesting county enasolidstl.n., Sut the
duy for that is certainly In the fr distant futurs, It

would involve nollticsl disruption 1ittle snort of revole

G“

utinary. Lt 12 most i””“%?t;ﬁﬂblm. T
R

Tho time nas arrived whan oconosic ¢onditioas have

made peopls desirous of most any chwge thint will roduce

oY

lﬁanning, J. W. BT Progress of County Unpsolil-fione®
ﬂﬁ&tl‘ gunlic. Heve LBy AV Y70,
Sportor, Rirk d. "County Governac it and $t.te Reorganizae-

tl@ﬂ-ﬁ ﬁﬂtl. ﬁdﬂic- T Ve vl:“' Le ﬁ@- 13ﬁ(.

<
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costs, Thne pross s full of ths domands of th- tawrpyors
asxing for more changes, more sivings, and mors efTleloney
in governaent,

People will re ulre = wvast amount o ceaselhing and
education -and influential indlividuals w1ill have to be
convingced o persuaded that th pew reforam would ben:fit
tnen dirsetly by lower taxes aud an extrasordinsry return
in governmental seorvice for their tax dollur before any
eonstructive action 1s taken.

Th@‘average citigzen does not tate.up new idsag in
governaent very readily. e ig extromely conservative
and ®1ill not change nis 1deas or vievpoints mickly. ile
1s afraid of tue unknowm.

A speeific examnle of th- opposition of tu oLeonle
 to county eonsolidstlon was fllustrates Dy thy Taxpayers
boagus of Alamosa County. Tio- Lesgue on Fobruury &5,

1932 gnaninously voted down all measures that would ine
volve consolidation with any ecouvaty. They further lne
structed their atate senators and reprosentatives froa
that distriet to onppose sueh AR EUT et
The passave of this resolutin took place after talks
made by two County Commissioners o &lamosa “ounty,
These two county comaissiogers attended the twenty«~fifth

annual conventlion of tho county comuissl ners wnlch

- Bilazoss Dally Courrier. Feb. ©7, 1923, n, 1
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adopted a resolution opposing any moasure for county cone
sollidation, Tho move suggssts tne kind of political
activity to be expected in opposition to consolidation.
ALl County Offlces are pot Sulted to iz Same Ares
Conrad 4. Jazmar, a student of eounty government of the
ﬁﬁiv&raity of élsac&ri, eontends tnat "The county eonsoliw~
daticn nrograz nas its dlsadventages. Its most serlious
- error fros the viewnoint of govaranmeatal refors is that
1t regards all offices in the county to thes same unit of
- administraticn, But can county courts, assessors, col=-
lectors, clerks, school surarintendouts and otier offices
ba counted as well adspted to the sams ualt of sres,; pop-
ulation or =88c880d valuationt Only by s very strange
coincidence, nowever, would 21l offices and officers be
suited well by the same unit of administration. and when
to this fact i{s sdded the grest unllikencss of existiag
gounties ths chance thit officers and tasvs ar- well
auited bocome romots indesd. Hisfits, one concludes,
Cmust be tho rvulrs rothor than the excentlon.
%, e Furthorpore, what sasurancs can be glven thnt
- propar units of adminlstrztion »lll be it upon zorely by
: caﬁbi&img t®¥o or more ecountiaog? ¥osit Missourl eounties
have Tourteen different adaministrative offices. Under
tho most exacting efforts it is harcly enucelwabl: that a
singlc county could ba msde to fit sjuslly well 21l foure

