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l N T R O D U C T  l O N  

The organizat ion of l o c a l  government i n  the  metropolitan area  may not ,  
a t  f i r s t  glance, s e e m  t o  be a subject  of p a r t i c u l a r l y  great  s igni f icance .  
Its s igni f icance  begins t o  be understood when one r e a l i z e s  t h a t  l o c a l  govern- 
ment is the  major vehic le  used by s t a t e  and federa l  government t o  de l ive r  
se rv ices  t o  the  public. Law enforcement, publ ic  health,  recreat ion,  roads 
and bridges,  s o c i a l  se rv ices ,  l i cens ing  and zoning, sewer and water systems, 
urban renewal, l i b r a r i e s  a r e  j u s t  a few of the  many services  f o r  which l o c a l  
government serves a s  the  primary del ivery  vehicle.  

The s igni f icance  of l o c a l  government, and how i t  i s  organized, increases 
f u r t h e r  when one r e a l i z e s  t h a t  l o c a l  government has become a major r ec ip ien t  
of state and federa l  funds. Our study of l o c a l  government revealed, f o r  
ins tance ,  t h a t  s t a t e  and federa l  a ids  have become t h e  single-most important 
source of revenue f o r  municipal government i n  Minnesota, surpassing even the  
property t ax  by 1972. 

But, although the  subject  is an important one, i t  receives l i t t l e  
a t t e n t i o n  and is  seldom discussed. Why? Probably f o r  two reasons. F i r s t ,  
l o c a l  government organizat ion tends t o  be viewed a s  a complex subject  t h a t  
is d i f f i c u l t  t o  discuss i n  a meaningful way, and indeed i t  is. One only 
needs t o  view a map of the  metropolitan a rea  which contains the  boundaries 
of a l l  munic ipal i t ies ,  towns, counties and s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t s  t o  understand 
why the  subject  is  confusing. 

This confusion is  compounded when the  functions t h a t  a r e  provided by 
each u n i t  of l o c a l  government a r e  analyzed. A se rv ice  t h a t  is  provided by 
municipal government in one p a r t  of the  region may be the  respons ib i l i ty  of 
county government i n  another p a r t  and perhaps by a s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t  organized 
under the  j o i n t  powers s t a t u t e  t o  serve  severa l  munic ipal i t ies  somewhere else. 
Many years ago, each l o c a l  government had a f a i r l y  c l e a r  set of functions f o r  
which they were responsible. But i n  recent  years,  any clear-cut de f in i t ion  
of r espons ib i l i ty  between l o c a l  governments has p r e t t y  w e l l  disappeared. 

The subject  probably receives l i t t l e  a t t en t ion ,  a l so ,  because t h e  pub- 
l i c  and publ ic  o f f i c i a l s  a l i k e  tend t o  th ink of l o c a l  government organizat ion 
a s  something t h a t  should be l e f t  f o r  l o c a l  c i t i z e n s  t o  s e t t l e  f o r  themselves. 
What's not  recognized, however, is  t h a t  i s sues  a f fec t ing  l o c a l  government 
organizat ion cannot always be decided loca l ly .  Local government is not  an 
autonomous l e v e l  of government. It w a s  organized, and is  maintained, by the  
s t a t e .  Local governments have only t h a t  author i ty  which has been delegated 
them by the  s t a t e .  

The Ci t izens  League Board of Directors,  i n  l a t e  1972, decided t h a t  the  
subject  of l o c a l  government organizat ion did  need to  be reviewed, and di rec ted  
us t o  undertake t h i s  study. To keep t h e  study manageable, w e  confined our 
a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  metropolitan area,  reviewing a l l  forms of l o c a l  government 
which e x i s t  i n  the metropolitan area ,  except school d i s t r i c t s .  



Altbough our charge was a broad one - author iz ing  us t o  review any 
i s sues  a f f e c t i n g  the  b o k d a r i e s  o r  functions of l o c a l  government - we soon 
determined t h a t  the  eingle-most important i s s u e  a f f e c t i n g  l o c a l  government 
was the  s t a t e '  s r o l e  i n  organizing l o c a l  government - s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  how 
sub jec t s  r e l a t i v g  t o  the  boundaries, funct ions  and S t ruc tu re  of l o c a l  gov- 
ernment a r e  brought t o  the  a t t e n t i o n  of the  Legis la ture  and how the  s t a t e  
evaluates  and adopts pol icy  proposals on those subjec ts .  Having viewed the  
l o c a l  g~vernmenta l  sys  tern f r~le t h i s  perspective,  w e  concluded t h a t  the  s t a t e  - 
has given inadequate a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  impact of t h e i r  decis ions  on t h e  way 
i n  which l o c a l  government is organized i n  the  metropoli tan area .  

Our recommendation f o r  a c i t i z e n s  commission t o  undertake a d e t a i l e d  
review of the  l o c a l  governmeptal system i n  the  metropoli tan arqa  is  a pre- 
r e q u i s i t e ,  we believe,  t o  any comprehensivg reorganieafion of l o c a l  govern- 
ment by the  Leg i s l a tu re ,  With major l o c a l  government s t u d i e s  under way i n  
the  t w ~  l a r g e s t  c o w t i e s  i n  the  s t a t e  - Hennepin and Ramsey - tt i e  c l e a r  
t h a t  a r e a p p ~ a i s a l  of the  l o c a l  governplental system is i n  order .  We con- 
cluded, however, t h a t  such a s tudy,  t o  be f u l l y  e f f e c t i v e ,  cannot be con- 
f ined wi th in  the  l i m i t s  of a s p e c i f i c  county, but  mwt consider  inter-county 
and regional  i s sues  a s  w e l l .  



C O N C L U S I O N S  

After revieuing the policies of the State of Minnesota Lvith respect  t o  the 
organization of local government i n  the s ta t e ,  and more d i rec t ly  i n  the Twin 
C i t i e s  metropo Zitan area, we conclude : 

Our s t a t e  has been i n  the  forefront  na t iona l ly  i n  developing severa l  pieces of 
major l eg i s l a t i on  a f fec t ing  l oca l  government, most notably the  Minnesota Muni- 
c i pa l  Commission Act and the  a c t s  creat ing the  Metropolitan Council and the  
regional  development commissions. 

I n  general,  however, we have given inadequate a t t en t i on  t o  the  general organi- 
za t ion of the  l oca l  governmental system i n  t he  s t a t e ,  despi te  i ts importance 
a s  the  primary vehicle f o r  the  delivery of public services  t o  the  c i t i z e n s  of 
the  s t a t e  and a s  a major rec ip ien t  of s t a t e  t ax  revenues. 

Policy decisions concerning l o c a l  government organization a r e  evaJuated on a 
piecemeal, r a t he r  than a comprehensive bas is .  A major reason why i s  the  lack 
of a c en t r a l  foca l  point  within the  Legislature where issues  concerning l oca l  
government boundaries, functions o r  s t r uc tu r e  can be evaluated, and where 
s t a t e  policy on these issues  can be viewed within the  broad framework of the  
e n t i r e  system of l oca l  government. 

Special  b i l l s  frequently contain important policy implications f o r  the  s t a t e  
but a r e  seldom evaluated by the  Legislature from t h i s  perspective. 

Decisions on l o c a l  government organization a r e  too of ten  made on the  bas i s  of 
the  e f f e c t  of those changes on a pa r t i cu l a r  l e v e l  of Local government, not  rea- 
l i z i n g  t h a t  near ly  a l l  such decisions have an impact on a l l  o ther  l eve l s  of 
l oca l  government as  w e l l .  

The Legislature has r e l i ed  heavily on the  es tabl ished l oca l  un i t s  of government 
and t h e i r  se rv ice  organizations f o r  proposals on l o c a l  government organization. 
Although these organizations have each played a major r o l e  i n  the  passage of 
severa l  progressive pieces of l eg i s l a t i on ,  each organization must, by i ts  very 
pature,  have a s  i t s  primary i n t e r e s t  the  fu tu r e  of its own l eve l  o f ; l o r a l  gov- 
ernment. Consequently, re l iance  by the  Legis la ture  on these  organizafxitonm f o r  
public policy does not permit consideration of a f u l l  range of alternqGives. 

Although our s t a t e  has a s t rong commitment t o  home ru l e  - o r  l o c a l  control  - of 
l o c a l  government, this commitment is being se r ious ly  undermined by .tbe,,,tendencx,;, 
of l e g i s l a t o r s  and l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  a l i k e  t o  ask the  Legis la ture  t o  'eief$$ef+oc$y' 

, , t  .--, .>r.+ :.!'i matters. ,- ... -.- 
:> i ,k . .,, 1: 



Conversely, i t  needs t o  be recognized t ha t ,  pa r t i cu la r ly  i n  a metropolitan 
area  such a s  ours,  l oca l  governments a r e  not separate,  autonomous governmental 
bodies. The decisions of l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  of one governmental un i t  - when they 
geek spec ia l  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  t h e i r  government, f o r  instance - of ten  have an 
impact on other l o c a l  governments i n  the region, a s  w e l l .  Whatls required is 
a system which balances the  l oca l  i n t e r e s t  with the  4nteres t  of the  s t a t e .  

The fu tu re  of the  home ru l e  concept, i n  pa r t i cu l a r  the  relevance of the  c i t y  
char ter  commission, must be re-examined. Something is amiss when fundamental 
changes i n  the  method of se lec t ing  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  of a municipality a re  being 
made by the  Legis la ture  and the  c i t y  council,  bypassing t he  char ter  commission 
and the  voters .  Something $s wrong w$th the  char te r  commission concept when a 
char te r  commission f a i l s ,  f o r  a period of over ten years, t o  even submit t o  the  
voters  a char te r  amendment t o  a l t e r  the  organization of c i t y  government when the  
present organization is recognized by nearly a l l  a s  outmoded. 

The r e spons ib i l i t i e s  of each l eve l  of l oca l  government a r e  no longer baspd on a 
well-defined purpose. Unlike the  system which exis ted  immediately following the  
second world war - i n  which each l eve l  of l o c a l  government had a f a i r l y  d i s t i n c t  
r e s p ~ n s i b i l i t y  - today po ten t ia l  con f l i c t  e x i s t s  over the  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  of 
l o c a l  g~vernments . 

T t  is  extremely d i f f i c u l t  t o  make substant ive  recommendafions concerning possi- 
b l e  reorganization o r  reassignment of r e spons ib i l i t i e s  of locg l  governments 
within the  metrgpolitan area .  To do t h i s ,  we need c r i t e r i a  on which l oca l  
government r e spons ib i l i t i e s  should be assigned, and adequate da ta  f o r  measuring 
the  extent  - and the  effect iveness  - of the  delivery of ex i s t ing  l o c a l  govern- 
ment services.  

Municipal government i q  the  bes t  system of governmenF t o  serve urban, and urban- 
iz ing,  areas.  But tihe creat ion of a municipality does not ,  by i t s e l f ,  guarantee 
t ha t  the  d i f f i c u l t  problems caused by urbanization ~ $ 1 1  be adequately handled by 
the  l oca l  o f f i c i a l s .  bddi t ional  too l s  are necessary. 

The urban town form of government is an inadeqpate form of government f o r  areas  
experiencing urbanization. It has, however, been e f f ec t i ve  i n  circumventing, 
temporarily a t  l e a s t ,  the  s t q t e  policy which c a l l s  f o r  placing urban areas under 
municipal government. 

The pletropolitan area  contains too many mupicipalit$es, Exist ing procedures f o r  
consolidation make i t  extremely d i f f i c u l t  t o  implement s t a t e  policy which 
encourages the  consolidation of municipali t ies.  



R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S  

Par t  I 
STRENGTHEN THE PROCESS FOR 

SETTING POLICY ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATION 

Steps must be taken now t o  improve the process for sett ing poticy on tocat 
gozremzment organization. I f  enacted, the foZZdng wiZZ significantZy improve 
the capability of the s tate  t o  evazuate and act on ZocaZ government poZicy pro- 
posats : 

A. The Governor - Recommend poZicy on ZocaZ government organization. 

The Governor should present  a  " s t a t e  of l o c a l  government" r epor t  t o  t h e  Legis- 
l a t u r e  a t  the  beginning of each regular  sess ion .  This r epor t ,  which could be 
a p a r t  of the   overn nor's s t a t e  of the s t a t e  message, should contain h i s  recom- 
mendations on i s sues  r e l a t i n g  to:  Local government f inance;  c rea t ing  o r  eli- 
minating l o c a l  governmental u n i t s ;  o t h e r  boundary i s sues ;  the  organiza t ional  
s t r u c t u r e  of l o c a l  governments; and the  assignment of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  de l i -  
ver ing  l o c a l  government se rv ices .  

B. ,The Le~sZature - Revise procedures for evaZuating pozicg proposaZs on ZoeaZ 
government organization. 

1. Es tab l i sh  a Local Government Operations Committee. Both the  Senate and 
the  House of Representatives should replace  t h e  e x i s t i n g  committees which 
dea l  wi th  elements of the  l o c a l  system - s p e c i f i c a l l y  the  
Local Government, City Government, and Metropolitan and Urban Af fa i r s  
Committees - with a Local Government Operations Committee. 

A l l  l e g i s l a t i o n  a f f e c t i n g  the  funct ional  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  boundaries, 
and s t r u c t u r a l  organizat ion of l o c a l  governments should be re fe r red  t o  
t h i s  committee. Unlike the  e x i s t i n g  committees, membership on the  Local 
Government Operations Committee should be balanced t o  r e f l e c t  r u r a l ,  sub- 
urban and urban i n t e r e s t s .  It may be des i rab le  t o  e s t a b l i s h  subcommittees 
t o  consider proposals a f f e c t i n g  a c e r t a i n  p a r t  of the  l o c a l  governmental 
system, but  such proposals should a l s o  be reviewed by the  f u l l  committee. 

2 .  Create a j o i n t  Leg i s l a t ive  Commission on Local Government. To provide 
f o r  a  more comprehensive review of proposals a f f e c t i n g  l o c a l  government, 
the  Legis la ture  should c r e a t e  a  Leg i s l a t ive  Commission on Local Govern- 
ment, t o  be composed of members of the  House and Senate se lec ted  from the  
Local Government Operations Committee of each body. Such a commission 
should operate pr imar i ly  during t h e  in te r im period between l e g i s l a t i v e  
sess ions ,  reviewing those i s s u e s  which requ i re  g rea te r  s tudy than can be 
given during a sess ion .  

3. Establ ish  p o l i c i e s  designed t o  improve the  l e g i s l a t i v e  review of s p e c i a l  
b i l l s .  

* The Legis la ture  should, perhaps by r u l e ,  g ive  support t o  the  philoso- 
phy t h a t  t r u l y  l o c a l  i s s u e s  should be s e t t l e d  by l o c a l  governing bodies 
and not  by the  Legis la ture .  Such a pol icy  cannot, nor should it,  be 
r i g i d  and i n f l e x i b l e .  



* The L e g i s l a t u r e  should, by r u l e ,  adopt a po l i cy  t h a t  s p e c i a l  b i l l s  should 
be analyzed, i n  committee, f o r  t h e i r  gene ra l  po l i cy  impl ica t ions ,  and 
t h a t  committees of t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  g ive  f i r s t  p r i o r i t y  t o  r e so lv ing  i s s u e s  
through gene ra l ,  r a t h e r  than s p e c i a l ,  l e g i s l a t i o n .  Such a c t i o n  by t h e  
Leg i s l a tu re  should improve t h e  q u a l i t y  of l o c a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  and, i f  gene- 
ral  b i l l s  provide some f l e x i b i l i t y ,  reduce t h e  need f o r  l o c a l  governments 
t o  r eques t  s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n .  

* L e g i s l a t i v e  committeeg, when cons ider ing  s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  t h a t  would 
amend a municipal c h a r t e r ,  should reques t  t h e  c h a r t e r  commission of t h e  4 

munic ipa l i ty  t o  exp la in  why t h e  amendment cannot be adopted l o c a l l y .  

* Spec ia l  b i l l s  r e l a t i n g  t o  l o c a l  governmelt boundaries  and organiza t ion ,  
and those  g ran t ing  a u t h o r i t y  fox l o c a l  governments t o  assume func t iona l  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  should be r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Local Governrcent Operat ions 
Committee. 

* Spec ia l  bil-1s which a l t e r  e x i s t i n g  a u t h o r i t y  of a l o c a l  governmental u n i t  
i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  func t iona l  a r e a  should bc r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  pol icy  committee 
t h a t  has  j u r i s d i c t i o n  over  gene ra l  b i l l s  on t h e  same sub jec t .  For ins tance ,  
b i l l s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  t ax ing  powers of l o c a l  governments should be r e f e r r e d  
t o  t h e  Tax Committee; l i q u o r  b i l l s  should be r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Commerce and 
Economic Development Committee. 

C .  MunicipaZ char5er oomvissions - Report on necessary charter changes. 

Char te r  commissions of c i t i e s  wi th  home r u l e  c h a r t e r s  should he  requi red  by t h e  
L e g i s l a t u r e  t o  submit biannual  r e p o r t s  t o  t h e  c i t y  c o u ~ ~ c i l .  The c h a r t e r  commis- 
s i o n ' s  r e p o r t  should inc lude  conclusions on t h e  adequacy of t he  c i t y ' s  c h a r t e r ,  
should s p e c i f y  any d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  t h e  c h a r t e r ,  and should conta in  recommenda- 
t i o n s  t o  t h e  counci l  and the  vo te r s .  The r epor t  should be  presented  t o  t h e  c i t y  
counci l  i n  time f o r  t h e  recommendations t o  be placed on t h e  b a l l o t  at t h e  regu- 
lar  nun ic ipa l  e l e c t i o n .  Because c h a r t e r  commissions r ece ive  t h e i r  a u t h o r i t y  .d 

from s t a t e  law, any requirement f o r  a biannual  r e p o r t  must come from t h e  Legis- 
l a t u r e .  

D. Information on how ZocaZ services are delivered - Mre i s  needed. 

Addi t iona l  d a t a  is necessary i n  o rde r  t o  eva lua t e  t h e  manner i n  which l o c a l  
government s e r v i c e s  a r e  de l ive red  by l o c a l  govenment.  

1. The L e g i s l a t u r e  should r e q u i r e  t h a t  j o i n t  powers agreements be f i l e d  wi th  
t h e  Metropol i tan Council i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a  and wi th  t h e  Of f i ce  of 
Local and Urban A f f a i r s  f o r  t h e  remaining po r t ion  of t h e  s t a t e .  

2 .  The Metropol i tan Council and t h e  Of f i ce  of Local and Urban A f f a i r s  should 
compile, on a r e g u l a r  b a s i s ,  d a t a  on t h e  de l ive ry  of l o c a l  government 
s e r v i c e s .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h i s  d a t a  should inc lude  which governmental 
u n i t s  provide a p a r t i c u l a r  s e rv i ce ,  t h e  l e v e l  a t  which t h e  s e r v i c e  is  
provided, and the  method by which tl ie s e r v i c e  i s  de l ivered .  

3.  The S t a t e  Auditor should be r equ i r ed  by t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  t o  develop a uni- 
form accounting system f o r  l o c a l  government. 



E. The Minr~esota P?unicipaZ C'ommissior~ - The LegisZatwe should strengthen i $ s  
powers t o  s e t  munic.ipaZ boundaries. - 

I. Granf t h e  Mut~ic ipa l  Commission a d d i t i o n a l  powers t a  enable  i t  t o  consi-  
de r  a wider range pf a l t e r n a t i v e s  i n  dec id ing  boundary proceedings. 

I 

* When congidering a p e t i t i o n  t o  i nco rpora t e  a new plunicipal i ty ,  t h e  
Conunission should have t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  q n e x ,  t o  an ad jacent  muni- 
c i p a l i t y ,  any o r  a l l  of t h e  a r e a  designated i n  t h e  incorpora t ion  
proceeding should i t  conclude t h a t  t h i s  g l t e r n a t i v e  would be  more 
d e s i r a b l e  than e i t h e r  g ran t ing  oy r e j e c t i n g  t h e  $ncorparat ion 
r eques t ,  

* The l i m i t e d  a u t h o r i t y  t h e  Comiss ion  now has t o  i n c r e a s e  o r  d e ~ r e a s e  
t h e  a r e a  covered by an incoyporat ign p e t i t i p n  should be modified t o  
g ive  the  Commission g r e a t e r  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  deE~rmining  t h e  a rea  t h a t  
should be includgd i n  an orcjer. 

* A s  p a r t  of an inco rpora t ion  o r  annexat iop proceeding, t h e  Commission 
should be au thor ized  t o  conso l ida t e  t h e  remainivg po r t iop  of a town- 
s h i p  wi th  an  qdjo in ing  township, 

2.  R e s t r i c t  t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  of ~ o u n t y  commissioners t o  s e r v e  a s  ex-of f ic lq  
members of t h e  ~ y n i c i ~ a l  Commission. A cppnty ~ommissioper '  who repne- 
s e n t s  an a r e a  d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d  by a ~ u n i c i ~ a l   oarm mission proceeding 
should n o t  be e l i g i b l e  tq s e r v e  a s  an  ex -o f f i c io  member gf t h e  Municipal 
Commission when t h e  Carpmission cops iders  t h a t  proceeding. 