teen. The task would be 4ifficuls enough Lf there were

631
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only three or four offices i?a%%%ﬁ of more thsn o dozZen.
n_ . .hwen Lf n fair malting of capacities coull be
sbtained there 18 not assurance tint furter aconomlc,
solitieal and soclal e.onges will not make the anlurged
county as obsclete fifty or . hundred yesrs neonte as the
prasent county ia now, Thr gounty o todfmy nss proved
Laflexible in tae face of ghange, Herely enlurging it
%111 not maxe it mors flexible, County consolidation
faces tuz orospoct that coablolny eountles an @ helghtenling
their importance as governsental unlts may increase a8
tnflexibility that has not boen eounted dnsirnble.nd
Conrad 4, dammar ralses anotner mestion gainst
county @ nsolldation. He sayss Paacressing th imnortance
of eounty unlits ruas into a 8till fuvrther diffieculty.
Surpose our 114 Missourl countlss sere coabincd into a
mere 10 or 1%. 8o larze and strong wo ld these fewer
countiacs become thnst thoy would, in u:ny respects, rival
tihe atate zovernmse:nt iftself., ven now, intractablz county
offieers can go far in defying state supervision. The
risk of setting up smaller 'states' xitain the lurger oue
witn all tn~ discord that would result tiorefrom 15 ime

ainent in the Cﬁuzlt? (o1 zdg\;}}_i ntionn "1?"’)9’1‘ m‘ﬂiﬁ

iy iamsar, Conrsd i, Fundanental Peallgnment vs. County Cou

$01i< tinn, Natl, #unic, Tev, Vol. XXI, Ho. 8¢ pa 818
ﬁ@. lggﬁo

™

“Hammnr, Conrnd d. Ibid, p, B17
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Tnis objcetion might be true in Zissourl tut such a
gquestion L& not applicable to Qolorade in any cdogres for
valuitions are too low and tin ecasolidatad sraas would
not give the county officials such extrsordinary rower,
None of the couaty consolidationg would excead the Vvaluge
tions had by %eld County in 1983, The seconomic condle
tions of th eounting arc sueh that any tacught of smaller
nat tes® is absurd. The parazount lssue i{s the malnten~
ance of an efficlent county governmrnt 1t low coal,

Our sparse population and low valustinns -ould msve
it necessary for countles to consclidsts into not =more
tisn five or s8ix countlies bafor~ there would be any
drzag of defying the gtate,

#hen lurge sud pawerful countiass have defied the
state there nas been justificatisu of suech soves in moal
casng. For example, #eld County m-de » test ¢isn of the
zasolin~ tax distribution. T-.es were paying into the
gtate from $50,000 to £83,000 mor. tnﬁa thny wers gettlag
back. The peopl: were forced to make up tals difference
by placiug a % x upon property. #eld County ke’ s right
te objaet and bring tie mett r before tas Supreme Court.

Kilp:trick 1o nhis book Contemporary County Govern-
Eant?® ssserts that "8ige {n itself hos slight relevance
to afficlency in aduinistritione...Poyalesl sige forass s

4

ressewors within whieh the county opsrates officiently or
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inefficiently, zccordling to other alessuts that ars de=
elazive., The rearrangesent of bouadsary iliaes ¢anndt pro-
gaed from 3 comput.tinn of suoulkre ailsage, aad thi 3UL0=
matie ingoresse or degresss in th physiexl size of the
eounty uait,"l
a gareful study of the evidence preseanted by lesding
gutnoritiss on county governssnt and asalysls o Tacts in
| Colorado leads me to believe thnt there is nothing in
county counsslidstion to lndiezte or guaranteo thqt.the
:afficea or efficers of county governseat will be more
adantad to a larger unit of administration or that they
will bes any sore officisnt, County eonsolidation 1s not
s study of tho administration for tn:t involves snother
fi0ld, nazely, chanz»s or lmprovement in form of county
zovernmont. The primary objset is to enlarge tne unlt 8o
. that the zany services ¢zt must be adslaistered can be
given at a low cost,

There are = certain number of servicas th-t sust be
nerforged regardless of thv wealth, ronulutlon or area of
a enunty sueh as the holding of electlions, suscssing
- property, pollcing, Judielal work, tnn colleetion of taxe
‘@a; exre of the noor, bliand, old sge, and othor welfurs
WOk} the distribution of licenses, end supervisim and

maiantenance of highways. Previous discussion hws shown

:1K11§&trick. Conteaporary County Government. p. 315,
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that there are certain minimum limits of populstisn nd
sssessed waluntion below shich county po-ul-tion and val-
uation cannot Tall without increasing th~ costs for the
above services, Therefore, it amay bo concluded thal thoere
are at least certain low lialts o pojulation an? assess.
ed valuationc where thare 18 a marked tendency for all
services to be costly. Present county officinls eould
nandle all the required dutiss under th» proposed console
{dationsg in snite of th- increase in nopul:tion snd
assessed veluation,

I¢ 1t ean be shown th:t gertain officlals wers not
adapted to the small units of area, ngpulition an? 1886%e
sed wvaluation because of lack of technlecal tralning or
ability, what surety have we that they will be more
sdapted to any other araa, population o valuntion? He
nave no assupance for sever:l reasonsi Fl-st, everyone's
ability to manage veries. ®hat zmsy b a correcet unit of
government for one would be eatirely too suall or too
large for anotheri snd seccud, the tochnical ¥nowle ge
of officials varies. The humsn factor w»ill bo an ever
aresent oroblem in any changn oven tho 1t would pe nos-
sible to sat un perfoct msenlmery for county goveramsnt,

Under 2 system of consoliduted countles we would be
_more likely to obtain a boiter clsss of eltizens ta fill

our county offlces, If it were »ossible to havwe 2 floxe
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ible form of government it would be possibl: to sult the
government to the needs of the po-ulation. Thiz phase of
ths problesm should be discussed under thy county umanager
form of eounty goveramsnt where 1t is possible for the
csunty managar to appoint s 8taff aé&pteﬁ to thz needs of
the particular ecounty. For example, th- mansger in some
county say find it negessury to have all tho pr@sént
departsent haads whil . in anothisr ecunty he may bteo able
to comblina seversl offices iLnto not mere than two or
toree denartments. La other words, h: will be abls to

| £it the government to existing conditlions.

County Copsglidaticon He ld Daise oo 01d Figiut Byver
County Jgalg, Tuhere are many instances in th» carly hise
- tory of western states where towns witulin ths countles
fougit over the loeation of tne county sexts Thls was
espaciully true in Xansas, Colorado has had mzny such
fights, tho lateat being in Chaffee County between Gallda
- and Busna Vista., Tos former town was able to outevots
tne latter and move tihe eounty sest to Salida. Zeveral
othor such eases ars Groeley and Evans in ¥eld County.
rgld County citigzens stola tiic county court nous. boOks
an® tookx thsm to Greelsy and froam that tis: on frazley
wa® the county seat., dahns Feak, in tho sarly periods of
Color=do, was an iaportaat mining town and county sout of
foutt County. &3 th valley f£illed uz with people the

town of 8teanboat Sorings iaerecased in porulation and




12%

.

fahns Peak declined with mining. Tho feellng was very
bitter boetween thess two towns, nevartheless, Cteanboat
Springs was :ble to outvote lashns PeaX and move the county
seat to Stesabost Springs. tagls County has changed the
‘acunty saat from Lagle to Redeliff several times and

| tiare pever tas been a county court nouse bullt. At proge

4

&

' ent tho county seat 15 at Resdeliff. Lirtleton and Castle
Rook fought over the county seoat when they wers Doth in
the samse county.

“he Alamoss Lally Courisr has besn Carrying numarous

~articlas and editorlsle on county ¢onselidation during
the last yeur, These editorials have drawn fire from
several towns, The Centor noswspaper publisher is the
l1:test to -~rrross his opinion. After reviewing all the
argusents azalnst eonsolidation, nr declares finally that
meitigans of nis town wonld agree to the comblaoing of
~anntiss 1€ Center would be sslected as ta county s=at.”
Trals r&actg;n ia typilesl. #o <re all in favor of county
cansolidation if we got the benefit of sueh 2 MOVE o -
 Therefore, it ssems obvious that tns communiti-s will not
get togethor of tucir own froe #hll, even for fho sska of
saving soney in governm-nty nence it 1z futlle to soek
soction witula thye county.

Thus wa see there would be & real probles in gstabe

“lalamoss Daily Courler. Jan. &, 1833,
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iishing county seats, &lamoss would De the logieal
gounty seat for the San Luls Valloy, yet o other towmn
would wote for this town, People do not like to s2e
anothey tosn progressing mors than their town and they are
prone to be jealous of these Rarger conters.