3. Provide funds t o  t h e  Munictpal Cowis@.on t o  secure  pro$ess iona l  researgh  p 
i t  t o  seguye profesp ional  research  a sg i s t ancg ,  i f  it f e e l s  t h a t  f u r t h e r  
information is  needed before  it  caq decide a boundary i s s p e ,  It qhould 
n o t  be t o t a l l y  dependent upon t h e  Metropol i tan Council o r  t h e  Of f i ce  of 
Local and Urbgn A f f a i r s  having adequate s t a f f  t$me t o  dqnate foy sqch 
s t u d i e s  , 

P a r t  X I  
MUNICIPAL BqUNDARY ;FSSUES 

In  order t o  strengthen mwicipal govemen t  4n the metropolitan q e a ,  we 
have concluded that the Legislature must take steps t o  gradually reduoe the nwn- 
bev of municipalities and t o  place the urbanizing areas under w t c i p a l  govern- 
ment b e f o ~ e  u~banizat ion occurs. 

A. Strengthen local govemen t  i n  the urbaniz2ng fringe weas  of $he region. 

The Leg i s l a tu re  should: 

. Grant t h e  Minnesota Municipal Commission c o n t r o l  over t h e  c r ea t ioq  of 
urban towns. The Municipal Connpissi~n should be given t h e  s o l e  a u t h o r i t y  
t o  c r e a t e  urban towns. Any town reques t ing  municipal powefs should be 
requi red  t o  r eques t  t h a t  au tho r i fy  of t h e  Commission. Towns granted  
municgpal powers should remain undey vhe j u r i s d t c a t i ~ n  af t h e  Municipal 
Commission and the  Commission should have t h e  a u t h o r i t y  f o  o rde r  incor -  
p o r a ~ i o n  o r  annexapion of po r t ions  of t h e  town a t  any f u t u r e  da t e .  



The Commission should be au thor ized  t o  review e x i s t i n g  urban town govern- 
ments, and, where appropr ia te  on the  b a s i s  of e x i s t i n g  s t a t e  boundary 
po l i cy ,  t o  o rde r  t h e  incorpora t ion  o r  annexation of a l l  o r  a  po r t ion  of 
t h e  town. 

2 .  Authorize t h e  Municipal Commission t o  assume j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  a d d i t i o n a l  
s i t u a t i o n s .  The Comiss ion  should be au thor ized  t o  review and, i f  apnro- 
p r i a t e ,  o rde r  t h e  incorpora t ion  o r  annexation of an a r e a  i n  t h e  fol lbwing 
s i t u a t i o n s :  

* I f  t he  S t a t e  Board of Health o r  t h e  P o l l u t i o n  Control Agency should 
conclude t h a t  f o r  reasons of p u b l i c  h e a l t h  an13 s a f e t y  ap a r e a  should 
be placed under municipal government and should reques t  t h e  Comiss ion  
t o  a c t .  

* When a s p e c i a l  sewer o r  water  d i s t r i c t  is proposed i n  an unincorporated 
a rea .  

* I f  t h e  M e t r o p ~ l i t a n  Council concludes t h a t  i t  i s  i n  t he  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  
of t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea  t h a t  a designated a r e a  should be incorporated 
o r  annexed t o  an e x i s t i n g  munic ipa l i ty  and i n i t i a t e s  a  proceeding 
before  t h e  Commission. 

3. Adopt t he  recommendations f o r  managing urbaniza t ion  contained i n  t h e  C i t i -  
zens League r epor t  "Growth Without Sprawl". Replacing town government 
wi th  municipal government, by i t s e l f ,  is no t  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  cope wi th  t h e  
complex problems of u rban iza t ioa  cn t h e  met ropol i tan  f r i n g e .  The recom- 
mendations contained i n  t h i s  r e p o r t  a r e  an e s s e n t i a l  i ng red ien t  i n  con- 
t r o l l i n g  urban sprawl. B r i e f l y ,  t h i s  r e p o r t  recommends: 

-- Designation, annual ly,  of land as e i t h e r  urbanizing o r  r u r a l  f o r  a  
f ive-year  per iod  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .  The des igna t ion  is t o  be made by t h e  
county board f o r  townships and mun ic ipa l i t i e s  t h a t  do no t  have a  capi- 
t a l  improvement program, otherwise by t h e  municipal counci l .  I n  a r e a s  
designated r u r a l ,  housing should be r e s t r i c t e d  t o  l o t s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  
l a r g e  t o  l e s s e n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of su r f ace  o r  ground water  p o l l u t i o n .  

-- Prepara t ion ,  annual ly,  of a  f ive-year  c a p i t a l  improvement proZram f o r  
a  l o c a l  governmental u n i t .  

-- Providing f i n a n c i a l  i ncen t ives  t o  keep r u r a l  l and  open and undeveloped 
through expansion of the "green acres"  law. 

Expanding on t h e  recommendation of t h e  "Growth Without ~ p r a w l "  r e p o r t ,  t h e  
Leg i s l a tu re  should: 

4. Control  development i n  newly c rea t ed  mun ic ipa l i t i e s .  The L e g i ~ l a t u r e  
should r equ i r e  t h a t  t h e  land des igna t ion  and c a p i t a l  improvement programs 
adopted by t h e  county f o r  t h e  a r e a  when i t  was under town government be 
continued f o r  t h e  dura t ion  of t h e  f ive-year  per iod ,  un less  t h e  new muni- 
c i p a l i t y  submits rev ised  programs t o  t h e  Metropol i tan Council f o r  review 
and comment and t o  t h e  county board f o r  approval.  



5. Require county governmept t o  develop a p lan  f o r  t h e  f u t u r e  governmental 
s t r u c t u r e  of land under town government. Such a p lan  should be  t i e d ' t o  
the  county's land des ignat ion  p lan  and should be  based on e x i s t i n 8  s t a t e  
p o l i c i e s  f o r  l o c a l  boundaries.  It should a l s o  be based on t h e  i d e a  t h a t  
land be  placed under municipal government a s  i t  begins t o  experience 
urban development. 

6 .  Strengthen t h e  c a p a b i l i t y  of a newly formed munic ipa l t ty  by providing 
g 
Affa i r s .  

* Provide p ro fes s iona l  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  newly formed munic ipa l i t i e s  t h a t  
w i l l  a s s i s t  those  mun ic ipa l i t i e s  i n  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a p ro fes s iona l ,  cqm- 
pe tent  development team t h a t  w i l l  a s s i s t  t h e  municipal counci l  i n  
managing urban development i n  t h e  munic ipa l i ty .  

* Provide "front-end" g r a n t s  t o  mun ic ipa l i t i e s  which u t i l i z e  t h e  deve- 
lopment team t o  a s s i s t  them i n  secur ing  t h i s  p ro fes s iona l  a s s i s t a n c e  
a t  a time when t h e i r  own f inanc+a l  resources  might no t  otherwise per- 
m i t  t h e  h i r i n g  of such a s s i s t ance .  

B. Encourage the graduaZ reduction i n  the nwnber of municipalities i n  the metro- .. . . poLitan area. 

The Leg i s l a tu re  should: 

1. Modify referendum requirements f o r  consol ida t ion  proposals  i n  which t h e  
consol idated munic ipa l i ty  would t o t a l  fewer than 100,QOO persons. 
An order  of t he  Municipal Commission approving a consol ida t ion  should 
be sub jec t  t o  v o t e r  approval i n  a s i n g l e  referendum wi th in  the  e n t i r e  
a rea .  Consolidation orders  i n  which the  consol idated p u n i c i p a l i t y  
would conta in  more than 100,000 persons should continue t o  be s u b j e c t  , 
t o  e x i s t i n g  approval requirements; approval  by each of t he  a f f e c t e d  
c i t y  counci l s  and by s e p a r a t e  referendums i n  each of t h e  a f f e c t e d  c i t i e s .  
Though we a r e  no t  prepared t o  recommend a s p e c i f i c  f i g u r e ,  a maximum 
a r e a  r e s t r i c t i o n  might a l s o  be imposed on t h i s  modif icat ion.  

2. Adjust t h e  municipql a i d  formula t o  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  inc rease  t h e  s t a t e  a i d  
t o  be received by a c ~ n s o l i d a t e d  munic ipa l i ty ,  As an incen t ive ' fo r 'mun i -  
c i p a l i t i e s  t o  consol ida te ,  a consol idatqd munic ipa l i ty  should r ece ive  
increased  a i d  from the  state f o r  a f ive-year  perigd.  

The Municipal Commission should: 

3. A s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  e x i s t i n g  congolidat ion procedures,  develop an ordar-  
ly, '  o r  gradual ,  consol ida t ion  process.  I f  considered f e a s i b l e ,  t h e  Muni- 
c i p a l  Commission sliould p resen t ,  as an a l t e r n a t i v e  approach, a recommend- 
a t i o n  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  bu i ld ing  on t h e  concepts coniained wi th in  t h e  
I t  o rde r ly  annexationt1 s t a t u t e .  



Par t  111 
A COMPREHENSIVE REAPPRAISAL OF THE 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL SYSTEM I N  THE METROPOLITAN AREA 

The ahanges we have recommended so far, though important, do not adequately 
deal with the compledty of the local governmental system i n  the !Tuin Cit ies  
metropo Zitan area. A systematic, comprehensive review of o m  local governmental 
system i s  needed and should be established by the Legislature with a goal o f  pre- 
paring a plan for the organ3zatwn of local government i n  the meCropoZitan m a  
by 1977. 

EstabZish a ci t izens wnnnission to  undertake a comprehensive revCew o f  local goo- 
e m n t  i n  the mirt c i t i e s  metropolitan area. 

A c i t i z e n s  commission on l o c a l  governvent organizat ion i n  the  metropolitan a rea  
should be authorized by the Legis la ture  and appointed by the Governor. It should 
be composed of one p r iva te  c i t i z e n  from each Metropolitan Council d i s t r i c t  and 
four members of the Legis la ture  from the  metropolitan a rea  serving a s  ex-aff ic io  
members. Two members of the  House of Representatives should be appointed by the  
chairman of the  committee primari ly concerned with l o c a l  government organizat ion 
i n  the  metropolitan area  ( the Local Government Operations Committee, i f  a p r i o r  
recommendation of ours is  adopted). Members of the  Senate should be se lec ted  i n  
the same manner, 

The conpmission should present: i ts  repor t  t o  the  Governor i n  the  f a l l  of 1976 i n  -" 

s u f f i c i e n t  t i m e  f o r  the  Governor t o  incorporate t h e  commission's recommendations 
i n  a Governor's r epor t  on l o c a l  government t o  the  1977 Legislature.  -.. 
The commission shou$d involve c i t i z e n s  groups; o the r  organizat ions,  s p e c i f i c a l l y  
the  se rv ice  organizat ions f o r  l o c a l  government such a s  the  League of Minnesota 
Municipali t ies  and the  Metropolitan Inter-County Council; a s  w e l l  a s  e g i s t i n g  
committees studying l o c a l  government l i k e  t h e  Ramsey County and Hennepin County 
study committses - by request ing them t o  submit agenda item f o r  conmission d i s -  

I cussion and prepare recommendations on agenda i t e m s  f o r  commission considerat ion.  

The commission should consider a range o f  issues concerning a l l  pbseg o f  local 
government - -  - - -  organization, - including issues retating t o  structure, boundaries and 

The fallowing general sub jec t s  a r e  examples of the  broad types of i s sues  t h a t  the  
commission should be authorized t o  study: Should the  l o c a l  governmental system 
i n  the  metropolitan area  be reorganized t o  r e f l e c t  the changing needs of t h i s  
region f o r  l o c a l  governmental services ;  Can c e r t a i n  functions be b e t t e r  provided 
by s h i f t i n g  respons ib i l i ty  t o  o the r  l e v e l s  of l o c a l  government; Should perform- 
ance standards be es tabl ished f o r  l o c a l  governmental services ,  at l e a s t  those 
r e l a t i n g  t o  publ ic  hea l th  and safe ty ;  Should the  s t a t e  adopt a pol icy  containiog 
c r i t e r i a  on which t o  ass ign functions t o  l ~ c a l  government? 

Spec i f i ca l ly ,  the  agenda should include, but  not  be l imi ted  t o ,  the  following 
subjects :  



1. The purpose of county government i n  the metropolitan area.  

Metropolitan county governments have, i n  recent  years,  received s u f f i c i e n t  
new author i ty  t o  bring them t o  t h e  poipt  where they have become e s s e n t i a l l y  
another l e v e l  of municipal government having some r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  near ly  
a l l  municipal functions.  The major d i f ferences  between t h e  county and the  
municipali ty seem t o  be t h a t  counties cover 8 l a r g e r  geographic area  than 
munic ipal i t ies  and counfies a r e  somewhat more dependent on the  Legis la ture  
f o r  au thor i ty  t o  carry  out  functions. 

This region has reached the  point  where i t  must e i t h e r  l e t  the  present  pat- 
t e r n  continue, with county government being assigned, on an incremental 
b a s i s ,  more and more author i ty  t o  de l ive r  se rv ices ,  o r  i t  must c r i t i c a l l y  
re-examine the  purpose t o  be served by county government i n  an area  t h a t  
is  almost t ~ t a l l y  urbanized. From such a re-examination, severa l  options 
f o r  county government a r e  ava i l ab le  : 

* Continue t h e  present  arrangement of assigning functions t o  county gov- 
ernment on an incremental,  piecemeal bas i s ;  

* Clearly d i s t ingu i sh  between the  types of functions t o  be provided by 
county government and municipal government; 

* Merge the  functions of county government with those of e i t h e r  munici- 
p a l  government o r  regional  agencies, thereby e l iminat ing county gov- 
ernment a s  a major form of l o c a l  government i n  a metropolitan area ;  

* Recognize the  c lose  re la t ionsh ip  between county and municipal se rv ices  
and encourage the  coordination, o r  in ter - l inking,  of these  se rv ices  by 
a l t e r i n g  the  method of se lec t ing  county commissioners t o  provide t h a t  
county commissioners be se lec ted  by municipal o f f i c i a l s .  

2,  The development of a governmental s t r u c t u r e  a t  the  neighborhood l e v e l .  

The need t o  have some form of a governmental s t r u c t u r e  i n  the  l a r g e r  c i t i e s  
a t  the  neighborhood o r  community l e v e l  has t r iggered a v a r i e t y  of proposals 
f o r  single-purpose neighborhood groups, some t o  advise on, o r  set, policy 
and others  t o  de l ive r  c e r t a i n  se rv ices .  

Again, a bas ic  policy decision must be made: Should we continue t o  develop 
quasi-governmental community organizat ions,  each of which i s  primari ly con- 
cerned about a s i n g l e  purpose, o r  should a l l  of these  proposals be brought 
together under some form of a general-purpose s t r u c t u r e  a t  the  neighborhood 
l e v e l ?  

3. Special-purpose d i s t r i c t s .  

His to r i ca l ly ,  a special-purpose d i s t r i c t  i s  created t o  deal  with a s p e c i a l  
problem t h a t ,  i t  i s  f e l t ,  cannot be adequately managed by an e x i s t i n g  
general-purpase government. Frequently, t h e  pol$cy-making author i ty  of such 
d i s t r i c t s  i s  independent of the  p ~ l i ~ y T m a k i n g  au thor i ty  of general-purpose 
governments, 



A review of special-purpose d i s t r i c t s  r a i s e s  some d i f f i c u l t  questions: 
Should the  p o l i c i e s  of special-purpose d i s t r i c t s  be subject  t o  g rea te r  
review by general-purpose governments? I f  so, how might the  j u r i s d i c t i o n  
of a general-purpose government be s u f f i c i e n t  t o  t o t a l l y  encompass the  
a r e a  contained within the  boundaries of such special-purpose d i s t r i c t s  a s  
watershed and conservation d i s t r i c t s  - d i s t r i c t s  whose boundaries genera l ly  
do not conform t o  e x i s t i n g  general  governmental boundary l i n e s ?  

4. Municipal home ru le .  

Home rule f o r  municipal government has h i s t o r i c a l l y  meant t h a t  the  voter  
should have a voice i n  determining how the  municipali ty is  t o  be organized. 
Lately,  however, changes i n  municipal char te r s  have increas ingly  been made 
by the Legis la ture  and/or t h e  c i t y  council  with the  vo te r  being t o t a l l y  
bypassed i n  t h e  process. 

This t rend,  most not iceable  i n  the  l a r g e r  c i t i e s ,  r a i s e s  the  fundamental 
question: I n  order t o  preserve the  concept of home r u l e ,  a r e  w e  w i l l i n g  
t o  re tu rn  t h e  respons ib i l i ty  f o r  forming and modifying the  char te r  of a 
c i t y  t o  the  voters?  O r ,  is  t h a t  process s u f f i c i e n t l y  unsat is fac tory  t h a t  
t h e  c i t y  char te r  conunission, and the  d i r e c t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by vo te r s  i n  
char te r  change, should be scrapped? Even i f  our e a r l i e r  recommendations 
on char te r  commissions a r e  adopted, we bel ieve  a study of t h i s  i s sue  is  
necessary. 

5 .  An evaluation of l o c a l  government performance. 

The s t a t e  has delegated t o  l o c a l  governments the  respons ib i l i ty  f o r  de l i -  
vering t o  the  publ ic  many important public services.  Y e t  t h e  s t a t e  devotgs 
very l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  t o  determining whether these se rv ices  a r e  a c t u a l l y  
being delivered or  t o  evaluating how they a r e  being delivered. 

Increasingly,  suggestions have been made t h a t  performance standards be 
es tabl ished by the  s t a t e  f o r  a t  l e a s t  those services  t h a t  a f f e c t  publ ic  
hea l th  and sa fe ty .  Although questions such as ,  can meaningful s tandards 
be developed f o r  measuring the extent  of se rv ice  provided and i ts cos t ,  
must be answered, the  quest ion of performance standards is of s u f f i c i e n t  
importance t h a t  i t  warrants an in tens ive  study by the  commission. 

6 .  Assigning r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  ' l o c a l  Rovernments. 

Should the  state e s t a b l i s h  a policy on the  assignment of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
t o  l o c a l  government, including c r i t e r i a  on which t o  base such assignments? 
While w e  recognize the  d i f f i c u l t y  of developing such a policy,  a review of 
the  manner i n  which functions have been assigned t o  l o c a l  government con- 
vinces us t h a t  a ca re fu l  study of the  i s sue  is  warranted t o  determine i f  
such a policy is  feas ib le .  I f  t h e  commission concludes such a pol icy  is 
needed, w e  recommend t h a t  the  following c r i t e r i a  be considered f o r  such a 
policy:  

* Services should be provided i n  such a manner t h a t  t h e  c i t i z e n  is  able  
t o  understand who is responsible f o r  the  se rv ice  and is ab le  t o  hold 
the  public o f f i c i a l s  responsible f o r  the  se rv ice  accountable. 



* Local governments should not  be requi red  t o  provide a l l  s e r v i c e s  
d i r e c t l y ,  bu t  should a l o c a l  governmental u n i t  con t r ac t  f o r  a s e r v i c e  
such a con t r ac t  should no t  d i f f u s e  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  providing 
such a s e r v i c e .  

* m e n  a s i g n i f i c a n t  number of t h e  use r s  of a s e r v i c e  r e s i d e  beyond t h e  
boundaries of t h e  governmental u n i t  d e l i v e r i n g  t h e  s e r v i c e ,  t h e  s e r v i c e  
should probably be assigned t o  a governmental u n i t  respons ib le  f o r  a 
l a r g e r  geographic a r ea .  

* Services  r equ i r ing  h igh  overhead o r  t echn ica l  e x p e r t i s e ,  o r  which a r e  
s u b j e c t  t o  economies of s c a l e ,  a r e  b e s t  provided by l o c a l  governmental 
u n i t s  governing l s r g e  a reas .  , 

* Conversely, s e r v i c e s  which experience very l i t t l e  economies of s c a l e ,  
and which have minimal impact on neighboring communities, should be t h e  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of municipal o r  community governmental bodies.  

* S e w i c e s  should be provided equ i t ab ly  throughout an a rea  a t  minimum 
l e v e l s  necessary t o  p r o t e c t  pub l i c  h e a l t h  and s a f e t y .  



I. The confusion and uncertainty that characterizes local government today i s  
a relat ively  recent devslopment. As recently as the end of World War II, local 
governments i n  the nJin Cieies aPea were s t i l l  oust i n  a traditional mold i n  
which Zooal governmental responsibili t ies and relationships were fairZy clearly 
defined. 

A .  k n i c i p a l i t i e s  - s p e c i f i c a l l y  Minneapolis and S t .  Paul  - were e s s e n t i a l l y  1 
Up through t h e  end of World War 11, t h e  urban populat ion i n  t h e  Twin C i t i e s  
a r e a  was almost completely contained wi th in  Minneapolis and S t .  Paul .  The 
urbanized area w a s  t i g h t l y  confined. Urban s e ~ c e s  - even those  we now 
view a s  areawide s e r v i c e s  - were provided by municipal government - spec i -  
f i c a l l y  by Minneapolis and S t .  Paul .  