County Conseldation and Sie Looal Pride of e Peo:

2ie, Many countles whlch Fere veing united to another
| gounty much lsrger and wealihler aould object to tne sube
mersencea into the other, for thelr ow asrticular zrea is
rich in aistorisal facts and very dear to thoss o have
;grown up there, Tals would be true in all the old mine
- ing areas or countlias, Those people would have to be
| pleased, for after all it is those npoople wao should asy
- what should be done, Af not, it wo 1d probably take a
- gemerstion to overcome the bad fesling ercated by unwise
and nasty consolidation. Then azain, the clan may be
narfect and all the advantsges ané saving possible, yet
people will not be driven and the old soeial eontacts and
memorics often mean more than ths wotual mecuniary nde
vantages that oan be montlonod. Anotuer factor, Alamosa
for exasnle may objesct to uniting with Costilla and

Conejos boeause of the Hexlecan an SpanisheAmerican ele-

ment of these two countias,
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CHAPTER 1V,

A BETTXF 0L GTIﬁE OF
T4E PROBLAY OF HIGH COUHTY Ta

In the previous ehapters ths advantarag and disade
vantszas of county consolidation or changes in ~res and
changes in form of county government Rave baen discussed,
Howaver, the obstaeles to be overcome, such as constltu-
tional echanges, nolitiesl opposition snd th= opposition
of the peopls, are so graat uz to @mako the two roforms
very diffieult to attaln. &t &8 alwars difflcult to up-
root existins governments, or to enenge politicsl boune
darias Grvahelish existing offlices,
of County Functions, #s s z=ans of

overcoming these @ifficultices that face chunges in area

axd form, esinent authoritiss are advocating tho redis-
tribuation of county functions instead of county consolle
dation, They contend that eertaln functions such as
supervision and maintenunce of nighways, schonls, nollc-
ing, the filnancing of old ags pensiong, toe eare of un-
amployed and eertaln otner walfare worts are no longsr
eoafined to local aress, but ars of state zad n tional
seopo. Also that it is much easler to gnift one functicn
that 18 slresdy under state =id or suporvision wiich the

people have become sccustomed to thaan 1t is to

59

caozplotely
caange cowity aresxs or the foram of goveranmant.

#any of tnese fuaetion:s ars alre.dy being shifted to
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state contrdl and ths peopl  would not ralse amuch objece
tion Lo shi*tina he eatlre supnort to the state i the
s1ift would lighten to: g meral nroperty tax, FRacently
in Colorado, tho sunport of old age penzions, formerly a

county functlion, hes boeen shifted from = ioeal tax on sen-

3../

aral property to state snd loenl a ministorad taxos,
liecenzes a4 roes b Arain, for exsasnlo, 1f L1 s7re Pose-
sible to shift the resnonsibility of tor entive county
nighway systam to stste contrel, and =8 & rosult finance
the onarat on of the county roses from tos gnsolin- and
motor vealele taxer witanout eallinmg uron ths general prove
~erty tax, tho county taxoayers woul?d not b a0t to ragist,
Taxpayers realize that counties ar: no lan-or akvle to sup-
port the primary roads and in many eountiss they ars “ast
Cegomin: to the conclusion thnt they cannot flnapce th
secondary system of highwaya., There iu strong evidence
for thelr conteations. Hearly all tno stones Wove taken
over certain primsry roxds which have Leen centralizad
under a st:te denurtment of ﬁighﬁ&ys. The most autstand-
ing oxaanle of state cuntrol 3nd centraligation of ighe
ways has been in the states of dortn Carolina, Poaonsylvand
1a and Virginia, also New York, whiuro all county rosds
hava bsen taken over by the stite, North Carolina has

also bren toe foremo:t stite In th centralization of the

)
Sonate bHLY1 B00. An Act Rel tins to Ol Ar
83th G@:’}&ral ﬁﬁs@«ﬂbly’ l;}ﬂ"ﬁ‘ L3 to Gle e‘!? Pkals- S’

'%: :

.
¥



school system, walch provides for the support of a six
montns minlmua sehwol ters financed by tho Biate. doerth
- Carolina nas 3 local government commlssion that re ulros
sll budgets to be sabmitied o slate offlicsrs for approve
al, and all cspital expasdituraes sust also be approved by
the state. Lin othsT words, the state eontrols local
finances. Virglnis has also tsken steps thal %111 nl=uce
the otate in virvual control of local finsnced.