It i s  t r u e  t h e r e  were o t h e r  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  i n  t h e  Twin Cities a rea ,  bu t  
t hese  could be d iv ided  i n t o  one of two groups: o lde r ,  free-standing muni- 
c i p a l i t i e s  such a s  Anoka and S t i l l w a t e r  which e x i s t e d  b a s i c a l l y  independent 
of t h e  Twin C i t i e s  a r ea ;  and a few f i r s t - t i e r  suburbs such a s  R ich f i e ld  and 
S t .  Louis Park, bu t  t h e s e  contained only a f r a c t i o n  of t h e i r  present-day 
popula t ions  and received many of  t h e i r  s e r v i c e s  from Minneapolis and S t .  
Paul .  

Of t h e  878,824 persons who l i v e d  i n  Hennepin apd Ramsey Counties i n  1940, 
roughly 780,000 - n e a r l y  90% - l i v e d  i n  e i t h e r  Minneapolis o r  S t .  Paul  
groper .  

B. Town government e x i s t e d  t o  provide a minimum of l o c a l  sexviceq t o  t h e  r u r a l  
a r eas .  - 
The remaining po r t ion  of t h e  reg ion  was s t i l l  r u r a l  and governed by town 
government, a form of govemment designed t o  provide a minimal l e v e l  of 
s e r v i c e  t o  t he  r u r a l  a r e a s  of t h e  s t a t e .  Town government is s t r i c t l y  l i m i -  
t e d  by s t a t e  law 3s t o  t h e  func t ions  i t  may perform. One of t he  major re -  
s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of a town government i s  t h e  maintenance of town roads and 
br idges .  A town was au thor ized  t o  have a cons tab le ,  bu t  t h e  major respon- 
s i b i l i t y  f o r  law enforcement i n  township9 was ass igned  t o  t h e  county s h e r i f f .  

Urban town government - a modified form o i  town government i n  which t h e  
Gown board i s  granted many of t h e  powers copnon t o  municipal government - 
d i d  e x i s t  i n  some p l aces  bu t  was n o t  anywhere pea r  ag s i g n i f i c a n t  a form 
of government a s  i t  i s  today. 

C. County government was viewed more a s  an  admin i s t r a t i ve  arm of t h e  s t a t e  than 
as a u n i t  of l o c a l  government.' 

Caunty government served a dua l  purpose: i t  w a s  respons ib le  f o r  c e r t a i n  
s t a t e  admin ie t r a t ive  s e r v i c e s ,  8nd i t  provided c e r t a i n  l o c a l  s e r v i c e s  t o  
t h e  unincprporated a r e a s  of t h e  county. 



The coun t i e s '  major l o c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  was t o  provide c e r t a i n  s e r v i c e s  
t o  t h e  townships i n  t h e  county. I n  those  a r e a s ,  t h e  county w a s  responsi-  
b l e  f o r  such t h i n g s  a s  p o l i c e  p r o t e c t i o n  - provided by t h e  s h e r i f f  - and 
t h e  maintenance of t h e  major road networks o t h e r  than  state highways. 

As  f o r  i t s  s t a t e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  a noted a u t h o r i t y  on county government, 
John C. Bol lens,  w r i t e s :  "One of t h e  o r i g i n a l  and cont inuing primary 
r o l e s  of coun t i e s  has  been t o  s e rve  as t h e  admin i s t r a t i ve  func t ionary  of 
s t a t e  government i n  ca r ry ing  o u t  c e r t a i n  s t a t ewide  programs." Tradi t ion-  
a l l y ,  t hese  programs have included t h e  b a s i c  s t a t e  l a w  enforcement 
machinery - t h e  c o u r t s ,  s h e r i f f ,  county a t to rney  and coroner;  t h e  r eg i s -  
t r a t i o n  of deeds and t i t l e s ;  and, through t h e  a u d i t o r  and t r e a s u r e r ,  por- 
t i o n s  of t h e  s t a t e ' s  f i s c a l  machinery. 

D.  Spec i a l  d i s t r i c t s  were l i m i t e d  - those  which d id  e x i s t  were Minneapolis- 
S t .  Paul  d i s t r i c t s .  

I f  t h i s  area had no t  contained two major m u n i c i p a l i t i e s ,  i t  is doubt fu l  
i f  any s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t s  would have e x i s t e d  a t  t h e  time. One municipal- 
i t y  would probably have been as a b l e  t o  d e a l  wi th  t h e  problems of sewers 
and a i r p o r t s  as s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t s  would have been. 

Both t h e  Minneapolis-St. Paul  San i t a ry  D i s t r i c t  ( c r ea t ed  i n  1934 and con- 
t i nued  u n t i l  t h e  c r e a t i o n  of t h e  Metropol i tan Sewer Board i n  1969) and 
t h e  Metropol i tan Ai rpo r t s  Commission (c rea ted  i n  1943) were e s s e n t i a l l y  
Minneapolis-St. Paul  d i s t r i c t s  w i th  no suburban r ep resen ta t ion  p re sen t  on 
e i t h e r .  Both were c rea t ed  t o  ope ra t e  a major c a p i t a l  f a c i l i t y :  a sewage 
t rea tment  p l a n t  and an a i r p o r t .  

E. The .financing of l o c a l  government w a s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a l o c a l  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y .  

* The primary source  of revenue f o r  l o c a l  government w a s  t h e  proper ty  
t a x .  Though m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  w i th  home r u l e  c h a r t e r s  could probably 
have provided f o r  a s a l e s  o r  income t a x  i n  t h e i r  c h a r t e r s ,  none chose 
t o  do so.  Local governments r e l i e d  on t h e  proper ty  t a x  as t h e i r  major 
source  of revenue. 

The Leg i s l a tu re ,  as i t  does today, commonly s e t  l i m i t a t i o n s  on what a 
l o c a l  government could levy.  Unlike t h e  l i m i t s  which e x i s t  today, 
t h e s e  l i m i t a t i o n s  s e t  a maximum levy r a t h e r  than a l i m i t  on 
t h e  inc rease  t h a t  could be l e v i e d  from year  t o  year .  But because of 
except ions granted  by t h e  Leg i s l a tu re ,  i t  w a s  no t  a t  a l l  unusual f o r  
many governmental u n i t s  t o  levy  t axes  i n  excess  of t h e  s t a t e d  l evy  
l i m i t a t i o n s .  ( I n  1934, 47 count ies  l e v i e d  taxes  above t h e  then  5-mill  
l i m i t a t i o n  au thor ized  by t h e  Leg i s l a tu re . )  

* S t a t e  and f e d e r a l  a i d s  t o  l o c a l  government were e s s e n t i a l l y  l i m i t e d  t o  
s p e c i f i c  func t iona l  a r e a s  - roads, wel fa re  and schools .  General a i d  
t o  l o c a l  government - t o  be spent  by t h e  l o c a l  governmental u n i t  a s  i t  
wished - w a s  f o r  a l l  p r a c t i c a l  purposes non-existent.  



f I. Following the war, a changing l i f e  s t y l e  caused people t o  migrate t o  bhe 
suburban areas - areas thab previouslg were rural and governed by rural-type 
governments. This, i n  tm, brought about new problems for Zocal government 
forcing changes i n  the local governmental system i n  the !Twin C i t i e s  area. 

A. The demand by these people f o r  urban se rv ices  resu l t ed  i n  the  crea t ion of 
a l a rge  number of new munic ipal i t ies .  

Minneapolis and S t .  Paul, f i r s t ,  chose not t o  enlarge t h e i r  borders t o  
keep the  urban arga wl th in  t h e i r  c i t y  l i m i t s .  Lgter,  a f t e r  the  two c i t i e s  
had become enci rc led  by a r ing  of suburban munic ipal i t ies ,  they found they 
could not  keep the  urban area  under t h e i r  control ,  even i f  they wanted t o  
do so. 

Between 1940 and 1979, t h e  number of munic ipal i t ies  i n  Hennepin and Ramsey 
Counties, alone, increased from 28 t o  61, and the  percentage of t h e  people 
i n  these two counties who l ived  i n  Minneapolis and S t .  Paul dropped from 
90% t o  58%. 

A s i g n i f i c a n t  number of these new munic ipal i t ies  contained such a small 
amount of land t h a t  t h e i r  maximum populations w i l l ,  i n  many cases,  never 
exceed 2,000 - much less 5,000 - people. Between 1950 and 1959, alone, 
41 new munic ipal i t ies  were created i n  the  metropolitan area ,  about hal f  
of which contained fewer than 1,000 persons. By 1960, we had an 
extremely fragmented municipal government system i n  the  metropolitan area.  

B. No longer could areawide services  be handled a t  the  municipal l eve l .  

Because Minneapolis and S t .  Paul d id  not  expand a s  the  urban area  expanded, 
t h e  region soon reached the  point  where no municipality was a b l e  t o  pro- 
vide the  l a rge  areawide services; no one could a c t  f o r  the  a r e a  a s  a 
whole. 

C. The use of spec ia l  d i s t r i c t s  was continued and, i n  some cases,  extended. 

The Metropolitan Sewer Board replaced the  M4nneapolis-St. Paul Sanitary 
D i s t r i c t  i n  1969. Overal l  policy control ,  however, was given t o  a multi- 
purpose body, the  Metropolitan Council. Special ,  o r  single-purpose, dis-  
t r i c t s  have, otherwise, continued t o  be one method used by the  Legis la ture  
t o  respond t o  s p e c i f i c  problems. The Metropolitan Airports  Commission 
remains a r e l a t i v e l y  autonomous s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t .  

D, A s  people moved t o  previously r u r a l  areas ,  turning them i n t o  urban communi- 
ties, town government was o f t en  forced t o  provide e s s e n t i a l  urban services .  

Unt i l  the  crea t ion of t h e  Minnesota Municipal Commission i n  1959, suburban 
res iden t s  des i r ing  the  urban services  t h a t  town government was unable t o  
provide could f a i r l y  e a s i l y  c r e a t e  t h e i r  own municipal government t o  pro- 
v ide  these services .  The process was t o  p e t i t i o n  t h e  d i s t r i c t  court  t o  
incorporate a given area  a s  a municipality. The process w a s  used q u i t e  
f requent ly ,  and q u i t e  successfully.  



The Minnesota Municipal Commission, c r ea t ed  by the  L e g i s l a t u r e  i n  1959, 
quickly brought a h a l t  t o  t h e  incorpora t ion  of small mun ic ipa l i t i e s .  A s  
a r e s u l t ,  i n  many cases  t he  only way a newly urbanized a r e a  could be 
served by municipal government w a s  through annexat ion of t h a t  a r e a  t o  an 
e x i s t i n g  munic ipa l i ty  - an a l t e r n a t i v e  suburbani tes  f r equen t ly  r e s i s t e d .  

There w a s ,  however, another  way f o r  urbanizing a r e a s  t o  r ece ive  municipal  
s e r v i c e s .  The Leg i s l a tu re ,  over  t h e  yea r s ,  had evolved an a l t e r n a t i v e  
form of government - t h e  urban town - t h a t  could provide many municipal  
s e r v i c e s  w i th in  t h e  framework of town government, thus  e l imina t ing  t h e  
need f o r  t hese  areas t o  be  annexed t o  a munic ipa l i ty .  Unlike t h e  r u r a l  
form of town government, which i s  extremely l i m i t e d  as t o  t h e  func t ions  
i t  may c a r r y  ou t ,  urban towns have been granted by t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  many 
of t h e  powers of municipal  government. Because i t  w a s  an  urban town, 
Eagan w a s  a b l e  t o  cont inue as a township u n t i l  i t  reached 13,000 persons; 
Grow Township today has  over 7,000 persons. 

Urban towns were o r i g i n a l l y  au tho r i zed  by t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  i n  1907 a s  a 
way t o  permit  townships conta in ing  a s i g n i f i c a n t  amount of urban popula- 
t i o n  (1,200 persons l i v i n g  on p l a t t e d  l and )  t o  undertake c e r t a i n  d u t i e s  
no t  au thor ized  f o r  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  town government. I n  1953, t h e  l a w  
was amended t o  permit  any town wi th  p l a t t e d  land  wi th in  20 mi les  of t h e  
c i t y  h a l l  of e i t h e r  Minneapolis o r  S t .  Paul  t o  assume c e r t a i n  powers of 
a mun ic ipa l i t y ,  and, through s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  even more towns were 
brought under t h e  provis ions  of t h e  urban town s t a t u t e ,  inc luding  a l l  of 
t h e  towns i n  S c o t t ,  Carver and Anoka Counties t h a t  otherwise d i d  n o t  
q u a l i f y  a s  urban towns. 

E. A s  l and  wi th in  a met ropol i tan  county w a s  incorpora ted ,  t h e  r o l e  of t h e  
county underwent a marked change. 

The h i s t o r i c  r o l e  of t h e  county t o  provide s e r v i c e s  t o  unincorporated 
a r e a s  has  changed as t h e  l and  wi th in  t h e  county has  been incorpora ted ,  o r  
a s  towns have become urban towns. A l l  of t h e  land  i n  both Hennepin and 
Ramsey Counties has  been incorpora ted  except  f o r  one township i n  each 
county. I n  t h e  remaining f i v e  coun t i e s  i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a rea ,  a l l  of 
t h e  townships, w i th  only a couple of except ions  i n  Dakota County, have 
become urban towns. 

I n  t u rn ,  a new r o l e  has  evolved f o r  county governments as they  became t h e  
v e h i c l e  f o r  providing many of t h e  municipal-type s e r v i c e s  t o  t h e  new sub- 
urbs.  I n  e f f e c t ,  count ies  became another  municipal-type government only 
se rv ing  a l a r g e r  geographic a r ea .  This  new r o l e  f o r  county government 
was t h e  r e s u l t  of t h e  l a r g e  number of small suburban m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  being 
too s m a l l  t o  provide t h e  same s e r v i c e s  a s  were provided by Minneapolis and 
S t .  Paul.  The t a x  base of t h e s e  numerous suburbs - p a r t i a l l y  because many 
of them were i n  r e a l i t y  bedroom communities and d id  n o t  c o n t a i n . i n d u s t r i a 1  
o r  commercial p roper ty  - simply d id  n o t  permit t h e  suburb t o  provide these  
s e r v i c e s  d i r e c t l y .  



111. The Legislature has responded t o  the pressures that appeared, but has only 
partially dealt with the problems. 

A. Municipal boundary decisions have been placed under t h e  control  of t h e  Minne- 
s o t a  Municipal Commission. 

Recognizing t h a t  t h e  previous process by which munic ipal i t ies  were created  
was r e s u l t i n g  i n  a severely fragmented system of municipal government i n  the  
metropolitan area  (with many extremely small areas  being permitted t o  incor- 
porate)  the  Legis la ture  i n  1959 created  the  Minnesota Municipal Commission 
t o  deal  with incorporat ion,  annexation, consolidat ion and detachment pro- 
ceedings. 

Previously these  mat ters  were determined by the  d i s t r i c t  cour t s ,  which, by 
and l a r g e ,  rout inely  approved any p e t i t i o n  request ing incorporat ion of an 
a rea  as  a separa te  and d i s t i n c t  municipali ty.  Generally speaking, annexa- 
t ions  were permitted only with the  consent of the  property holders;  incor- 
porat ions were allowed i f  a set t lement contained 100 o r  more res idents .  
It was with the  approval of the  d i s t r i c t  court  tha t  the  47 new municipali- 
ties i n  t h e  metropolitan area  were permitted t o  incorporate between 1950 
and 1959. 

The law creat ing the  Municipal Commission, and subsequent amendments t o  it ,  
have resu l t ed  i n  a sharp decrease i n  the  number of incorporat ions being 
permitted and an increase  i n  s i z e  of the  a reas  being incorporated. The law, 
however, does contain numerous r e s t r i c t i o n s  which prevent the  Municipal Com- 
mission from dischargiqg its r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a s  e f f e c t i v e l y  a s  it might - 
r e s t r i c t i o n s  which w i l l  be discussed l a t e r  i n  t h i s  repor t .  

B. To coordinate the  development of the  region and t o  deal  with c e r t a i n  region- 
wide problems, the  Legis la ture  created the  Metropolitan Council. 

Actually the  f i r s t  e f f o r t  by the  Legis la ture  t o  view the  metropolitan a rea  
a s  one region came i n  t h e  1950s with the  crea t ion of the  Metropolitan Plan- 
ning Commission. However, by the mid-1960s it became apparent t h a t  the  
region needed an agency with s u f f i c i e n t  author i ty  t o  coordinate the  planning 
and development of the  metropolitan area.  Consequently the  Legis la ture ,  i n  
1967, replaced the  Planning Commission with the  Metropolitan Council. 

Although the  Metropolitan Council w a s  granted s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g rea te r  powers 
than were possessed by the  o ld  Metropolitan Planning Colmajssion, it, too, 
has been r e s t r i c t e d  i n  its a b i l i t y  t o  deal  with many of t h e  problems t h a t  
a r e  metropolitan-wide i n  nature.  

For the  remainder of the  s t a t e ,  the  Legis la ture  i n  1969 authorized t h e  
crea t ion of regional  development commissions. 

C. A reorganizat ion of county government has begun with the  changes i n  s t ruc -  
t u r e  and expansion of county services  being authorized. 

Using Hennepin County a s ,  perhaps, a proto-type model, t h e  Legis la ture ,  be- 
ginning i n  the '60s, authorized some bas ic  changes i n  the  i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e  



of the  Hennepin County government. The posi t ion of county administrator  
was authorized under the  county board, and many of the  functions previously 
under independently e lec ted  county o f f i c i a l s  were t ransferred t o  the  county 
board and administrator  and the  e lec ted posi t ions  eliminated. 

New functions were given t o  the  county a s  well. The municipal court system 
and General Hospital were t rans fe r red  from Minneapolis t o  the  county. In  
such areas a s  parks and l i b r a r i e s ,  the  county began t o  develop major county 
f a c i l i t i e s .  

More recent ly ,  many of these changes have been authorized f o r  o ther  counties,  
e i t h e r  through spec ia l  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  a pa r t i cu l a r  county o r  general l eg i s -  
l a t i o n  f o r  a l l  counties. 

I V .  A review of the local governmental system i n  the metropolitan area reveals 
that  serious problems relat ing to  local governmental functions and boundaries 
remain. 

A. The fragmentation of municipal government i n  the  metropolitan area - caused 
by the l a rge  number of municipal incorporations during the  '40s and '50s - 
has weakened municipal government. 

The l a rge  increase i n  municipal incorporations following World War I1 - and 
p r i o r  *to the  creat ion of the  Minnesota Municipal Commission i n  1959 - is 
the  major reason why the  metropolitan area  i s  today composed of 135 separate  
municipal i t ies ,  p lus  52 towns. Nearly half  of these municipal i t ies  (67) 
contain fewer than 5,000 persons and 33 have populations of l e s s  than 1,000. 

The strong des i re  of most c i t i z ens  i n  these communities t o  maintain t h e i r  
municipality a s  a separate  governmental un i t ,  r a the r  than t o  consolidate 
with a neighboring community, has prevented consolidation from being s e r i -  
ously considered i n  most areas.  A sense of i d e n t i t y  with the  community, 
and a fee l ing  t ha t  one has a g rea te r  voice i n  a small municipality, a r e  
important reasons why c i t i z ens  a r e  generally unwilling t o  favorably consi- 
der merger. Only s i x  have ever occurred i n  Minnesota, and only two within 
the  metropolitan a rea  i n  recent  years ( the  consolidation of Mound and 
Is land Park i n  the  1950s, and Edina and Morningside i n  the 1960s). 

Nevertheless, there  a r e  good reasons t o  bel ieve  t h a t  such a p ro l i f e r a t i on  of 
municipal government is not i n  the  bes t  i n t e r e s t  of a strong system of muni- 
c i pa l  government i n  the  region. While some might believe t h a t  the  present  
fragmented system is  not  a r e a l  problem, few would l i k e l y  favor extending 
t h i s  fragmentation t o  the  point  where the  e n t i r e  metropolitan a rea  would be 
divided i n t o  separate  municipal i t ies  with average populations of 5,000 per- 
sons each. 

The Municipal Commission concept received widespread acclaim nat ional ly  
because i t  was able t o  h a l t  the  incorporation of small municipali t ies.  
Yet, i f  the  incorporation of these small municipal i t ies  was a ser ious  
enough problem t o  bring i n to  being the Municipal Commission, i t  would seem 
tha t  i t  would be undesirable f o r  the  region t o  encourage a municipal system 
tha t  s t i l l  contains many such small municipal i t ies .  



A system with a l a rge  number of small municipal i t ies  is undesirable from 
these spec i f i c  standpoints: 

1. With a l a rge  number of municipal i t ies ,  coordination between governments 
is d i f f i c u l t .  Consider, f o r  example, the  problem of coordination be- 
tween municipal i t ies  and the  Metropolitan Council. The chairman of the  
Council, i f  he wishes t o  meet with the  l oca l  o f f i c i a l s  of a l l  of t he  
municipali t ies i n  the  metropolitan area,  must be prepared t o  hold 135 
meetings - more i f  town and county o f f i c i a l s  a r e  added t o  the  list. A t  
the  r a t e  of one meeting per working day, such an e f f o r t  would take s i x  
months. Small wonder t h a t  some l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  f e e l  they have l i t t l e  
d i r e c t  contact wi th  the  Council. On a smaller l eve l ,  the  councilman 
representing the  East Ramsey-Washington d i s t r i c t  must maintain contact 
with roughly 30 municipal i t ies  and 10. towns, 11 of which municipali- 
t i e s  contain fewer than 1,000 persons each. 

2. Small municipal i t ies  a r e  generally l e s s  i n f l uen t i a l ,  and l e s s  e f f ec t i ve ,  
than l a rge r  municipali t ies.  

a. It is d i f f i c u l t  f o r  small municipali t ies t o  e f fec t ive ly  deal  with 
l a rge r  un i t s  of government. A small municipality frequently cannot 
j u s t i f y  the  s t a f f  t h a t  i s  needed and analyze and respond t o  ac t ions  
of higher governmental bodies - the  count;, the  ~ e t r b ~ o l i t a n  Council 
and the  Legislature,  i n  pa r t i cu l a r .  By way of i l l u s t r a t i o n ,  the  
mayor of a small municipality of l e s s  than 1,000 persons, i n  com- 
pla ining t h a t  he had not  had an opportunity t o  comment on a port ion 
of the  Metropolitan Council's Development Guide, was quoted a s  say- 
ing: "There is no way a small community can send someone t o  a l l  
these meetings. I t  

A t  t he  same time, i t  is un rea l i s t i c  t o  expect the  o f f i c i a l s  of the  
county, region o r  s t a t e  t o  be a s  responsive t o  the  request of an 
o f f i c i a l  representing a small community a s  they a r e  t o  one repre- 
sent ing a l a rge r  community. 

b. Small communities a r e  l e s s  able  t o  maintain control  over services .  
Although the  powers and r e spons ib i l i t i e s  of a l l  municipal i t ies  a r e  
about the  same, the capab i l i t i e s  of each a r e  not. One important 
reason why counties a r e  providing municipal services  is  t ha t  small 
municipal i t ies ,  i n  pa r t i cu la r ,  do not  have the  populations o r  the  
t ax  bases t o  permit them t o  adequately provide the  services  d i rec t ly .  

Where the  county does not  provide the  se rv ice ,  small communities 
frequently must, through j o in t  powers, pa r t i c i pa t e  with other  muni- 
c i p a l i t i e s  i n  the  delivery of the  services.  I n  such a s i t ua t i on ,  
the  municipality loses  some control  over the  se rv ice  being provided. 
The agreement is  dependent on a harmonious re la t ionship  between the  
pa r t i e s  f o r  the  agreement t o  be sa t i s fac to ry .  The smaller community, 
which could not  provide the  service  d i r ec t l y ,  is i n  a weak posi t ion 
t o  determine such things a s  service  l eve l s .  Jo in t  powers agreements 
can a l so  be terminated by any party.  A s  an example, Minnetrista once 
received f i r e  protect ion from Mound through a j o i n t  powers agreement. 
A con f l i c t  between the  two communities has l ed  t o  the agreement being 
terminated and has forced Minnetrista t o  bui ld  i ts  own f i r e  system a t  
a cos t  estimated t o  reach $7.5 mill ion.  



c. Larger municipal i t ies  can provide ce r t a i n  services  more e f f i c i e n t l y .  
There probably is  a c e i l i ng  beyond which cost  economies disappear, 
but  i t  is generally accepted t ha t ,  f o r  c e r t a i n  services  (parks, 
l i b r a r i e s  and some hea l th  services ,  f o r  example) per-unit cos t s  can 
be reduced a s  the  population and area  served increase.  This i s  
pa r t i cu l a r l y  t r ue  where a se rv ice  has a c e r t a i n  f ixed,  base cos t ,  
and is  a major reason why ce r t a i n  services  a r e  provided by the  
county o r  o ther  municipal i t ies  through j o i n t  powers. 

B. The urbanization of the  f r inge  of the  metropolitan area is  occurring t o  a 
g r e a t  degree beyond the  a rea  served by municipal government, i n  areas  gov- 
erned by town government. . .a governmental system never designed t o  cope 
with the problems of urbanization. 

Enough land is  current ly  ava i l ab le  within ex i s t i ng  municipal i t ies  t o  handle 
the  most op t imis t i c  population project ions  f o r  the  metropolitan area  f o r  
years t o  come ( the  Ci t izens  League's "Growth Without sprawl" repor t  e s t i -  
mates t h a t ,  within j u s t  the  1-4941694 beltway, enough land e x i s t s  t o  house 
one mil l ion more res idents)  ye t  urbanization continues t o  occur a t  a  s ig-  
n i f i c an t  r a t e  outs ide  the  t e r r i t o r y  governed by municipal i t ies .  

It is  a t  the  point  of urbanization when the  demands on a governmental system 
a r e  most c r i t i c a l .  A comprehensive plan must be prepared and a profess ional  
s t a f f  created,  plans f o r  i n s t a l l i n g  urban services  such a s  roads, sewer and 
water must be developed, a s  well  a s  the  plans f o r  f inancing f o r  these  pro- 
j e c t s .  -. 
Areas governed by town government a r e  poorly equipped t o  dea l  with these  
demands. Although an urban town possesses many of the powers of a munici- 
p a l i t y ,  i t ,  too,  i s  se r ious ly  l imi ted i n  i t s  a b i l i t y  t o  meet these problems. - _ 
I n  f a c t ,  i t  could be t h a t  urban towns have been granted j u s t  enough powers 
f o r  town o f f i c i a l s  t o  attempt t o  deal  with urbanization but  i n su f f i c i en t  
powers to  permit these o f f i c i a l s  t o  adequately deal  with the  f u l l  range of 
problems. 

1. Local o f f i c i a l s  i n  areas  served by urban town government have g rea t  d i f -  
f i c u l t y  dealing with the  problems of urbanization because of the  inherent  
l imi ta t ions  of urban town government. Specif ica l ly :  

a .  The governmental s t r uc tu r e  of an urban town is  i n f l ex ib l e .  Unlike 
municipal government, the  form of government avai lable  t o  towns is  
extremely l imited.  The c i t y  code o f f e r s  municipal i t ies  a degree 
of f l e x i b i l i t y  by i t s e l f ,  but should the  forms of government avai l -  
able  under the  c i t y  code be inadequate, a  municipali ty may - by 
adopting a c i t y  char te r  - e s t ab l i sh  any o ther  form of government 
which b e t t e r  s u i t s  i t s  needs. 

On the  other  hand, a town i s  l imi ted t o  a three-member town board 
of supervisors as the  bas ic  governing system f o r  the  town. An urban - 
town, f o r  instance,  may not e s t ab l i sh  a c i t y  manager form of govern- 
ment, adopt a home ru l e  char te r ,  o r  e s t ab l i sh  a c i v i l  se rv ice  system 
f o r  i t s  employees. 



Because of the small s i z e  of the  bown board, and because the  c i t y  
manager system is  not  avai lable ,  the  demands on the  th ree  members 
of the  town board aye extremely heavy, espec ia l ly  i n  a heavily 
populated town. 

The r e s t r i c t i o n  t ha t  a town board contain only three  members a l so  
opens the  pos s ib i l i t y  f o r  two indiv$duals t o ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  run the  
town - a s ign i f i c an t  f a c to r  f o r  towns undergoing heavy urbaniza- 
t ion.  

Powers of urban t o m s  a r e  l imi ted.  Although the  Legis la ture  has 
granted urban towns many of the  powers of c i t i e s ,  urban towns do 
not  have, among others ,  the  following powers: 

* Zoning powers. Counties have the  author i ty  t o  zone a l l  unin- 
corporated areas unless, i n  the case of an urban town, t he  
town adopts a more r e s t r i c t i v e  zoning plan than the  county's. 
In  the  case of lakeshore zoning, the  Legis la ture  spec i f i c a l l y  
delegated t h i s  respons ib i l i ty  t o  the  counties f o r  a l l  unincor- 
porated areas  of the  s t a t e .  

f Powers authorized by the  general welfare clause. Among the  
powers granted t o  urban towns is  the  so-called general welfare 
c lause , -  While t h i s  clause has been l i b e r a l l y  construed by the  
Minnesota cour ts  f o r  municipal i t ies ,  the re  i s  a ser ious  l e g a l  
question whether urban towns can, under t h i s  clause,  a c t  on 
subjects  which a r e  spec i f i c a l l y  designated i n  the  law t o  be 
applicable t o  county o r  c i t y  action. 

* Operate u t i l i t y  systems, regula te  the  s a l e  of beer and l iquor ,  
and operate municipal l iquor  s t o r e s ,  

S t a t e  f i nanc i a l  a ids  a r e  l imi ted f o r  town government. Funds from 
the  county and municipal road a i d  fund a r e  no t  d i s t r ibu ted  t o  
town governments but a r e  d i s t r ibu ted  t o  municipal governments 
with 5,000 or  more res idents .  In  1973, a f t e r  Eagan had become a 
municipality, i t  received roughly $59,000 i n  road a i d  funds from 
the s t a t e .  

Town meeting prov$.sions make i t  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  a town board t o  plan 
and govern the town. Perhaps the  major advantage c i t ed  f o r  town 
government is that important decgsions are made by the  c i t i z ens  a t  
the  annual town meeting. The most important decision made a t  the  
tw meeting is  determining the  town's t ax  levy. What t h i s  means, 
however, i s  t ha t  much of the planning of the town board can e f fec t -  
$vcly be n u l l i f i e d  i f  the  t ax  levy adopted a t  the  town meeting is 
not  adequate t o  carry  au t  those plans. 

To the ex ten t  tha t  the  town meeting gives a c i t i z en  the  opportunity 
t o  ask questions - and discuss town plans - the  town meeting has 
an important advantage over t he  referendum, where a c i t i z e n ' s  input 
is  merely a yes o r  not  vote. I n  a town containing several  thousand 
res idents ,  however, these  advantages a r e  more than o f f s e t  by the  low 
par t i c ipa t ion  a t  a town meeting. In  such instances,  the  turn-out is 



frequently low, when compared with the town population, or the 
opportunity to adequately discuss the issues is seriously limited 
because of the large number of people involved. 

e .  Town boundaries in an urban area are not designed to be permanent. 
Compounding the limitation on the ability of the town board to plan 
the future of the town, the board cannot know with certainty whether 
any of the township land will be annexed to an existing municipality 
at some point in the future. Unlike a municipality, the boundaries 
of a township are constantly subject to change. For instance, Eagle 
Creek Township in Scott County contained 2,200 persons in 1970 but, 
by 1973, had been dissolved, and all of the land annexed to either 
Shakopee or Prior Lake. 

By permitting land within a township to be incorporated, or annexed 
to a municipality, the state has rejected the idea that a township 
in an urban area should be considered a permanent governmental body. 

2. Urban town government makes it more difficult to develop municipal gov- 
ernment in an orderly manner. There are other major - and perhaps more 
important - problems associated with urban town governnent, beyond the 
limitation of powers available to urban towns. These problems deal with 
the very nature of urban town government and the manner in which urban 
towns are formed. Specifically: 

a. Urban town government permits an area to effectively circumvent the 
legal process for creating municipal government contained in the 
Municipal Commission statute. When it created the Municipal Com- 
mission the Legislature stated. as the policy of the state: ". . .municipat government i s  necessary' t o  the governmental 
services essential  t o  sound urban development and for the protec- 
t ion  of health, safet2 and welfare i n  areas used intensivezy for 
residential ,  commercial, industr ial ,  ins t i tu t ional  and governmental 
purposes or i n  areas undergoing such development. . . II 
To guide the Municipal Commission when it determines whether an area 
should be served by municipal government, the Legislature directed 
the Commission to consider 12 specific factors, specifically: Pro- 
jected population of the area; Quantity of land within the area; 
Present pattern of development; Comprehensive plans for develop- 
ment including plans by the Metropolitan Council or the State Plan- 
ning Agency; Type and degree of control presently exercised; 
Natural terrain of the area; Present government services; Prob- 
lems of environmental pollution; Fiscal data; Relationship and 
effect on adjacent communities and school districts; Analysis of 
whether needed services can best be provided through incorporation 
or annexation; Adequacy of town government to deal with the prob- 
lems. 

By contrast, the procedure specified in state law for a town to qua- 
lify for municipal powers is only slightly related to need. Any 
town with 1,200 persons on platted land within 20 miles of the 
Minneapolis or St. Paul city hall, or which has been specified in 
special legislation, qualifies for these municipal powers. 



b. A municipality i s  unable to  control  development of an area  i n  an 
adjacent  urban town, even i f  i t  i s  apparent the a rea  w i l l  some day 
be annexed t o  the  municipality. A s  long a s  the  urban town has 
adopted a comprehensive plan,  the  e x t r a - t e r r i t o r i a l  zoning powers 
of a municipality do not apply. 

c. Residents of urban towns expect services .  Because the  town form 
of government is  not designed t o  provide these services ,  the  
demands e i t h e r  place a s t r a i n  on t h e  town government, o r  e l s e  
res idents  u t i l i z e  the  services  of a neighboring municipality. The 
chairman of the  town board i n  Marshan Township i n  Dakota County 
was recent ly  quoted a s  saying t h a t  no sooner do people move i n t o  
h i s  town than they begin t o  demand the  services  they were accus- 
tomed t o  i n  the  c i t y .  To the  extent  these  res idents  a r e  a b l e  t o  
draw on the  services  of an adjacent c i t y ,  the  c i t y  subsidizes the  
township and the  need t o  place the  urban town under municipal gov- 
ernment can more e a s i l y  be postponed. 

3. Incorporation of a township presents  some problems a s  w e l l .  

a .  There i s  a tendency t o  hasten t h e  urbanizat ion of an area  once i t  
becomes a municipali ty.  There a r e  indicat ions  t h a t ,  a s  an area  
goes through t h e  t r a n s i t i o n  from a township t o  a municipality, the  
planning of the  municipality undergoes a t r a n s i t i o n  also.  There 
is  a tendency f o r  an area  t h a t  has j u s t  become a c i t y  t o  begin t o  
plan f o r  commercial establishments,  industry,  and everything e l s e  
t h a t  goes with urbanizat ion - even though the  area  may not  be ready 
f o r  such development. 

b. Development con t ro l  could ac tua l ly  be weakened by incorporat ion o r  
annexation. Where t h e  county has adopted t i g h t e r  development con- 
t r o l s  than e x i s t  within the  township, t h e  change from township t o  
municipal s t a t u s  could ac tua l ly  weaken the  planning process because 
the  county's development controls  w i l l  not  apply a f t e r  the area  is  
incorporated a s  a municipality. 

C. Widespread confusion and uncertainty has developed over the  bas ic  r o l e  of 
each l e v e l  of l o c a l  government, a s  new r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e  assigned t o ,  
o r  assumed by, l o c a l  governmental un i t s .  

Surprisingly,  t h i s  f ee l ing  i s  probably expressed more o f t en  by public o f f i -  
c i a l s .  Today, c i t i z e n s  a r e  a t  the  point  where they have so  l i t t l e  under- 
s tanding of which l e v e l  of government i s  primari ly responsible f o r  which 
se rv ice  t h a t  they accept t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  a s  an inev i t ab le  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of 
government . 
Because they work within the  system da i ly ,  government o f f i c i a l s  have deve- 
loped a pragmatic understanding of the  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  and l imi ta t ions  of 
each l e v e l  of government - i n  t h e i r  own a rea  of work, a t  l e a s t  - and have 
tended not t o  be so  concerned about t h i s  confusion. Lately, however, they, 
too, have begun t o  express some uncertainty over the  pa t t e rn  which has 
developed through the  assignment of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  various l o c a l  gov- 
ernmental un i t s .  



One i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  some publ ic  o f f i c i a l s  a r e  bothered by the  b l u r r i n g  of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of l o c a l  governments i s  t h e  number of proposals  f o r  t h e  r e -  
s t r u c t u r i n g  of l o c a l  government i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a  t h a t  have been 
introduced i n  t h e  Leg i s l a tu re .  The l i ke l ihood  t h a t  t hese  proposals  w i l l  
be  enacted i n  t h e  nea r  f u t u r e  may not  be g r e a t ,  bu t  they do s e r v e  t o  i nd i -  
c a t e  t h a t  t h e  present  mix of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of l o c a l  governments i s  be- 
i n g  chal lenged.  

During t h e  l a s t  s e s s ion ,  b i l l s  were introduced t o  c r e a t e  a  s i n g l e  metro- 
p o l i t a n  county, merge Ramsey County and S t .  Paul ,  and c r e a t e  a  commission 
t o  s tudy  t h e  s t r u c t u r e ,  func t ions  and opera t ions  of a l l  governmental u n i t s  
i n  Ramsey County. This  l a s t  proposal  was adopted by t h e  Leg i s l a tu re ,  a s  
was a  r e s o l u t i o n  by t h e  Hennepin County Board of Commissioners t o  es tab-  
l i s h  a  s i m i l a r  committee t o  s tudy Hennepin county 's  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  wi th  
o t h e r  l o c a l  governments i n  t he  met ropol i tan  a r e a .  

This  confusion is no t  confined s o l e l y  t o  t h e  S t a t e  of Minnesota e i t h e r .  
For i n s t ance ,  a  cu r r en t  ACIR r e p o r t  s t a t e s :  "The assignment of govern- 
mental r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  sub-s ta te  func t ions  is  p resen t ly  an unsystema- 
t i c  i f  no t  haphazard process ."  I n  C a l i f o r n i a ,  a  newly c rea t ed  l o c a l  gov- 
ernment reform t a s k  f o r c e  was d i r e c t e d  by t h e  governor of t h a t  s t a t e  t o  
I I determine the  proper  assignment of pub l i c  s e r v i c e  respons ib i l i ty1 ' .  

1. A v a r i e t y  of  f a c t o r s  have con t r ibu ted  t o  a  f e e l i n g  of unce r t a in ty  and 
confusion over  t h e  r o l e  of  l o c a l  governments. Some of them a r e :  

a .  There i s  no e x i s t i n g  po l i cy  de f in ing  the  r o l e  of each l o c a l  gov- 
ernmental u n i t .  Years ago, when t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  r o l e  of each 
l o c a l  governmental u n i t  was accepted by a l l ,  and was adequate 
f o r  t he  s i t u a t i o n ,  t h i s  c r ea t ed  no problem. But t h ings  have 
changed, and t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  r o l e s  a r e  no longe r  adequate today. 
Yet, a  cu r r en t  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  r o l e  of each l o c a l  governmental 
u n i t  has  no t  been developed, by t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  o r  anyone e l s e ,  
t o  f i t  t h e  p re sen t  s i t u a t i o n .  A gene ra l  d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  r o l e  
of t h e  Metropol i tan Council was w r i t t e n  i n t o  t h e  law when the  
Council was c rea t ed ,  bu t  even t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  has been s u b j e c t  t o  
d i f f e r e n t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s .  

b .  T r a d i t i o n a l  municipal s e r v i c e s  a r e  being provided, w i th  g r e a t e r  
frequency, by o t h e r  l e v e l s  of l o c a l  government, p r imar i ly  by the  
county. The s h i f t  of t hese  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  t o  o t h e r  l o c a l  gov- 
ernments is  a  d i r e c t  r e s u l t  of t he  expansion of t h e  urban a r e a  
beyond t h e  borders  of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  No longer  can they 
provide urban s e r v i c e s  t o  a l l  of t h e  urban a rea .  And, because 
of  t h e i r  smal l  s i z e  - numerical ly  and geographical ly  - many smal l  
suburban m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  cannot a f f o r d  t o  provide c e r t a i n  s e r v i c e s  
r equ i r ing  l a r g e  overhead t o  t h e i r  c i t i a e n s .  

More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  o t h e r  l o c a l  governmental u n i t s  have assumed 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  these  func t ions  because: 

(1) Serv ices  were never provided by the  municipal- level  govern- 
ment. For t h e  most p a r t ,  t h e s e  communities, be fo re  they 
became m u n i c i p a l i t i e s ,  e i t h e r  r e l i e d  on the  county f o r  t h e  
s e r v i c e  o r  were n o t  provided the  s e r v i c e  a t  a l l .  



(2) Problems extend beyond t h e  boundaries of mun ic ipa l i t i e s .  
When 90% of the  c i t i z e n s  of Hennepin and Ramsey Counties 
l i v e d  wi th in  Minneapolis and St .  Paul ,  these  two municipali-  
t i e s  were q u i t e  a b l e  t o  provide f o r  t h e  needs of t h e  c i t i z e n s  
l i v i n g  i n  t h e  urban area. The l a r g e  number of incorpora t ions  
i n  t h e  suburban area, and t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  smal l  s i z e  of many 
of t h e  mun ic ipa l i t i e s ,  has  meant t h a t  areawide problems must 
be handled by a government covering a l a r g e r  geographic area. 