Policins L1s ancther fuanction tnnt 1s beecounling more of
w

]

a stote responsibility every yesr. The sheriff has always

¥

been consiéercd = state officer. Counties hawe not Loeen
ablo to cose wita toe wodern crimlmal for there iz no
organized or elocs cooperation of shoriffs betwean coun-
tiag. Trus, Hew Yorx, Hew Jergey, Peansylvania and othor
statas have orzasnized - system of Biate nolice, Prace
tically all states have organlied trzffic police contrel
for the highways.

%o may say them, thst there are scvarsl very mariad
tendencies in th» funectional ralations of th county and
state such as state aid, state supervision and state
centralization,

Lesding students of county governsment bellaeve that
th8 solution of our perplexing county govornront problea
1izs in teklng sway the more ilmportant fupctions of the

county govoramant, leaving x asre shrll or sksleton of
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locsl goverament o they foel thst certain functions can
be nandled mora eecnomicslly by spresding these functions
over 4 lapgar area.

Profassor Bortsr, of the b+nte Univorsity of lowa,
st-tes thst, ®Une of th= most proxising methods 0f $mrrove

ing county sgoverament lles in tying ur th- variouz ¢ounty

P,
[
3

activitios with thoss denurtmets of state administrat

&

which deal with the same oroblem, And it is to ke 0b3erVe
in tintis conns=getion thrt in goneral se got batier nighways
when #e set un state highway comuisslon and zave them
some power. Our gounty poor faras improve asterlslly

when the state gomes im and earries off to state instit

[

-
tinns the sost Aifficult of the lam:toseetie lnssne, the
faable=aninded, thie epileptic, tho done addicts, and the
orvhans, Bffectlive loesal ~ublle healtl service caanot be
expected in the rural arcas without the leadersiip of a
well~organized state department of healths And 1T we
aver et out of the dreadful morass ilato waleh wa hnve
fallen with our general proporty tav, it will be due
largely to tho snergetic efforts nY stite tax comuloslons
in straightsalng out our property assessments, off-ctive
rural solicing is everywhere walting for the creatlea of
wvalleorzanized st te poliee foress; and many careful
students of thc procesg of adainlat ring Justice are cone
vinced tnat sconer or later our local prosecvtors must

bacome a part of thelr respective st te de) rtuents of
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Paul . %ager 4o nls ariicle, ®Can Loecal 8elf Governw

"l

mont be Praserven?® suseris that F8tate ald for nlghways
hag been an sliern~tive to the actual tracsfezr of the
adminigtrative funciicn to tis state, The Jopty-elght

atates furnish forty-sight differeuy plans of igh adanine

tstrsation mnd support and the arrangessnts ary goustsntly

chenging. The tendency, howsver, is towurd & lorger snd

larger degree o7 staote regponsibllity. None excest the
?

and the milsage of such voads witiiln s given area La too

limited to fustify 2 full complement of modarn proninery,..

Ko:sda are no lonpsr for neigsnborihwond use; they nre Rvee
nuss of inter~community and interstats transpgort and jusge
tice denands & broad base of sunnporte LT they ar: to be
gupportad largely or eatirely from wmotor valleles, taxes
ne state amust serve as tno e@ll&cting agent, ®Whotisr

it 1: baiter that the revenus be diztriluted to the lo-
ealities to loecally eypanded or that th» state assume th
sdminiztration of tie roads only sxnerisnce will defore
wine. After z year of experiznce Horth Csrolius l& well

ploased with stote ma.gmtenance. Although only twoethirds

58 Bmuch wonay has heen speut &8 the countlow were snendling

<

md tortiary romds were nevser in batter

l?s t@r. %irk He County Lovernmeat and 3tate Contrallizss
LoD, ﬁﬁ?lp ﬁmic‘ Rav, 811489 }’&ui{c 11&:%2.
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- shape,"t

#ager continues with this statesents ®Situte silé¢ for
roads and other purnoses is a reccgaltiom of the fact
sh-t the benefits of these services: extead bayond the loe
callity, They have a2 state and nstional interest, In
tie seeond nlsee, taey are a recignition of ths fact that
in an lndustrial eccnomy, -ealth tends to bocome CoOnCene
trated and that taxabl< resourcees are aot always located
at the poilnt where goveramenial expendltures occur.