(3) The t a x  base f o r  county government is  broader than  f o r  muni- 
c i p a l  government. Because t h e  county covers a l a r g e r  a r e a ,  
it  n a t u r a l l y  has a broader  t a x  base and i s  genera l ly  more 
ab le  t o  provide adequate funds t o  provide a c e r t a i n  s e r v i c e  
than is  an ind iv idua l  munic ipa l i ty .  

( 4 )  Cer ta in  s e r v i c e s  can be provided more economically when t h e  
a r e a  served is increased.  A good example might be a l i b r a r y  
system: I t  would be less expensive, y e t  r e s u l t  i n  b e t t e r  
s e r v i c e ,  t o  e s t a b l i s h  one l i b r a r y  system f o r  an  a r e a  of 
50,000 people, than f o r  f i v e  communities of 10,000 persons 
t o  have sepa ra t e  systems. 

(5) Many smal l  mun ic ipa l i t i e s  c a n ' t  a f fo rd  t o  provide c e r t a i n  
s e r v i c e s  a t  a l l .  The above po in t  suggests  t h a t  i f  another  
governmental body could n o t  provide t h e  s e r v i c e  more e f f i -  
c i e n t l y ,  t h e  munic ipa l i ty  would provide t h e  se rv ice ,  even 
though t h e  cos t  might be g r e a t e r .  Often t h i s  would n o t  be 
t r u e .  Local o f f i c i a l s  from many of t h e  growing communities 
r e p o r t  t h a t  t h e i r  munic ipa l i ty  simply does no t  have t h e  re- 
sources t o  provide c e r t a i n  se rv ices .  

c. Functions are being provided, more and more f requent ly ,  by mul t ip l e  
l e v e l s  of l o c a l  government. Generally speaking, whenever a new 
l e v e l  of l o c a l  government ga ins  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a s e rv ice ,  t h e  
governments which previous ly  had t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  continue t o  
provide t h e  se rv ice .  It is t h i s  type of s i t u a t i o n ,  as much a s  any 
o t h e r ,  which c r e a t e s  t h e  confusion f o r  t h e  average c i t i z e n .  

Examples of funct ions  t h a t  are provided by mul t ip l e  l e v e l s  of l o c a l  
government include: 

(1) Po l i ce .  A s  suburban areas incorpora te ,  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  
p o l i c e  p ro tec t ion  is  t r a n s f e r r e d  from t h e  county t o  t h e  muni- 
c i p a l i t y .  Frequently, t h e  munic ipa l i ty ,  i n  determining how 
i t  w i l l  provide t h i s  p ro tec t ion ,  t u rns  t o  t h e  s h e r i f f  and, on 
a c o n t r a c t  b a s i s ,  h i r e s  t h e  s h e r i f f  t o  provide much t h e  same 
pro tec t ion ,  though usual ly  a t  an increased  l e v e l  of s e r v i c e ,  
a s  was previously furn ished  t h e  township on a no-charge b a s i s .  

A s  t h e  number of unincorporated a r e a s  wi th in  a county decreases,  
and as the  number of munic ipa l i t iep  which con t rac t  wi th  t h e  
s h e r i f f  f o r  p o l i c e  p r o t e c t i o n  inc reases ,  t h e  r o l e  of s h e r i f f  
becomes, t o  a g r e a t e r  degree, t h a t  of a municipal p o l i c e  o f f i c i a l .  



The s h e r i f f  does have o the r  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  i n  such a r e a s  as 
enforc ing  cour t  o rde r s ,  maintaining s e c u r i t y  i n  courtrooms, and 
providing d ispa tching  se rv ice ;  bu t  h i s  genera l  l a w  enforcement; 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  and t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  of t h e  munic ipa l i ty  f o r  
l a w  enforcement, are becoming b lu r red .  

(2) Libra r i e s .  Withiq those  count ies  having county l i b r a r y  systems, 
municipal l i b r a r y  systems f requent ly  e x i s t  w i th in  t h e  l a r g e r  
and o l d e r  mun ic ipa l i t i e s .  Because c i t i z e n s  o f t e n  do no t  patron-  
i z e  t h e i r  own l i b r a r y  system, bu t  someone else's, t h e  a c t u a l  
a r e a  served by each system tends a l s o  t o  become b lur red .  

I n  Hennepin County, Minneapolis cont inues t o  ope ra t e  4 municipal 
l i b r a r y  system, and t h e  county system se rves  the  remainder of 
t h e  county. Although t h e  county has an appointed l i b r a r y  board 
composed of suburban r e s i d e n t s ,  t h e  Hennepin County Board of 
Commissioners, a county-wide body, is  u l t ima te ly  respons ib le  
f o r  l i b r a r y  pol icy .  

(3) Housing and Redevelopment. Housing and Redevelopment Authori- 
ties, t r a d i t i o n a l l y  a municipal funct ion ,  e x i s t  i n  many muni- 
c i p a l i t i e s  w i th in  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a  inc luding ,  i n  Dakota 
County, Hastings and South S t .  Paul. It's a l s o  an area where 
i n t e r e s t  has  been shown by county government, wi th  a county 
housing and redevelopwent a u t h o r i t y  having been author ized  f o r  
Dakota County by t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  and HRAs being d iscussed  f o r  
o t h e r  count ies  i n  t h e  region as w e l l .  I n  add i t ioq ,  proposals  
f o r  some form of a r eg iona l  housing a u t h o r i t y  are being die-  
cussed by t h e  Leg i s l a tu re .  

(4) Parks. Both mun ic ipa l i t i e s  and count ies  have t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  
e s t a b l i s h  and opera te  park systems. The ex ten t  t o  which t h i s  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  is  c a r r i e d  ou t  w i th in  both  l e v e l s  of government - 
as w e l l  as t h e  manner i n  which the  park opera t ion  i s  organized - 
v a r i e s  widely throughout t h e  met ropol i tan  area .  

Within municipal/urban-town government, t h e  range extends from 
t h e  n a t i o n a l l y  recognized Minneapolis park  system, which is 
managed by an autonomous park and r ec rea t ion  board, t o  c e r t a i n  
suburban park systems t h a t  are t o t a l l y  dependent upon develop- 
ers donating a pa rce l  of land  whenever an a r e a  i s  subdivided 
f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  development, The p r a c t i c a l  r e s u l t  of t h i s  
la t ter  approach is  usua l ly  a park system exc lus ive ly  contain- 
i n g  smal l  neighborhood l o t s  s c a t t e r e d  throughout t h e  community. 

A t  t h e  county l e v e l ,  a l l  count ies  have t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  es tab-  
l i s h  county park d i s t r i c t s  under Minnesota law. Hennepin County 
has  a well-developed park system, and mgst o t h e r  count ies  i n  
t h e  metropoli tan a r e a  are developing county park systems. 
Because t h e  county systems do have t h e  au thor i ty  t o  opera te  
wi th in  mun ic ipa l i t i e s  having t h e i r  own municipal park systems, 
t h i s  i s  an a r e a  wi th  a h igh  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  overlap of responsi-  
b i l i t y .  



(5) Health Services. I n  discussing the  r e spons ib i l i ty  f o r  c e r t a i n  
functions i n  the  a r e a  of publ ic  hea l th ,  even the  d e f i n i t i o n  of 
terms becomes confusing. There probably is not t o t a l  agreement 
on what is meant by "health services",  and i t  most c e r t a i n l y  is 
not  c l e a r  what the  exact  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of each l e v e l  of gov- 
ernment a r e  i n  t h i s  broad area .  

Again, t h e  a c t u a l  se rv ices  provided by each governmental u n i t  
operat ing i n  the  h e a l t h  se rv ice  a rea  vary widely, and conse- 
quently i t  is near ly  impossible t o  genera l ize  from a few speci-  
f i c  examples. Two points  do seem t o  s tand ou t ,  however: One, 
t h a t  seve ra l  l e v e l s  of l o c a l  government have some a u t h o r i t y  t o  
provide se rv ices  i n  t h i s  a rea ,  and two, t h a t  a l l  governmental 
u n i t s  wi th in  a given l e v e l  do not  provide se rv ices  uniformly 
throughout the  region. 

The major l o c a l  governmental bodies opera t ing  i n  t h i s  a r e a  a r e  
t h e  munic ipal i t ies ,  t h e  counties,  and, a l so ,  the  school d is -  
t r i c t s .  Several  of the  l a r g e  munic ipal i t ies  i n  t h e  metropoli tan 
a r e a  have municipal hea l th  departments t h a t  provide a f u l l  range 
of h e a l t h  se rv ices ,  from food inspection t o  immunization, family 
planning and nursing s e r v i c e  programs. 

Health se rv ices  a r e  provided a t  t h e  county l e v e l  a s  w e l l ,  though 
again no t  uniformly throughout t h e  metropolitan area.  I n  Hen- 
nepin County, the  county opera tes  General Hospital ,  an extens ive  
alcoholism treatment program, and neighborhood h e a l t h  c a r e  pro- 
grams such a s  t h e  P i l o t  City Health Center. 

I n  Ramsey County, t h e  county has a nursing se rv ice  program, an 
alcoholism program a s  we l l  a s  a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  S t .  Paul- 
Ramsey Hospital.  Currently,  a proposal is being considered by 
t h e  Ramsey County Board of Commissioners t o  c r e a t e  a Ramsey 
County Health Department i n t o  which would be merged the  S t .  Paul 
hea l th  agencies. The proposal,  i nc iden ta l ly ,  i s  opposed by the  
Ramsey County League of Munic ipal i t ies ,  an organizat ion of sub- 
urban Ramsey County res iden t s  . 

(6) Roads. Both the  county and the  municipal i ty have r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  cons t ruct ing  and maintaining road systems. To t h e  degree 
t h a t  each road i n  t h e  metropolitan a rea  can be separa te ly  iden- 
t i f i e d  a s  e i t h e r  a s t a t e ,  county o r  municipal road, d i r e c t  over- 
l a p  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  does not  e x i s t .  But, a s  a p r a c t i c a l  mat ter ,  
i t  has become r a t h e r  d i f f i c u l t ,  i n  t h e  metropoli tan a rea  a t  l e a s t ,  
t o  c l e a r l y  de l inea te  the  genera l  a r e a  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h e  
county and t h e  municipal i ty.  The county, no longer responsible 
f o r  maintaining a road network i n  t h e  unincorporated a reas  because 
l i t t l e  unincorporated a r e a  remains i n  the  metropolitan a rea ,  has 
begun t o  cons t ruct ,  and maintain, freeway-level roads, a s  w e l l  a s  
maintaining r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  such c e n t r a l  c i t y  streets a s  Port-  
land, Franklin and Hennepin Avenues i n  Minneapolis. 



d. Unlike many met ropol i tan  reg ions ,  metropol i tan-wide s e r v i c e s  w i th in  
our reg ion  cannot be provided by a s i n g l e  county government. I n  
many met ropol i tan  a r e a s ,  s e r v i c e s  which a r e  considered t o  be area-  
wide i n  na tu re ,  and s u b j e c t  t o  economies of s c a l e ,  can be ass igned  
t o  a s i n g l e  county government. The debate  over  whether r eg iona l  
government o r  county government should be ass igned  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  a s e r v i c e  is l a r g e l y  non-exis tent ,  because they a r e  one and t h e  
same. With ou r  met ropol i tan  area, which l i e s  w i th in  seven coun t i e s ,  
'it i s  no t  p o s s i b l e  t o  a s s ign  areawide s e r v i c e s  t o  one county i n  t h e  
met ropol i tan  a rea .  

Although t h e  count ies  w i th in  t h e  met ropol i tan  area do seek  t o  work 
coopera t ive ly  toge the r  i n  many areas, t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  po l i cy  i n  
each county is determined by a s e p a r a t e l y  e l e c t e d  board of c o m i s -  
s i o n e r s  means t h e r e  is no c e r t a i n t y  t h a t  region-wide i s s u e s  w i l l  
be handled c o n s i s t e n t l y  throughout t h e  a r e a  by t h e  count ies .  Though 
perhaps no t  an i s s u e  t h a t  would be considered of region-wide impor- 
tance ,  t h e  p o l i c i e s  of t h e  county boards i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  a r e a  
r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  wheelage tax demonstrate t h a t  p o l i c i e s  can d i f f e r  
and confusion can result. Regarding t h e  wheelage t a x ,  a l l  coun t i e s  
except  Ramsey County voted t o  a b o l i s h  t h e  wheelage t a x  and s u b s t i -  
t u t e  proper ty  tax revenue i n  i ts p lace ,  a s i t u a t i o n  t h a t  has  caused 
confusion on t h e  p a r t  of c a r  owners. 

2.  The t r e n d  toward a s s ign ing  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  l o c a l  s e r v i c e s  t o  mu l t ip l e  
l e v e l s  of government raises s e v e r a l  problems. Although t h e  dec i s ions  
t o  sha re  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a given s e r v i c e  might be j u s t i f i e d  when con- 
s i d e r i n g  only t h e  immediate problem a rea ,  i t  ought t o  be  recognized t h a t  
t h i s  sha r ing  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  does c r e a t e  c e r t a i n  problems, including:  

a .  The p u b l i c  does not  understand which governmental body is  responsi-  
b l e  f o r  - and should be h e l d  accountable  f o r  - a p a r t i c u l a r  s e r v i c e .  
A s  s t a t e d  before ,  t h e  c i t i z e n  f r equen t ly  is unce r t a in  a s  t o  whom t o  
t u r n  t o  when concerned about an a spec t  of a c e r t a i n  s e rv i ce .  It 
becomes very d i f f i c u l t  f o r  a pub l i c  body t o  be he ld  accountable  f o r  
i t s  a c t i o n s  i n  such in s t ances .  

b. I n e q u i t i e s  may e x i s t  i n  paying t h e  c o s t  of a s e rv i ce .  For a s e r v i c e  
t h a t  i s  f inanced areawide b u t  provided t o  only c e r t a i n  po r t ions  of 
t h e  a r e a  ( s h e r i f f  p r o t e c t i o n  o r  county road systems, f o r  i n s t ance )  
c i t i z e n s  may w e l l  be paying f o r  s e r v i c e s  they do no t  rece ive .  

c. The policy-makinp body may r ep resen t  an a r e a  l a r g e r  than t h e  a r e a  
r ece iv ing  t h e  se rv i ce .  I n  t h e  i n s t a n c e  where a s e r v i c e  is provided 
t o  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  of a given a r e a ,  bu t  t h e  policy-making body repre-  
s e n t s  a l a r g e r  a r e a  (Hennepin County l i b r a r y  system, f o r  which u l t i -  
mate po l i cy  i s  determined by t h e  County Board, is one example), i t  
is q u i t e  poss ib l e  t h e  gene ra l  p o l i c i e s  which determine l e v e l  of ser- 
v i c e ,  f o r  i n s t a n c e ,  may be d i f f e r e n t  from what is des i r ed  by those  
who a r e  being serv iced .  

d. The l o c a l  governments assuming r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  municipal s e r v i c e s  
tend t o  be  l e s s  responsive than m u n i c i p a l i t i e s .  County government, 
f o r  i n s t ance ,  has  been r e f e r r e d  t o  as t h e  " s i l e n t "  government 
because commissioners have f a r  less contac t  w i th  t h e  c i t i z e n  than  



do municipal o f f i c i a l s .  One r e s u l t  of s h i f t i n g  a se rv ice  from t h e  
municipal i ty t o  t h e  county is t h a t  the  inf luence  of any c i t i z e n  
w i l l  be lessened. 

3. Current developments may f u r t h e r  confuse t h e  p ic tu re .  

a. Special  revenue sharing may provide funds t o  enable c e r t a i n  govern- 
mental u n i t s  t o  undertake new functions.  It is uncer ta in  whether 
any of the  so-called s p e c i a l  revenue shar ing  programs w i l l  be 
adopted, and even less c e r t a i n  what exact  form these programs may 
take.  Some vers ions  of t h e  community revenue shar ing  b i l l  would, 
however, provide funds t o  c e r t a i n  urban county governments f o r  the  
purpose of providing c e r t a i n  se rv ices  t h a t ,  i n  many cases,  have 
not  previously been provided by the  county. Urban renewal, model 
c i t i e s ,  and sewer and water programs a r e  examples of these services .  

b. Expansion of j o i n t  powers au thor i ty  w i l l  permit counties  t o  under- 
take functions which they previously w e r e  not  authorized t o  perform. 
The 1973 Legis la ture ,  i n  a  move designed t o  increase  f l e x i b i l i t y  of - 
l o c a l  broadened t h e  scope of the  j o i n t  powers s t a t u t e .  
Previously, p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  a  j o i n t  powers agreement were each 
required t o  possess t h e  powers being d e a l t  with i n  t h e  agreement. 
The 1973 amendment provides t h a t ,  f o r  agreements with counties,  only 
one p a r t i c i p a n t  must possess the  power. A s  a  r e s u l t ,  through j o i n t  
powers, a  county which otherwise has not  been given r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  
f o r  a  se rv ice  may undertake r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h a t  service .  

c. Recent l e g i s l a t i v e  pol icy  po in t s  t o  g r e a t e r  autonomy f o r  county 
government. County government has t r a d i t i o n a l l y  been described a s  
pr imar i ly  an adminis t ra t ive  arm of the  s t a t e  car ry ing out  funct ions  
assigned t o  i t  by t h e  s t a t e .  The county board has been described 
a s  an executive agency because i ts primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  have 
been t o  implement s t a t e  pol icy  r a t h e r  than t o  set pol icy  on its own. 

Two ac t ions  by the  1973 Leg i s l a tu re  suggest ,  however, t h a t  t h i s  s t a t e  
may be moving t o  g r e a t e r  autonomy f o r  county government: 

(1) Optional forms of county government ac t .  Un t i l  t h i s  year ,  
counties  genera l ly  were r e s t r i c t e d  t o  using t h e  bas ic  form of 
government t h a t  has ex i s t ed  f o r  county government p r a c t i c a l l y  
s ince  statehood. The op t iona l  forms a c t  changes t h i s  by giv- 
ing  t h e  county t h e  au thor i ty  t o  adopt one of the  severa l  spe- 
c i f i e d  op t iona l  forms of government, i f  approved by the  vo te r s  
a t  a  referendum on t h e  question. The a c t  has been described 
a s  granting counties home r u l e  au thor i ty  so  f a r  a s  s t r u c t u r e  
is concerned. 

One op t iona l  form provided f o r  i n  t h e  law is t h e  c rea t ion  of 
the  pos i t ion  of county executive. The person holding t h i s  
o f f i c e ,  an e l e c t e d  pos i t ion ,  would be the  chief  executive of 
the  county and would have s i m i l a r  powers t o  t h e  mayor of a  
municipal i ty o r  t h e  governor of a  s t a t e .  I f  c rea ted  i n  Hen- 
nepin County, such a pos i t ion  could be t h e  second most-power- 
f u l  e l e c t e d  pos i t ion  i n  t h e  s t a t e ,  next t o  t h e  governor. Any 



dec i s ion  t o  c r e a t e  such an o f f i c e  would have important impli-  
c a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  r o l e  of t h e  county i n  t h e  l o c a l  governmental 
system i n  an a rea .  

(2)  County home r u l e  l e p i s l a t i o n .  Though t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  has  t h e  
c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  a u t h o r i t y  t o  g ran t  home r u l e  powers t o  county 
government, t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  has  never  a c t u a l l y  granted t h i s  
a u t h o r i t y  t o  t h e  count ies .  The 1973 L e g i s l a t u r e  d id ,  how- 
eve r ,  adopt s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  pe rmi t t i ng  a  county c h a r t e r  
commission f o r  S t .  Louis County i f  approved by t h e  v o t e r s  i n  
a  referendum. 

d. P o t e n t i a l l y  a  new l e v e l  of government a t  t h e  sub-municipal l e v e l ,  
t h e  community counci l  i d e a  is r ece iv ing  increased  a t t e n t i o n .  A 
proposal  is c u r r e n t l y  pending be fo re  t h e  S t a t e  L e g i s l a t u r e  t o  
au tho r i ze  neighborhood o r  community counci l s  w i th in  Minneapolis. 
A s i m i l a r  proposa l  has  been submitted t o  t h e  S t .  Paul  Ci ty  Council  
f o r  cons idera t ion .  Although t h e i r  immediate f a t e  i s  unce r t a in ,  
and whi le  i n  a  s t r i c t  sense  they probably would not  be considered 
l o c a l  governments, t hese  proposa ls  have t h e  p o t e n t i a l  t o  become, 
i n  e f f e c t ,  a  f o u r t h  l e v e l  of l o c a l  government i n  t h e  met ropol i tan  
a r e a  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  r eg iona l ,  county and municipal government. 

These proposals  a r e  designed t o  permit  many of t h e  s e r v i c e s  of 
c i t y  o r  county government t o  be decen t r a l i zed  t o  t h e  neighborhood 
l e v e l  and t o  g ive  t h e  c i t i z e n s  of t h e  neighborhood some voice ,  
perhaps only advisory,  over  planning and zoning ma t t e r s  a f f e c t i n g  
t h e  neighborhood. 

I n  add i t i on ,  s e v e r a l  government agencies  a r e  i n  t h e  process  of 
designing neighborhood o rgan iza t ions  t o  a s s i s t  them i n  d e l i v e r i n g  
s e r v i c e s  o r  advis ing  on po l i cy  on a  s i n g l e  s u b j e c t .  These agen- 
c i e s  i nc lude  t h e  S t a t e  Highway Department, t h e  S t a t e  Welfare Depart- 
ment, Hennepin County h e a l t h  s e r v i c e s ,  and t h e  Minneapolis and S t .  
Paul  school  systems. 

I n  s h o r t ,  a  review of t h e  developments regard ing  t h e  assignment of responsi-  
b i l i t i e s  t o  l o c a l  governments sugges ts  t h a t ,  with fewer except ions  than  may 
have been thought ,  ou r  l o c a l  governmental system has  progressed t o  t h e  po in t  
where i t  seems a s  though every l e v e l  of l o c a l  government could, p o t e n t i a l l y ,  
a t  l e a s t  be involved i n  ca r ry ing  ou t  some p a r t  of n e a r l y  every l o c a l  s e r v i c e .  

V. Substantive i s sues  e x i s t  i n  p a r t  because the  s t a t e  - though responsible for 
the  organization and operation of  local  government - has not  organized i t s e l f  t o  
evaluate ex i s t ing  policy on the  operation o f  local government, nor t o  develap 
new policy on the  overall  organization of  the local  governmental system. 

I n  a very r e a l  sense ,  t h e  l o c a l  governmental system i n  Minnesota is c rea t ed  
by, and i s  dependent upon, t h e  S t a t e  of Minnesota. The l e g a l  b a s i s  f o r  a l l  l o c a l  
governmental u n i t s  i n  t he  s t a t e  is found i n  A r t i c l e  X I ,  Sec t ion  1, of t h e  Minnc- 
s o t a  Cons t i t u t ion ,  which s t a t e s  i n  p a r t :  "The l eg i s la ture  may provide by law for 
the  creation, organization, adninistration,  consolidation, d iv i s ion  and dissolu- 
t i o n  o f  local government u n i t s  and t h e i r  functions. . . I1  It is s i g n i f i c a n t  t o  
note  t h a t ,  by c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  United S t a t e s  Cons t i t u t ion  conta ins  no re ference  t o  
l o c a l  government. 



A. The s t a t e ,  i n  recent years, has become increasingly involved i n  loca l  govern- 
ment. - 
For many years, though ' dependency on the s t a t e  was acknowledged, loca l  govern- 
ment was, a s  a prac t i ca l  matter ,  viewed more as a separate,  aqtonomous l eve l  
of government which r e a l l y  didn' t  require much direct ion from the  s t a t e .  

Today, few people would argue chat l oca l  government e x i s t s  a8 e s sen t i a l l y  a 
separate  l eve l  of government, determining f o r  i t g e l f  what i t s  respons ib i l i t i e s  
s h a l l  be. Several developments have placed the  s t a t e ,  and the  Legislature i n  . par t i cu la r ,  i n  control  of l o c a l  government. Some of these fac tors  are: 

I. Local government financing is heavily dependent on s t a t e  policy. A major 
change i n  the financing of l oca l  government has occurred during the past  
s i x  years, with the  s t a t e  moving t o  a posi t ion where i t  controls the  
financing of l oca l  government. 

a .  Signif icant  loca l  government revenue i s  derived from s t a t e  and federal  
government revenues. According t o  a repor t  of the Public Examiner, 
d i r ec t  revenue from s t a t e  and federal  government a id  programs accounted 
fo r  the following p o r t i o ~  of the t o t a l  revenue fo r  each l e v e l  of loca l  
government i n  1970 : 

Percentage of Total Revenue Received 
from Sta te  and Federal Government, 1970 * 

Counties 60.5% 
Municipalities 26.8% 
Towns 51.6% 
School d i s t r i c t s  49.7% 
Special d i s t r i c t s  48.0% 

Actual data  i s  not avai lable ,  but a projection of t o t a l  revenue received 
by municipal governments i n  1972 indicates  t ha t  inter-gpvernmental reve- 
nue has surpassed l oca l  taxes a s  the primary source of municipal goven-  
men t revenue. 

* S~urc ,es  of Municipal Government Revenue 

Local Taxes 64.6% 37.1% 31.8% 
In t e  rgovernmen t a1  Revenue 4.8% 26.8% 35.1% 
Other (fees,  f ines ,  assessments, e tc . )  31.6% 36 ,I% 33.1% 

The f u l l  impact of federal  revenue sharing w i l l  undoubtedly cause the  
intergovernmental portion t o  increase fv r ther  i n  the  next few years.  

* Report of  the PubZ{c Exminer on the Revenues, Expenditures and Debt 
of the Cities and ViZZages i n  Minnesota (1945, 19701, and Citizens 
League s5aff estimatss for 1972. 
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b. Levy l i m i t a t i o n s  r e s t r i c t  t h e  a b i l i t y  of l o c a l  governments t o  f inance  
I., i ' . : ~ ~ ~ w l ~ o ~ Q l c ~ ~ ~ . ~ P . a ~ Y 3 . i . '  : sifi&e lg$ l$  ghbugk fnadi$+&td::iby. :gh~ , '1973  lLegig&am : . .;i - 
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impos i t ion  of l i m i t s  on t h e  inc rease  i n  t h e  proper ty  t a x  levy  which 
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c r  Use of n w - p r b p e e y ,  taxes ~ & s t ' r $ ~ s e d .  Spec i fboa l ly ,  - t he -LegAs la tu re~  ' r 
has  ptohf@-i-t:c'& loci1 ~ e v e ~ m e n t d l - ? ~ f i d t s - ~ f  r6mm3 f ~ p o s i h g  e i t h e r  a  sale* , 

o r  an income tax ,  meaning t h a t  l o c a l  government i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  de- 
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The po l i cy  of t he  state i n  t h a t  revenue. f rm:suc .b~, ,  sburces  ; should;: be 
r a i s e d  c e n t r a l l y  by t h e  state and d i s t r i b u t e d  t o  l o c a l  governments 

s through 'genera l  a i d  program$, . , thereby e l imina t ing ,  'a p o t e n t f a l l y  con-. , 
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d. Federa l  Revenqe Sharing programs g ran t  
a l l o c a t i o n  of revenue sha r ing  funds t o  l o c a l  governmes.  The f e d e r a l  
government's @me.kaal~Be~~yes.5h&~iqg glq.g?;am.Fruuldes t h a t  a s t a t e  
l e g i s l a t u r e  ha$! alcer.jehe .,flrr+lril' . . .  tPia:t..:spec2f-ie.s; - . - . ;how l o c a l  governments' 
sha re s  of t h e  funds a r e  t o  be distributed.'-"The l e g i s l a t u r e  may spec i fy  
such a  change khc&-)during t h e  f i r s t  f i v e  yea r s .o f  t h e  revenue sha r ing  

: I 
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The proposal &b>%efore  Congress f ~ a i ~ d m % b ~ ~ : r & v e n u e  sha r ing  a l s o  
c a l l s  f o r  t h e  :a$sbbrsement of local;-govem$lei;l:ks !i.: po r t i ons  of t hese  
funds t o  be determined, i n  p a r t ,  by t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  
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2. ; 'me. &egfsla.fd:. h-&: be--! t* ! . e ~ t  &bandar& d>c&rt&i~,: lmal gbvern- 
t &&n:t &+~i&.~g '' 'Wi txd~  tK&: ..f r&&work 'of a .dual:, . s.t&w-lm$l. . :systmi. .,.the 
L e g i s l a t u r e  has ,  f o r  c e r t a i n  func t ions ,  enacted l eg i s l a t~onc : tbh ich  e s t a b -  
l i s h e s  a minimup s e r v i c e  l e v e l  f o r  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  func t ion ,  de l ega t ing  t o  
l o c a l  governmenc:,;t~w!, ~ , s p p m i H ~ & i , t y i  .. .-A- ........... $ o ' . : i . ~ Q d t : i : ~ ~ . ~ ~ o . t a t e  - . . .... ,- . . . . . . . . . .  po l i cy .  The 
s t a t e  bu i ld ing  code, shoreland management a c t  and t h e  f loodp la in  management -- ,> - 
a c t  qd;e:.khree !6'& ex.?&&%&. 

3 .  ~ i t i z e a s - j i  and %eg&&lat&&. khemselves, are tu rn ing  t o  the.::LegLs&ats%?e t o  
de cid& &&es &b&i a r e  &!$&arily local i n  ~etgml-'  ';ah it,t&utes,de@p&-te 
ob j edikods of a&&-& 0 f  f&&.il&si :I .Durja:g~r- ~ e ~ i s : I : ~ $ ~ e ~ ~ & s  ion  
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By way of example, t h e  fol lowing proposa ls  could have a l l  been enac ted  
l o c a l l y ,  through e i t h e r  ordinance o r  an a~,enrl,nent t o  t h e  c i t y  c h a r t e r .  
Yet , i n  each in s t ance  , t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  w a s  looked t o  a s  t h e  app ropr i a t e  
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Char te r  Comiss ion  was eva lua t ind l  yrbp.c&k. .~:\'a&ter,"$hc; rner&b~d, of e l e c t -  
i ng  C i ty  Council members, t h e  L e g i s l a t u r e  adopted, and t h e  c i t y  Council  
r a t i f i e d ,  a s p e c i a l  a c t  which changed t h e  s e l e c t i o n  system. The s p e c i a l  



a c t ,  which d e a l t  with a fundamental quest ion on t h e  organizat ion of c i t y  
government, i n  e f f e c t  changed t h e  c i t y  c h a r t e r ,  y e t  n e i t h e r  t h e  Charter  
Commission nor t h e  vo te r s  were involved i n  t h e  approval of t h e  proposal.  

* City o f f i c i a l s  e l e c t e d  on a p a r t i s a n  b a s i s  i n  Minneapolis, S t .  Paul 
and Duluth. A law, which d id  not  provide f o r  approval by t h e  l o c a l  
governing body before becoming e f f e c t i v e ,  requi res  c i t y  o f f i c i a l s  i n  t h e  
t h r e e  " f i r s t - c l a s s"  c i t i e s  i n  Minnesota t o  be e l ec ted  on a p a r t i s a n  b a s i s .  

* The organizat ion of t h e  Minneapolis Park and Recreation Board. Currently 
under study by a subcommittee i n  t h e  House, i t  has been proposed t h a t  t h e  
~ e ~ i s l a t u r e  abol ish  t h e  Park Board a s  an independently e l ec ted  govern- 
mental body i n  Minneapolis. 

* Swimming pools i n  S t .  Paul. A s  adopted by t h e  Leg i s l a tu re ,  t h i s  b i l l  d id  
provide f o r  City Council approval t o  become e f f e c t i v e ;  bu t ,  a s  introduced, 
t h i s  l e g i s l a t i o n  would have required t h e  City of S t .  Paul  t o  cons t ruc t  
swimming pools i n  f i v e  spec i f i ed  a reas  of S t .  Paul .  

4. Amending a c i t y  c h a r t e r  through referendum is  f requent ly  unsuccessful,  
prompting l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  t o  seek s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  amend c h a r t e r  
provisions.  This f e e l i n g  p reva i l s  i n  s p i t e  of t h e  ~ e g i s l a t u r e ' s  making 
two b a s i c  changes i n  t h e  s t a t e  law governing c h a r t e r  amendments. Within 
the  pas t  e i g h t  years  t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  has reduced t h e  percentage of v o t e r s  
t h a t  must approve a cha r t e r  amendment from 55% t o  51% and has a l s o  permit- 
t ed  c h a r t e r  amendments t o  be approved without a referendum being requi red  
i f  t h e  c i t y  council  approves t h e  amendment unanimously and delays imple- 
mentation of t h e  amendment t o  give t h e  v o t e r s  a c e r t a i n  amount of t i m e  t o  
reques t ,  through p e t i t i o n ,  a referendum on t h e  amendment. 

Nevertheless, t h e  experience with school bond referendums s i n c e  1969 has 
shown t h a t  vo te r s  a r e  less w i l l i n g  t o  support t h e  proposals t h a t  a r e  sub- 
mi t ted  t o  them by the  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s .  School bond referendums is  one 
a r e a  where s p e c i f i c  da ta  has been compiled, and t h e  r e s u l t s  a r e  a s  follows: 
For the  s i x  years  p r i o r  t o  1969, t h e  percentage of school  bond i s s u e s  being 
approved by the  vo te r s  ranged between 75-86%. For t h e  p a s t  four  school  
years ,  t h e  percentage has dropped dramatical ly t o  a range of 33-58%. 

* Local governments o the r  than munic ipa l i t i e s  - because they do no t  have 
home r u l e  powers - must go t o  t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  f o r  a u t h o r i t y  t o  assume 
new r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  o r  t o  change t h e i r  forms of  organizat ion.  A s  
count ies  and regional- level  governmental u n i t s  a r e  assigned g r e a t e r  
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  de l ive r ing  s e r v i c e s ,  t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  i s  c a l l e d  upon 
t o  d e a l  with more and more l o c a l  governmental decisions.  Because these  
governmental systems a r e  viewed a s  admin i s t r a t ive  arms of t h e  s t a t e  and 
a r e  not  granted the  f l e x i b i l i t y  t h a t  has been given t o  munic ipa l i t i e s ,  
decisions - which can be made l o c a l l y  by a munic ipal i ty  - must be 
r e fe r red  t o  t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  f o r  r e so lu t ion  by these  o the r  l o c a l  govern- 
mental u n i t s .  

* J u r i s d i c t i o n a l  d isputes  between l o c a l  governments o f t en  can only be 
resolved a t  the  s t a t e  l eve l .  The d i spu te  between t h e  Hennepin County 
Library Board and the  Minneapolis Library  Board, a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  c o n f l i c t  
between t h e  Metropolitan Council and the  Metropolitan Trans i t  Commission, 



a r e  two examples of i s sues  f o r  which a veh ic le  f o r  resolv ing the  
d ispute  below the  l e g i s l a t i v e  l e v e l  does not  e x i s t .  

5. With increas ing frequency, t h e  s t a t e  i s  viewing l o c a l  government a s  
the  vehic le  t o  implement s t a t e  p o l i c i e s .  The shoreland management a c t  
and t h e  s o l i d  waste l e g i s l a t i o n  a r e  but  two examples of i s sues  where, 
i n  recent  years ,  general  pol icy  has been es tabl i shed by the  s t a t e  with 
implementation of the  p o l i c i e s  being assigned t o  l o c a l  government. 

B. S t a t e  law prevents  the  Minnesota Municipal Commission from e f f e c t i v e l y  
implementing - s t a t e  pol icy  on municipal boundaries. 

1. The s t a t e  has a sound pol icy  concerning the  establishment and ad jus t -  
ment of municipal boundaries. Minnesota law, which s e t s  f o r t h  the  
pol icy  of the  s t a t e  f o r  c rea t ing  o r  ad jus t ing  t h e  boundaries of muni- 
c i p a l i t i e s ,  s t a t e s  the  following: 

* "Sound urban deve Zopment i s  essential t o  the continued economic 
grouth of the state; municipal government i s  necessary t o  pro- 
vide the gouervunental services essentia Z t o  sound urban deue lop- 
ment and for the protection of health, safety, and welfare i n  
areas being used intensively for residential,  commercial, indus- 
t r i a l ,  ins t i tu t ional ,  and governmental pwposes or i n  areas 
undergoing such developments; I' 

* "The public in teres t  requires that municipalities be formed when 
there ex%sts or u i l l  l ike ly  ex5st the necessary resources t o  pro- 
vide for the ir  economical and e ffim5ent operation; " 

* "Annexation t o  or consolidation with existing municipalities or 
unincorporated areas unable t o  supply municipal services should 
be fa& ti tated; " 

* "Conso Zidution of municipa Z i  t i e s  should be encouraged. " 
2. The powers of the  Municipal Commission a r e  not  adequate t o  permit the  

Commission t o  e f f e c t i v e l y  implement t h i s  pol icy .  This is  not  t o  
suggest t h a t  the  Municipal Commission has been t o t a l l y  i n e f f e c t i v e ,  
nor t h a t  the  powers the  Legis la ture  has granted have been gross ly  
inadequate. The Commission does seem t o  have been granted s u f f i c i e n t  
powers t o  prevent undesirable boundary changes from occurring. And 
the  order ly  annexation procedure, which was enacted by the  Legis la ture  
i n  1969, has given the  Commission a valuable new t o o l  f o r  annexation, 
one which permits annexations t o  be ca r r i ed  out  on a gradual,  l e s s  
emotional bas i s .  Nevertheless, t h e  Commission does face  c e r t a i n  l i m i -  
t a t i o n s  which prevent t h e  Commission from being a s  e f f e c t i v e  a s  i t  
p o t e n t i a l l y  could be. These l i m i t a t i o n s  include: 

a .  Boundary decisions a r e  not  based on areawide considerat ions.  No 
publ ic  agency today considers  the  composition of l o c a l  government 
i n  the  metropolitan a r e a  from the  standpoint  of an areawide frame- 
work. 

The Metropolitan Council does have the  au thor i ty  t o  i n i t i a t e  s t u d i e s  
on the  f e a s i b i l i t y  of annexing, enlarging o r  consolidat ing u n i t s  i n  
the  metropolitan a rea .  The ex ten t  of the  Council's p a r t i c i p a t i o n  



i n  such s t u d i e s  has been t o  author ize  its s t a f f  t o  undertake s t u d i e s  
on s p e c i f i c  proceedings requested by the  Municipal Commission. The 
Council i t s e l f  has never taken a pos i t ion  on a municipal boundary 
i s sue ,  although i t  has the  au thor i ty  t o  do so.  

The Minnesota Municipal Commission, p r i o r  t o  1967, did have au thor i ty  
t o  undertake a study of town governmentswith 2,000 o r  more persons 
t o  determine i f  any could be b e s t  s e w e d  by incorporat ion o r  annexa- 
t ion .  I f  i t  s o  decided, the  Commission had the  au thor i ty  t o  order  
such an incorporat ion o r  annexation sub jec t  t o  the  referendum pro- 
v i s ions  i n  t h e  annexation laws. The 1967 Legis la ture  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
amended t h i s  s t a t u t e  by de le t ing  any au thor i ty  f o r  the  Municipal Com- 
mission t o  order  any such incorporat ion o r  annexation. 

b. Res t r i c t ions  over who may submit a boundary matter t o  the  Municipal 
Commission l i m i t  the  Commission's e f fec t iveness .  With few exceptions,  
boundary proceedings may only be i n i t i a t e d  by e i t h e r  the  r e s iden t s  o r  
l o c a l  governing body of the  a rea  t h a t  is  a f fec ted .  

There is no mechanism t o  br ing  a proceeding before the  Commission i f  
the  l o c a l  conununitie~ do not  wish t o  i n i t i a t e  such a proceeding, even 
i f  the  boundary decision could have impact beyond the  d i r e c t l y  
a f fec ted  area.  I f ,  f o r  ins tance ,  an a r e a  wi th in  a township is i n  
need s f  municipal se rv ices  - y e t  the  r e s iden t s  do no t  wish t~ be 
annexed t o  a neighboring municipal i ty and the  municipal i ty does 
not  favor annexation because i t  f e e l s  the  a r e a  would requ i re  more 
se rv ices  than i t s  t a x  base could f i n a n c i a l l y  support - such a mat- 
t e r ,  under the  current  laws, could not  be brought before t h e  Com- 
mission. 

c .  Municipal Commission does not have s u f f i c i e n t  au thor i ty  t o  consider  
a l t e r n a t i v e  solu t ions .  Perhaps the  most se r ious  l i m i t a t i o n  a f f e c t -  
ing  the  Municipal Commission i s  the  i n a b i l i t y  of t h e  Commis$ion t o  
consider  a l t e r n a t i v e  so lu t ions  t o  a boundary d ispute .  When a boun- 
dary matter  i s  presented t o  the  Municipal Commission it has essen- 
t i a l l y  two options ava i l ab le  t o  it: E i the r  i t  can approve the  pe t i -  
t i o n  a s  presented,  o r  i t  can deny the  p e t i t i o n .  With few exceptions,  
i t  does not  have the  au thor i ty  t o  modify the  proposal which i s  before 
the  Commission. 