Political units do not coincide with eoeconozic units, P e

w

eral aid is a rocogpition of similar dizerepancles be-
twaen ststes,

® L eslolither the transf#rlaf functions nor ths us: of
state and feééral aid neecesazrily ladicate tn: collasse
of local governmast. They indlcate rathor that thars 1s
a necd for an adjustment in tha puaber and sige of the

local units.®

The neople taroughout th+ nation have come to realisze
that presont coﬁnties ares finaneinlly fusdejuat to tske
ecara of all governmontal demands of tne mbllce. Fulice
tions which were formerly purely local in charactersaeh
as tho highwaya, schools, and welfare work have now bee
comg of stnte and national importancs. iighways ar:- now

interstate, not community or ecounty thorofares,

1.
Wgzer, Paul W, Institute Publie Affairs. Unlv. of Va,
Ciuarlottesville, Va., July 4, 1278,
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The brasikdown of gounty éO?eraﬁ%nt in th- trentieth
century is due to its Ina2billty to withstand tho financlal
burden imposed on it by the public and insbllity of eounty
officisls to adequatsly control the expendlitures, These
things have focused the attention o7 the taxpayer on the
problems that confront the county. H~re was a local dive
ision of goveranent that the public hed fallqd ‘o notlee,
although it had been ths one with whlich taxpayers have had
[the mosi intimste contaot since colonlal timas,

So marked hzd Deen the braskdown of ths 0l edunty
government that a fourtihx of the statss in the co niry nave
already passed legislatinn or have Lills npending thst will
preatly altsr the situation 17 they are properly carri-d
out, Callfornia by coastitutionsl ameadment in 1311,
Barylond in 1315, Arkansas in 1904, asde 1t possible for
countiss to roevasp thelr governmant by differont seteups
for homs rule., HNaw York teok as izportant stern in 1311 by
granting howe rule to two countlies. These Hoze Rule chare
‘ters made it possibls for the ecuntlies to consnlidnte or
for olties and countliss to consolls te,d Nert: Carolins
gaw the nocessity of drastic change to aslleviat. some of
‘the financizl burden of the county by wran: of sn exireme
forms of state ald, Here the state assumed tho entire cane-

trol of the highway:s and schools and made the county

lﬁgg, Frederlck A, and Ray, P, Orzin. Introduetin to

Amaricsn Governme:t., (Seeond Bditinn) Century Co. 12325
pe 814,
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boards subject to a state board., This was a measure to
do away with excessive bond issues and unnecessary expend-

itures for improvements that the county could not pay.l

Counties May Unite to Carry on Certain Functionsg,
There 18 yet another type of redistributi-n of county
functions which does not involve the state. Certain states
allow the counties to unite to carry on certain functions.
Virginia permits counties to orgaanize district poor farms.
lorth Carolina counties have s system of dlstrict Jails
and road camps. In Kansas, counties may have district
road engineers., District road engineers are also used in
Michigan, Wisconsin, Pennsylvania, South Dakota and Oregonk

Redistribution of Functions to Districts, Much has
also been accomplished in the redistributiocn of ecounty
functions to larger areas in the various st-tes. Virginia
by an act of 1918, of the General Assembly, authoriged
counties and cities to eliminate their almshouses by con=
gsolidating them into a district home for the poor wnieh
would serve all the cooperating units,2 As a result
sixty seven counties in Virginia have abolished their
almshouses by mid-year 1920, and in soms cases as many as
elght counties have cooperated ia establishing a district

home, 3

1Local Government Commission. Local Government Act of

North Carolinma. Ch, 6Q0. Public Laws 1931, Raleigh, N.G
®yirginia Code. Sec. 281%,