Consequently, i f ,  during a hearing on a proposed incorporat ion,  the  
Commission concludes t h a t  annexation, o r  annexation combined with 
incorporat ion,  of a por t ion  of the  a rea  might be the  most des i rab le  
course of ac t ion  t o  take ,  the  Commission is  unable t o  l e g a l l y  imple- 
ment the  course of ac t ion  which they consider t o  be the  most des i r -  
able .  The only course of ac t ion  ava i l ab le  t o  the  Commission i n  svch 
an ins tance  is  t o  deny the  p e t i t i o n  and t o  encourage t h e  l o c a l  o f f i -  
c i a l s  t o  submit a p e t i t i o n  the  Commission considers  t o  be more appro- 
p r i a t e .  I f  the  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  refuse  t o  do so ,  the  Commission i s  
powerless t o  br ing  about the  a c t i o n  they consider  t o  be bes t  f o r  the  
area .  



d. Although s t a t e  policy general ly favors annexation t o  incorporat ion 
i n  the  metropolitan area ,  the  procedures under which the  Municipal 
Commission must operate favor incorporation. The laws under which 
the  Municipal Commission must opera te  provide t h a t  most decis ions  
of the  Commission on annexation and consolidat ion matters  a r e  sub- 
j e c t  t o  approval by the  vo te r s  by referendum. (A consolidat ion of 
two munic ipal i t ies  must a l s o  be approved by the  council  of each of 
the  af fec ted  munic ipal i t ies . )  

On the  o the r  hand, an order  of the  Commission incorporat ing a l l  o r  
a por t ion  of a township, o r  consolidat ing a township with a muni- 
c i p a l i t y ,  is  not  sub jec t  t o  referendum approval. The referendum 
requirements consequently make i t  e a s i e r  t o  use t h e  incorporat ion 
process t o  place an a rea  under municipal government than t o  use 
the  annexation approach. 

e. The Legis la ture  has disregarded the  Municipal Commission, by permit- 
t i n g  c e r t a i n  boundary decisions t o  be made without Municipal Commis- 
s ion  review. Perhaps the  most b l a t a n t  occurred i n  1965 when the  
Legis la ture ,  by s p e c i a l  law, ordered the  consolidat ion of Inver 
Grove Town and the  Vil lage of Inver Grove. There a r e  o ther  exam- 
p l e s ,  a s  wel l ,  such a s  ac t ion  by the  1971 Legis la ture  which autho- 
r i zed  any municipali ty i n  Olmsted County within a j o i n t  sewer o r  
water d i s t r i c t  t o  annex any unincorporated t e r r i t o r y  i n  the  d is -  
t r i c t ,  without any review by the  Municipal Commission. 

f .  The Municipal Commission faces  o ther  l imi ta t ions  when hearing and 
deciding a boundary issue .  Spec i f i ca l ly ,  these l imi ta t ions  include -. 
the  following: 

* Ex-officio membership of county commissioners on t h e  Municipal 
Commission. When hearing a p e t i t i o n ,  the  Commission cons i s t s  
of the  th ree  permanent members of t h e  Commission a s  we l l  a s  two 
members of the  board of commissioners of the  county i n  which 
the  a f fec ted  a rea  is  located.  Generally speaking, the  county 
board, when s e l e c t i n g  these two members, does not  s e l e c t  the  
commissioner who represents  t h e  a f fec ted  area .  However, the re  
i s  no such requirement, and i n  some ins tances  t h i s  commissioner 
does p a r t i c i p a t e  a s  a member of the  Commission. It i s  extremely 
d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  not  impossible, f o r  such a commissioner, knowing 
t h a t  h i s  pos i t ion  on the  p e t i t i o n  could a f f e c t  h i s  p o l i t i c a l  
fu tu re ,  t o  maintain o b j e c t i v i t y  i n  hearing and deciding on the  
p e t i t i o n .  

* Commission has l imi ted  research c a p a b i l i t i e s .  Under the  present  
funding f o r  the Municipal Commission the re  a r e  no t  funds f o r  the  
Commission t o  h i r e  i t s  own research s t a f f .  Consequently, the  
Commission is required t o  u t i l i z e  the  s t a f f  of the  Metropolitan 
Council f o r  mat ters  a f fec t ing  the  metropoli tan a rea  and the  s t a f f  
of the  S t a t e  Office of Local and Urban Af fa i r s  f o r  the  remainder 
of the s t a t e  t o  gather  f a c t u a l  da ta  on which t o  decide a boundsry 
i ssue .  Because of o the r  demands on s t a f f ,  these two agencies a r e  
unable t o  provide in-depth research on a l l  matters  which come 
before the  Commission. 



C. The approach used by the Legisla8we t o  ac t  on propoesrfg affecting loca l  
povelament o rgan iza t id  makea'it d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e l a t e  the i~apac t  of these 
actions t o  the ove r i l t .  loca l  g d v & m n t a l  system. 

I. The c o d t t e e  gysteqt w h  by the Legislature f a r  eva lua t iag legis la -  
t ion affecting local g o v e c b t  organization p r a a t i c d l y  grecfudes a 
&s t k i t i c  review of legislakion affect ing loca l  ' govexmkent orgqniza- 

a. Several committees i n  both the House and She Seaste hasdle loca l  
government"ZegisS.atl~h.' Tfthe  system of '  local, governmeit includes 
municipal government, tovn government, county government, regional 
governmept and special  d i s t r i c t  government, then as lllgny a s  f ive  
cgmmittees i n  the Hpuse, and four i n  the Senate, have a p a r t i a l  
responsibil i ty f o r  evsluating the proper ro le  of each local gov- 
ernmental wit, but no one committee has a responsibil i ty to  bring 
everything together and r e l a t e  the role  - the powers - of one leve l  
of government t o  a l l  others. 

In the Bouse of Repreeentativea, t h r ~  sepbrato ccmm~itteae h a w  major 
z e s p o n s " Z  
Ttiey ate:  

* Locaf Covemumst Committee. This co9lmpittee i r  soqiqned responai- 
biXi6y f ~ 3  ' ~ a j i s f a t ~ o u ' a ~ f a c t l n g  county g o w m n t ,  town govern- 
ment and munf  c ipa l  gwernmnt , except f o r  c i ty  government. This 
cormaLtteq 4s costaidered by many t o  have ae its primary responsi- 
b i l i t y  the review of special  leg is la t ion  for  cer ta ie  Lacal govern- 
mental unit@, It does, hqwever, ac t  on a s ignif icant  number of 
propo$als bav$ag general, atatewide impact om loca l  government. 

* City Govemmrnt bunpittee. General lagfelr t ion which af fec ts  c i ty  
g @ v e ~ ~ ' ~ ' a s  whll ha special  legis lat ion which affects  a par- 
t icu lar  c i t y  - is assigned to  this  cami t tee .  The neighborhood 
goveqmenf council b i l l  waa assigned t o  thia committee. 

* Me t ~ o p o l i  tm and Urban Af f a igr  Committee , Plcopoeals which af f ea t  
'the &f i r& Gv'ea-bipity metropolitan area are  generally assigned 
to  thia c m i t  tee. The committee does conaider other matters 
whfch axe ef Less than q mtropolitan-wlde interaet ,  however. 
For I n e t ~ ~ e ,  tho ~00910ittee undertook a a tudy of the Uinneapolie 
Park Board i n  Ltoe summer of 1973 to  determine whether i t  should be 
res trucf upsd, 

Two 8aqrrte c ~ t t a ~ s  are primarily rerponsibj.~ fo r  local government 
,%e~;isf dtloa 'r ' ' Tttpy 'bre i 

* Local Goye@u181)t Co-ttee. The responsibi l i t ies  of th i s  committee 
would app&+r to be 'very s imilar  to  those of the House Local Govern- 
ment Cmmtttee, 

* Metropolitan q d  Ufban Affairs Committea, Spacial legis lat ion 
a a  the metropolitan area - 
and Duluth - ea welf-as metropolitan-wide iseues are  assigned to 
th i s  caPimi ttee. 



Other committees a l so  hapdle l eg i s l a t i on  a f fec t ing  loqa l  government, 
organization. Specifical ly2 
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* Environmental Preservation @nd Natural Resource Commitgees. B$lls 
which dea l  with the '  powtirs and orgaqisat ion of l o c a l  g o v e k e n t o l  
un i t s  so le ly  qoncerned with water resources - wa~ershed d i s t r i c t s ,  
f o r  example - a r e  geneually assigned t o  these coplmittees. 

* GovernmeataS Opetotions Committees. Because these  committees are 
i ~ n s k d e r e d ' t o  bave'primary ' rkspohsibi l i ty  f o r  leg$slotion affect -  
ing government s t ruc tu re ,  some l eg i s l a t i on  q f f sc t ing  l o c a l  gov- 
ernment organization is  assigned t o  t h i s  committee. Histar$cally,  
s t a t e  policy on municipal boundary i s sues  has been considered by 
t h i s  committee. 

b. 

ac t ing  as an W f o r  municipal i t ies  i n  the metropolitan area $f so  
requested by the municipali t ies,  was sent t o  the  Metropolitan and 
Urban Affa i rs  Committee. A t  t he  same t ime ,  a bi l l .  authorizing che 
Dakota Cowty HRA t o  handlq housing du t ies  f o r  m y  municipality %n 
Dakota County i f  so  requested was sen t  t o  the  Local Government Com- 
mit tee  (In the  Senate, b ~ t h  b i l l s  were re fe r red  t o  the  Metropoli- 
t an  and Urban Affa i rs  Commitl;ee) and b i l l s  f o  authorize the  c i t y  
council i n  St .  Louis Park t o  gewe  a s  the  HRA were heard by the  
City Government Committee. 

C. Geographic representat ion on committees is unbalanced even though 
proposals with statewide impact a r e  asslgned t o  these '  coaan$trees, 
A lack of geographic balance e x i s t s  bas ica l ly  because  the  primary 

, pulrpose of these committees is congidered t o  be t o  aq t  on spec i a l  
l eg i s l a t i on ,  l eg i s l a t i on  which d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t s  only one o r  a 
l imi ted number of l oca l  governmental un i t s .  I n  f a c t ,  however, 
these committees a l l  handle b i l l s  with statewide impact. Most 
g lar ing is the  geographic composition of the  Local Goverwr&aat Com- 
mittees i n  both the  House and the  Senate. 

* House qocal, Government Committee. Of the  twenty-one d e r s  ol  
t h i s  connnittee, only one i ivea  i n  e i t h e r  Heunepin o r  Ramsey 
County; s ix teen,  o r  753, l i v e  outs ide  the  seventcounty metro- 
po l i t an  areas  evep though roughly ha l f  of the  s t a t e ' s  popd.at$pn 
l i v e s  within t h i s  area. 

Despite t h i s  geographic imbalance, t h i s  cqm;lttee was the  primary - 
usually the  only - committee i n  the  House t o  evaluate the follow- 
ing  statewide b i l l s  affecttr ig the  organization of l s c a l  government! 
Optianal forms f o r  county government b i l l ;  extension of j o i n t  
powers t o  include cOunty servtce  congractp; combined dky-v i l l age  
code. It a l so  considered spec ia l  b i l l s  on the  follqrirrg subjects  
which have general policy implications: a u t h o r i ~ e d  a county 



c h a r t e r  commission; expanded powers of an urban town; increased s i z e  
of an urban town. And i t  was the  one committee of t h e  House t h a t  re- 
viewed a proposal  t o  au thor i ze  metropoli tan count ies  t o  appropr ia te  
funds f o r  s o i l  and water conservat ion purposes. 

* Senate Local Government Committee. Although only one of t he  four teen  
members of  t h i s  committee l i v e s  wi th in  t h e  seven-county met ropol i tan  
a r e a ,  t h i s  committee was a l s o  assigned r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  a l l  of t h e  
l e g i s l a t i o n  r e f e r r e d  t o  above f o r  t h e  House committee. 

* Other committees. The Ci ty  Government and Metropoli tan and Urban 
A f f a i r s  Committees a l s o  d e a l  wi th  l e g i s l a t i o n  which, d i r e c t l y  o r  in-  
d i r e c t l y ,  has an impact on t h e  organization of the  l o c a l  governmental 
system. The membership of t hese  committees is a l s o  gesgraphica l ly  
unbalanced, Spec i f i ca l ly :  

* House Ci ty  Government Committee. Fourteen of t he  twenty members 
r e s i d e  wi th in  t h e  seven-county me t r spo l i t an  area .  

* House Metropoli tan and Urban A f f a i r s  Cownittee. A l l  bu t  two of t h e  
twenty-nine members r e s i d e  wi th in  the  seven-county met ropol i tan  area .  

* Senate Het ropol i tan  and Urban A f f a i r s  Committee. A l l  but  one of t he  
f i f t e e n  members a r e  from e i t h e r  t h e  mefropoli tan a r e a  o r  Duluth. 
(Specia l  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  Duluth is a l s o  assigned t o  t h i s  committee.) 

.- 
2; The l e g i s l a t i v e  process f o r  eva lua t ing  and enac t ing  s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  fu r -  

t hg r  inc reases  the  d i f f i c u l t y  of developing r a t i o n a l  pol icy  f o r  l o c a l  govern- 
mept, Numerically, s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  - l o c a l  b i l l s ,  a s  they are sometimes - 
cg l l ed  - account f o r  t h e  v a s t  major i ty  of t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  proposals  introduced 
i p  each l e g i s l a t i v e  se s s ion  t h a t  a f f e c t  l o c a l  government. I n  f a c t ,  they 
accourlt f o r  a s i g n i f i c a n t  percentage of a l l  b i l l s  passed by t h e  Leg i s l a tu re .  
O f  t h e  783 laws enacted by t h e  1973 Leg i s l a tu re ,  24% were s p e c i a l  b i l l s .  

Most s p e c i a l  b i l l s  f a l l  under one of t h r e e  ca tegor ies :  b i l l s  t o  increqse  a 
l o c a l  government's tax ing  o r  bonding powers; b i l l s  a f f e c t i n g  publ ic  employee 
re t i rement  a s soc ia t ions ;  b i l l s  t o  inc rease  t h e  number of l i q u o r  l i c e n s e s  
t h a t  may be i ssued  by a l o c a l  governmental u n i t .  Most, though no t  a l l ,  of 
t hese  b i l l s  a r e  f a i r l y  s t ra ight forward .  To t h e  ex ten t  t h e  Leg i s l a tu re  is 
w i l l i n g  t o  d e a l  with these  i s s u e s  on a community-by-community b a s i s ,  each 
b i l l  can be handled by the  Leg i s l a tu re  wi th in  a minimum amount of time. 

The major problem posed by t h e  use of s p e c i a l  b i l l s ,  however, r e l a t e s  more t o  
the  r e l a t i v e l y  few s p e c i a l  b i l l s  which do no t  f a l l  wi th in  one of t he  above 
c a t e ~ o r i e s .  These b i l l s  f requent ly  conta in  po l i cy  impl ica t ions  which extend 
beyond t h e  immediate e f f e c t  of t he  b i l l ;  o f t en ,  they se rve  a s  precedents  f o r  
o t h e r  s p e c i a l  b i l l s ,  o r  a genera l  b i l l ,  on the  same sub jec t .  Yet, t h e  Legis- 
l a t u r e  too o f t e n  processes these  b i l l s  i n  t h e  same manner as a l l  o the r  spe- 
c i a l  b i l l s ,  g iv ing  inadequate a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  impl ica t ions  of t h e  l e g i s l a -  
f ion .  The Minneapolis develspment d i s t r i c t  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  passed i n  1971, 
might s e rve  a s  one such example. 

a. Several  f a c t o r s  encourage t h e  widespread use of s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n .  

* It i s  o f t en  e a s i e r  t o  so lve  a problem by pass ing  a s p e c i a l  law. 
Often,  t h e r e  a r e  o the r  remedies t o  so lv ing  the  problem a v a i l -  
ab le ,  such as a l ~ c a l  referendum, b u t  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  decide t o  



seek s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  because i t ' s  quicker ,  e a s i e r  and, per- 
haps, more c e r t a i n  of being successfu l .  

* It can be p o l i t i c a l l y  advantageous f o  both l e g i s l a t o r s  and l o c a l  
o f f i c i a l s .  L e g i s l a t o r s  can r e t u r n  home a t  e l e c t i o n  time and 
t ake  c r e d i t  f o r  passing c e r t a i n  l e g i s l a t i o n  t h a t  b e n e f i t s  t h e i r  
d i s t r i c t .  O r ,  by he lp ing  some l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  o u t  of a problem, 
the  l e g i s l a t o r  may be in su r ing  t h e  support  of t h a t  l o c a l  o f f i -  
c i a l  a t  the  next  e l e c t i o n .  I n  any event ,  he w i l l  no t  be gene- 
r a t i n g  t h e  oppos i t ion  t h a t  might develop i f  he does no t  he lp  
t h e  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l .  

Local o f f i c i a l s  a l s o  b e n e f i t  from t h e  use of s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  
by being a b l e  t o  avoid r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  passing unpopular mea- 
s u r e s  themselves. I f  t h e  l o c a l  c i t i z e n s  don' t  l i k e  what happened, 
t he  Leg i s l a tu re  can be given t h e  blame. 

* Some l e g i s l a t o r s  represent  smal le r  a r e a s  than do c i t y  councilmen. 
This  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  t r u e  i n  Minneapolis, which has 1 3  aldermen 
but  16 siate rep resen ta t ive  d i s t r i c t s ;  a i d  i n  S t .  Paul ,  where 
c i t y  councilmen are e l e c t e d  a t  l a r g e  while  t h e  c i t y  is  divided 
i n t o  12 state rep resen ta t ive  d i s t r i c t s .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  c i t i z e n s  
tend t o  br ing  l o c a l  i s s u e s  t o  t h e i r  l e g i s l a t o r ,  s i n c e  t h e  l e g i s -  
l a t o r ,  by represent ing  a smal le r  d i s t r i c t ,  is probably b e t t e r  
known t o  t h e  pub l i c  than t h e  councilman. I f  t h e  l e g i s l a t o r  
r ece ives  a number of  r eques t s  f o r  a c t i o n  on a l o c a l  i s s u e ,  and 
i f  members of t h e  c i t y  counci l  do not  i n d i c a t e  a n  i n t e r e s t  i n  
dea l ing  wi th  the  matter, the  l e g i s l a t o r  may choose t o  use  t h e  
l e g i s l a t i v e  process t o  r e so lve  t h e  i s s u e ,  by in t roducing  a  spe- 
c i a l  b i l l  on t h e  sub jec t .  

* Local governlnent powers are l imi t ed  by t h e  state. Local govern- 
mental u n i t s ,  genera l ly  speaking,  have only those powers which 
a r e  express ly  granted by t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n  o r  by s t a t e  law. The 
exception t o  t h i s  r u l e  a r e  t h e  home r u l e  c h a r t e r  cities who a r e  
granted  the  a u t h o r i t y  t o  undertake funct ions  unless  express ly  
forbidden t o  do so. But even wi th  home r u l e  c h a r t e r  c i t i e s ,  many 
state laws e i t h e r  p rohb i t  o r  p l ace  l i m i t s  on what such a munici- 
p a l i t y  may do. The 1971 levy l i m i t  l a w  is  an important  example 
of such a l i m i t .  

* A l o c a l  governmental u n i t  may have a unique problem. A par t icu-  
, l a r  problem may requ i re  i t  t o  be t r e a t e d  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  meaning t h a t  

s p e c i a l  r a t h e r  than genera l  l e g i s l a t i o n  is required.  Whether the  
problem is a c t u a l l y  t h a t  unique is genera l ly  a judgmental quest ion.  

* Leg i s l a to r s  who rep resen t  t h e  a r e a  a f f e c t e d  by the  s p e c i a l  b i l l  
assume a d d i t i o n a l  power by having nea r  v e t o  power over l o c a l  mat- 
ters requ i r ing  s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n .  A s  a p r a c t i c a l  ma t t e r ,  a  spe- 
c i a l  b i l l  is very un l ike ly  t o  ga in  l e g i s l a t i v e  approval unless  i t  
has t h e  support  of nea r ly  a l l  of t h e  l e g i s l a t o r s  who rep resen t  
t he  given area. With few exceptions,  these  b i l l s  are introduced 
by l e g i s l a t o r s  from the  area. 



In  the  l a r g e  urban areas  such a s  Ramsey and Hennepin Counties, 
delegations composed of a l l  of the  l e g i s l a t o r s  representing those 
counties a r e  formed f o r  the  purpose of reviewing a l l  s p e c i a l  b i l l s  
a f f e c t i n g  those counties.  I f  a  b i l l  gains delegation approval, i t  
is q u i t e  l i k e l y  t o  receive t h e  approval of the  e n t i r e  l e g i s l a t i v e  
body. Because b i l l s  must have t h e  near unanimous support of dele- 
gat ion members - the  s p e c i f i c  number v a r i e s  from sess ion t o  ses- 
s ion  - a r e l a t i v e l y  few number of l e g i s l a t o r s  may, by opposing a 
s p e c i a l  b i l l ,  prevent t h a t  b i l l  from receiving delegat ion approval 
and thereby severely harm t h a t  b i l l ' s  chances of approval. 

I n  e f f e c t ,  when i t  comes t o  spec ia l  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  each l e g i s l a t o r  
becomes a s o r t  of l o c a l  o f f i c i a l  who, because he can block near ly  
any l o c a l  b i l l  i f  he chooses t o  do so, may have more power regard- 
ing  l o c a l  a f f a i r s  than does a l o c a l  o f f i c i a l .  

b. Several problems r e s u l t  from the  use of s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  estab- 
l i s h  l o c a l  government policy.  

* Specia l  l e g i s l a t i o n  frequently sets a precedent f o r  enacting gene- 
r a l  l e g i s l a t i o n .  The development d i s t r i c t  l e g i s l a t i o n  authorized 
by the  1971 Legis la ture  f o r  Minneapolis, Hopkins and Robbinsdale 
is one such example. These laws l e d  t o  the  in t roduct ion of b i l l s  
i n  the  1973 Legis la ture  t o  e s t a b l i s h  s i m i l a r  d i s t r i c t s  i n  severa l  
add i t iona l  communities including St .  Paul, Duluth and Red Wing. 
A general,  s tatewide development d i s t r i c t  b i l l  was a l s o  introduced 
and is cur ren t ly  pending i n  the  Legislature.  