*
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8tnte Control Over kocal Functions, Thero will also
be incrsased contralization in the executlon of certain
functiong. Governer Gardaner of lort: Caroling, in a vee
cent issuec of Teview of Feviews and Worid's sorkl des-
eribes the eff-ct of eentralization in his state. PThe
sorth Carnlinsg nlan of sinte ¢antrol of loesl expandi~
tures has had the following Lzportan «’fact, namely to
tacicle and stop in 4ts tracks tne advancing tax burden for
the first tize in the aodern history of lorth Carolina.
Actuéily, the curve of taxation has been turned definite-
1y downward, The school and road legislation alone cut
tae cost of these Servico:s more than 2€,000,000 annuslly.
These acasures reduced the tax burden on propertiy
$18,000,000 annually, +n other words, the total »ronorty
tax bill of sorth Carolina in 1330 was 2€0,000,030, in
1231 it was 247,500,003, s reduction of over 20 per cent.
Ths result has been more econosieal governnoat ans also

& Tairapr dstrization of toe burien.

"You may ask whether state coutrol of loesl expendle
tures has resulted iu inferior quaiity o8 schools, roads
and otner serviess. Hosit emphatically 1t hes not,"

Obstacles to Siatg

least, comes vary elearly out of these consideratlons.

Ons thing, at

lﬁarﬁuer, #ax 0, "Nortn Carolina Curbs Jxpenses,® Rew
view of Reviows, 87188, Jan. 1i333%,

(eon.) “Banning, J. % Tne Progress of County Consolida-
tion. Natl, ¥unlec, Rev, dug. 100k p. 518
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There will be plenty of opposition tc 3 prograz of cene
tralization. Governop Gurdner of North Carolina sald
"I would not have you think, however, thsat this program
of state centralization has not had opposition. Tuls
was to be expected when powsr was taken from 100 counties
and 400 towns., Tho road bill alone abolished over €00
loeal road offiecinls. Tho opponents charged that these
measures were undemoc®atic, that they invaded the sacred
nrecincts of local self-governmant. This objevtion faded
before the inexorable pressure of public oninion and
failed to regilster in legislatlive mind,

"Ths truth 13 that local selfegeovernment was not
destroyed, it was given a new intorpretation., The CGonere
al asseably did not in any ressect destroy % rights
of local eitizens when it witndrew sowe of the srdltrary
powers of local bosrds, #ith respect to roads and
senools and debts the people have ns complete power as

under the old order.tt

1Gardner, dax O. Ibid,
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CORCLUSION

This study o7 eounty cousclidation su.gests that
county eonsolidation 1s important as o means of reducing
tie cost of county goverament but becsuss of eertain
practical obaracles it will}£§k@ 2 long time bafore man
coﬁsalidatians ara put into effect,

& more practiesl metnold for reducliy the nizn coat
of ecounty governmsnt s~ems to be & redistribution of
certaln county functions to uanits of largs aras such a8
dlstricts comprising several cauntiﬁs‘O? to the sitatse.
in other words, sueh funetions as nighvays, educatica,
policing, and certain typss of wmelfsrs should be <z en
over by the state and adainistsared by state offiecisls
. Bathor than by numerous county officisis,

The largsr countles ean reduce tie cost of the eoune
ty program by adopting modern business methods such as
the budget system, modern accounting, independent audits,
centralized purchasing, botter methods of firnaneing
ludebtednass, long-tears planning, Llaoreved personnel
methods and perpetusl inventories, to name a few,

Partherzmore, the adoption of ths county mana, er nlan
¥o 1d reduce the ¢ost of county government in counties
adantad to this systen,

The excelleace of tals solu€lon Le demonstrated by

the excellent reosults obtained from better businoss
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methods and the county meanacsr plan in such states as
%orth Carelina, Virginis, Hew Xork, Pennsylvanis end
Callfornia,
The eitizens and taxpayars of Colorado will probabe
iy §btain more satisfactory and o T ranid rasults by
supporting the latter suggestion taan by moans of county

consolidation.
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