To t h e  extent  t h a t  a  s p e c i a l  b i l l  is  viewed a s  a way t o  t r y  out  a  
policy on a t r i a l  bas i s ,  the  use of s p e c i a l  l e g i s l a t i o n  can be a 
healthy development. Unfortunately, s p e c i a l  b i l l s  a r e  genera l ly  
not  viewed i n  t h a t  l i g h t .  More of ten  they a r e  used a s  a precedent 
f o r  passing f u r t h e r  laws on the  sub jec t  i n  subsequent sessions.  

I n  t h e  1973 l e g i s l a t i v e  sess ion,  s e v e r a l  b i l l s  were adopted which 
contain general  pol icy  implicat ions.  A quick review of the  b i l l s  
considered by j u s t  the  House Local Government, City Government, 
and Metropolitan and Urban Af fa i r s  Committees shows a t  l e a s t  60 
such b i l l s .  The b i l l s  t o  increase  the  s i z e  of t h e  Ramsey Town 
Board, author ize  a char te r  commission f o r  St .  Louis County, permit 
the Dakota County HRA t o  a c t  a s  t h e  municipal housing au thor i ty  a t  
munic ipal i t ies '  request ,  author ize  St .  Louis County t o  borrow money 
from any f e d e r a l  agency f o r  c a p i t a l  improvements and highways. . . 
a r e  j u s t  a  few examples of s p e c i a l  b i l l s  with pol icy  implicat ions.  

* Policy implicat ions of s p e c i a l  b i l l s  do not  receive adequate evalu- 
a t ion .  The l e g i s l a t i v e  process used t o  evaluate  a pol icy  matter 
contained i n  a s p e c i a l  b i l l  and a general  b i l l  a r e  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r -  
ent .  Whereas a general  pol icy  proposal w i l l  be re fe r red  t o  t h e  
appropriate funct ional  cormnittee of t h e  Legis la ture  (Health and 
Welfare, Environmental Preservation,  Commerce and Economic Develop- 
ment, e tc . ) ,  a s p e c i a l  b i l l  w i l l  nea r ly  always be re fe r red  t o  e i t h e r  



the  Local Government, the  City Government, o r  the  Metropolitan and 
Urban Af fa i r s  C o d  ttee . Consequently, the  committee primari ly res- 
ponsible f o r  developing general  pol icy  on a p a r t i c u l a r  subject  does 
not  even consider s p e c i a l  b i l l s  on t h a t  subject .  

A good example (from the  1973 ~ e ~ i s l a t u r e )  of the  d i f f e r e n t  approaches 
used f o r  s p e c i a l  b i l l s  and general  b i l l s  concerns a proposal t o  a u t h o ~  
r i z e  t h e  granting of add i t iona l  l iquor  l i c e n s e s  by munic ipal i t ies  ope- 
r a t i n g  municipal l iquor  s t o r e s .  A general  b i l l  on t h i s  subject  was 
re fe r red  t o  t h e  Commerce and Economic Development Committee, and a 
s p e c i a l  b i l l  granting the  i d e n t i c a l  powers t o  two counnunities - Brook- 
lyn Center and Rosevil le  - was routed t o  t h e  Local Government Committee. 
The l a t t e r  b i l l  was heard by the  committee, reconmended t o  pass,  and 
subsequently adopted by the  House and the  Senate and signed i n t o  law 
near  the  end of the  session.  The former b i l l  has y e t  t o  be acted upon 
by the  committee. (An i n t e r e s t i n g  aspect  of t h i s  procedure is t h a t  
both Rosevil le  and Brooklyn Center a r e  suburban counnunities, while t h e  
Local Government Committee, with 16 of 21 members res id ing i n  the  

. r u r a l  port ion of the  s t a t e ,  is  perceived of a s  being responsible f o r  
s p e c i a l  b i l l s  a f f e c t i n g  communities outs ide  t h e  metropolitan area.  

Special  b i l l s  do not receive adequate evaluation,  a lso ,  because an 
inadequate amount of t i m e  is spent  considering these  b i l l s .  Testimony 
on most of these  b i l l s  is extremely l imi ted .  It is  not a t  a l l  uncom- 
mon f o r  up t o  t en  such b i l l s  t o  be recommended t o  pass by a committee 
within a one-hour session.  

One r e s u l t  of t h i s  l ack  of adequate evaluation is  t h a t  e x i s t i n g  s t a t e  
p o l i c i e s  may unknowingly be a l t e r e d  by spec ia l  l e g i s l a t i o n .  One such 
example, s p e c i a l  b i l l s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  urban towns, e f f e c t i v e l y  subvert  
Municipal Commission law. 

* The tendency t o  e s t a b l i s h  policy through spec ia l  l e g i s l a t i o n  makes i t  
d i f f i c u l t  t o  consider t h e  general  policy implicat ions of t h e  b i l l .  
Because a s p e c i a l  b i l l  usually d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t s  only one community, 
the  tendency is t o  consider only the  impact of the  l e g i s l a t i o n  on t h a t  
p a r t i c u l a r  community. Quite of ten ,  however, t h e  b i l l  contains pol icy  
implicat ions which extend beyond the  immediate b i l l .  I f  l e g i s l a t o r s  
were t o  be presented the  same proposals a s  general  l e g i s l a t i o n ,  t h e  
f i n a l  l e g i s l a t i v e  ac t ion would l i k e l y  be qu i t e  d i f f e r e n t .  

* Special  l e g i s l a t i o n  erodes t h e  concepts of home rule and makes account- 
a b i l i t y  more d i f f i c u l t .  Whenever l o c a l  i s sues  a r e  resolved by the  
Legislature r a t h e r  than by the  l o c a l l y  e lec ted  o f f i c i a l s ,  the  philoso- 
phy t h a t  these  decisions should be made by l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  r a t h e r  than 
l e g i s l a t o r s  from d i s t a n t  p a r t s  of t h e  s t a t e  is f u r t h e r  eroded. Fur- 
thermore, it becomes more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  t h e  l o c a l  c i t i z e n  t o  hold any 
e lec ted  o f f i c i a l  accountable. Local o f f i c i a l s  can s h i f t  r e spons ib i l i ty  
t o  t h e  Legis la ture ,  while l e g i s l a t o r s  can claim t h a t  i t  was t h e  l o c a l  
o f f i c i a l s  who were responsible f o r  t h e  proposal,  



D. Making r a t i o n a l  decisions on l o c a l  government organizat ion becomes more d i f f i -  
c u l t  because there  is  not  an e f f e c t i v e  mechanism f o r  developing - and proposing - 
pol icy  within which decisions on l o c a l  government boundaries, functions o r  
s t r u c t u r e  can be made. 

1. Within s t a t e  government, severa l  agencies e x i s t  which have r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  
t h a t  r e l a t e  t o  l o c a l  government, but  they a r e  not  i n  a pos i t ion  t o  consi- 
der, and recommend, a comprehensive policy f o r  l o c a l  government. These 
agencies include: 

a. Minnesota Municipal Commission. This Commission has not  viewed i t s e l f  
a s  an agency t o  advocate p o l i c i e s  on municipal boundaries, much l e s s  
on o the r  p o l i c i e s  a f fec t ing  l o c a l  government, and the re  is a r e a l  ques- 
t i o n  whether i t  should be looked t o  a s  a body t o  recommend policy.  

The Commission operates i n  a quas i - judic ia l  manner, hearing arguments 
i n  an adversary proceeding, much i n  the  manner of a court .  Within t h i s  
framework, the  Commission seeks t o  impar t ia l ly  sett le boundary disputes  
by determining whether the  p e t i t i o n  current ly  before the  Commission 
should, i n  the  b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  of the  s t a t e ,  be determined on the  b a s i s  
of the  p o l i c i e s  s t a t e d  in s t a t e  law, be granted, o r  be denied. 

b. Office of Local and Urban Affa i rs .  A d iv i s ion  of t h e  S t a t e  Planning 
Agency, t h i s  o f f i c e  operates more as  a se rv ice  agency working with 
l o c a l  government than a s  an agency responsible f o r  recommending pol icy  
on quest ions concerning l o c a l  government organization. Although t h e  
o f f i c e  probably has the  au thor i ty  t o  develop pol icy  proposals, l imi ta-  
t i o n s  on funding and s t a f f i n g  l i m i t  i ts- involvement i n  t h i s  area.  The 
major r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  of t h i s  o f f i c e  have been i n  making ava i l ab le  t o  
l o c a l  governments such things a s  planning ass is tance ,  technical  assist 
ance, and t r a in ing  ass is tance .  

I n  recent  months the  Off ice  has devoted considerable t i m e  and e f f o r t  
t o  t h e  implementation of the  Regional Development Act, working with 
l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  t o  a s s i s t  them i n  the  formation of these  commissions. 
The Off ice  has a l s o  played a prime r o l e  i n  the  development of important 
l e g i s l a t i o n  i n  the  area  of housing, 

The Office does a s s i s t  t h e  Municipal Commission by providing profes- 
s i o n a l  ass is tance  t o  gather and and analyze da ta  f o r  the  Commission 
t o  a s s i s t  i t  i n  deciding p e t i t i o n s  before t h e  Commission. Because 
of a l imi ted  s t a f f ,  the  Off ice  is  able  t o  provide t h i s  a s s i s t ance  i n  
only l imi ted  cases. 

The parent  agency of the  Office of Local and Urban Af fa i r s  - t h e  S t a t e  
Planning Agency - does perceive a r espons ib i l i ty  t o  "formulate and 
recommend a policy o r  set of p o l i c i e s  which set f o r t h  a recommended 
d i s t r i b u t i o n  of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  between l e v e l s  of government within 
the  state", but ,  a t  present ,  the  Agency i s  not  ac t ive ly  i n  t h i s  area .  

c. S t a t e  Auditor. Newly assigned t o  the  S t a t e  Auditor is  the  responsi- 
b i l i t y  t o  aud i t  the  f inanc ia l  records of l o c a l  governmental u n i t s  
within the  s t a t e ,  a r e spons ib i l i ty  previously assigned t o  the  Public 



3. What is  meant by our suggestion t h a t  p r i v a t e  and governmental organiza- 
t i o n s  be involved i n  the  work of the  c i t i z e n s  commission? 

We bel ieve  i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  any comprehensive study of the  l o c a l  gov- 
ernmental system be undertaken by a c i t i z e n s  commission r a t h e r  than by a 
commission composed of publ ic  o f f i c i a l s  representing a l l  of t h e  l o c a l  
governmental u n i t s  i n  the  area.  The l a t t e r  approach, we be l ieve ,  would 
se r ious ly  limit t h e  ef fec t iveness  of t h e  commission because of the  natu- 
r a l  tendency t o  avoid discussing i s sues  t h a t  might be considered th rea t -  
ening t o  any one of the  governmental bodies represented on the  commission. 

Nevertheless w e  f e e l  i t  is important t h a t  l o c a l  governmental organizat ions 
be involved i n  some way i n  t h e  work of t h e  commission. We would suggest 
t h a t  they be o f f i c i a l l y  involved i n  the  development of the  agenda of 
i s sues  t o  be considered by t h e  commission and t h a t  they a l s o  be requested 
t o  submit d e t a i l e d  pos i t ion  papers on t h e  subjects  t h e  commission chooses 
t o  cover. These statements, however, should not  be l imi ted  t o  r e l a t i n g  
the  study t o  any one p a r t i c u l a r  l e v e l  of government but ,  r a the r ,  should 

, d i s c u s s  the  impact of the  i s sues  on the  e n t i r e  l o c a l  governmental system. 

Regarding the  involvement of p r iva te  groups i n . t h e  work of the  comnission, 
w e  be l i eve  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e s  t h a t  could be considered by t h e  conmission 
wouldzbe broadened i f  p r iva te  groups such a s  c i t i z e n  organizat ions,  cham- 
bers  of commerce and neighborhood groups were asked t o  provide input  t o  
t h e  commission i n  the  same manner a s  t h e  l o c a l  governmental organizat ions.  

4. What kind of persons should be appointed t o  t h e  commission? 

The c a l i b e r  of persons appointed t o  the  commissicm w i l l  probably be the  
key t o  whether o r  not  the  commission is  successful  o r  not.  The n a t u r a l  
tendency w i l l  be t o  appoint persons who have been a c t i v e  i n  l o c a l  govern- 
ment i n  some way i n  t h e  pas t .  Each l e v e l  of l o c a l  government w i l l  be 
in te res ted  i n  having someone appointed t o  t h e  commission who is  f a m i l i a r  
with, and favorable t o ,  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  type of government. 

Persons with t h i s  type of experience would, undoubtedly, be helpful .  But, 
too of ten ,  the  member wi th  lengthy experience i n  t h e  subject  area  ends up, 
i n  the  f i n a l  analys is ,  being a poor commission member. Because t h e  expe- 
rienced member has pa r t i c ipa ted  i n  a phase of the  subject  area,  he o r  she 
is  less l i k e l y  t o  a t tend meetings, f ee l ing  t h a t  t h e  discussion won't 
reveal  any new information. Experience a l s o  tends t o  make a person prag- 
matic, of ten  s o  much s o  t h a t  new ideas  a r e  re jec ted  before they have a 
chance t o  be f u l l y  evaluated, because of the  fee l ing  t h a t  t h e  idea  can ' t  
be adopted. 

Some experiented members a r e  necessary. But, more important, persons who 
br ing a f resh  perspective t o  the  subject ,  who have t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  analyze 
and i n t e l l i g e n t l y  respond t o  proposals - ye t  who a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h e  
subject  and wi l l ing  t o  commit t h e  necessary t i m e  t o  the  subject  - a r e  t h e  
types of people who a r e  needed on t h e  c i t i z e n s  commission i f  i t  is t o  
succeed. 



5 .  Why d idn ' t  w e  recommend c rea t ing  a department of l o c a l  government? 

Primari ly because t h e  focus of our study was on t h e  development of pol icy  
r a t h e r  than on t h e  opera t ional  a c t i v i t i e s  t h e  s t a t e  provides f o r  l o c a l  
government. W e  don't  v i s u a l i z e  a  department, headed by a comnissioner, 
being p a r t i c u l a r l y  e f f e c t i v e  i n  developing pol icy  proposals.  A depart- 
ment of l o c a l  government might be appropr ia te  i f  i t  was determined t h a t  
the  opera t ional  a c t i v i t i e s  of t h e  s t a t e  which a r e  d i rec ted  pr imar i ly  t o  
l o c a l  government - a c t i v i t i e s  such a s  t h e  bui ld ing code, t h e  housing 
f inance agency, and t h e  t echn ica l  a s s i s t ance  programs of the  S t a t e  Plan- 
ning Agency - would be more e f f e c t i v e  i f  they were placed wi th in  one 
department . 

6 .  Why is  it necessary t o  revamp t h e  committee system i n  t h e  Legis la ture  
and c r e a t e  one committee t o  be responsible f o r  a l l  l e g i s l a t i o n  a f f e c t i n g  
l o c a l  government organizat ion? - 
We think i t ' s  necessary f o r  two reasons. F i r s t ,  i f  indeed the re  is a 

% need f o r  t h e  Legis la ture  - a s ta tewide  body - t o  a c t  on a proposal,  
then i t  makes sense f o r  l e g i s l a t o r s  from throughout t h e  s t a t e  t o  s i t  on 
t h e  committee which evaluates  t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n .  There a r e  a  l o t  of bene- 
f i t s  t o  be derived by having metropolitan l e g i s l a t o r s  studying proposals 
t h a t  a f f e c t  the  r u r a l  p a r t s  of t h e  s t a t e ,  and, i n  tu rn ,  i t ' s  a good idea  
f o r  r u r a l  l e g i s l a t o r s  t o  gain a b e t t e r  understanding of t h e  metropolitan 
i s sues  which requi re  ac t ion  by the  Legis la ture .  I f  t h e  i s s u e  i s  such 
t h a t  it  doesn't  r equ i re  a  review from a statewide perspect ive ,  then per- 
haps t h a t  p a r t i c u l a r  proposal ought not  have t o  be s e t t l e d  by t h e  Legis- 
l a t u r e .  A b e t t e r  i d e a  might be t o  de legate  t h e  so lu t ion  t o  t h a t  p a r t i -  
c u l a r  i s s u e  t o  some policy-making body with r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  t h a t  par- 
t i c u l a r  geographic area.  

Secondly, very seldom does l e g i s l a t i o n  have a t o t a l  impact on j u s t  t h e  
metropoli tan a rea  o r  j u s t  the  r u r a l  p a r t  of the  s t a t e .  A pe r fec t  exam- 
p l e  i s  t h e  opt ional  forms of county government law. This b i l l  was con- 
ceived f o r  t h e  r u r a l  counties  of t h e  s t a t e ,  was reviewed by t h e  Local 
Government Committees of t h e  House and Senate, which have a predomin- 
a n t l y  r u r a l  make-up, y e t  i t  i s  i n  Hennepin County where some of t h e  
f i r s t  e f f o r t s  have been made t o  implement provisions of t h e  a c t .  

7.  What kind of a  r o l e  do we envision f o r  the  j o i n t  l e g i s l a t i v e  commission 
on l o c a l  government? 

As with near ly  every o the r  i s s u e  being discussed by t h e  Legis la ture ,  i t  
has become necessary f o r  t h e  Legis la ture  t o  use the  in ter im periods f o r  
the  more thorough, systematic review of an i ssue .  No longer i s  it pos- 
s i b l e  f o r  t h e  Legis la ture  t o  undertake a thorough review of an i s sue ,  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  any complex i s sue ,  during the  regular  sess ion .  Basical ly,  
w e  envision the  l e g i s l a t i v e  commission t o  opera te  a s  an extension of t h e  
Local Government Operations Committees during t h e  interim. It would be 
poss ib le  t o  accomplish much the  same e f f e c t  by author iz ing  the  Local 
Government Operations Committees of the  House and Senate t o  meet j o i n t l y  
during t h e  interim, but  we bel ieve  t h e  commission route  o f f e r s  t h e  
important advantage of providing f o r  a  permanent, ongoing review of 
l o c a l  government. 



8. How successful  do we expect our proposals t o  encourage consolidat ion of 
munic ipal i t ies  t o  be? 

A t  the beginning, they may not  r e s u l t  i n  a l a r g e  number of consolidat ions.  
But, over time, we bel ieve our recommendations w i l l  be instrumental  i n  
speeding the process of consolidat ion.  

The f a c t o r  which could be most successful  i n  bringing about an increase  
i n  the  number of consolidat ions is f o r  t h i s  a rea  t o  recognize the  need 
t o  gradually consolidate munic ipal i t ies  i n  t h i s  region. What concerns us 
is t h a t  the arguments used agains t  consolidat ion o f ten  lack a c e r t a i n  
degree of v a l i d i t y .  For instance,  i t ' s  claimed t h a t  r e s iden t s  w i l l  l o s e  
a c e r t a i n  degree of i d e n t i t y  i f  t h e i r  community is consolidated with 
another. !?3e f a c t  is  t h a t  most people i n  the  metropolitan a rea  i d e n t i f y  
with communities t h a t  have geographic boundaries r a t h e r  than p o l i t i c a l  
boundaries. The Navarre community i n  the  Lake Minnetonka area ,  Kenwood 
i n  Minneapolis, and Macalester-Groveland i n  S t .  Paul a r e  a l l  recognized 
a s  communities, ye t  none of them is a separa te  municipality. 

C 

Proponents of small munic ipal i t ies  contend t h a t ,  by keeping t h e  munici- 
p a l i t y  small, they a r e  b e t t e r  ab le  t o  maintain con t ro l  over the  se rv ices  
being provided t o  the  c i t i zens .  The f a c t  is t h a t  a great  number of these 
munic ipal i t ies  a r e  too small t o  be ab le  t o  provide any services  d i r e c t l y .  
Instead,  t h e i r  i n a b i l i t y  t o  provide these  se rv ices  is a major f a c t o r  
contr ibut ing t o  the  movement of functions t o  higher l e v e l s  of government. 
The n e t  r e s u l t  is  t h a t  the  res iden t s  of the  small community a c t u a l l y  have 
less control  over the  se rv ices  than they would otherwise have had i f  the  
municipali ty had been able  t o  provide the  se rv ice  more d i r e c t l y .  

9 .  Why d idn ' t  w e  recommend reorganizing municipal government i n  the  metropo- 
l i t a n  a r e a  t o  br ing about munic ipa l i t i e s  of an optimal s i z e ?  

A s  our committee began i ts  work, t h i s  was a sub jec t  t h a t ,  severa l  members 
f e l t ,  had g rea t  po ten t i a l .  But a s  we s tudied the  subject ,  we soon came 
t o  a r e a l i z a t i o n  t h a t  there  probably is  no such th ing a s  an optimal s i z e  
f o r  a municipality. A t  l e a s t ,  we  were unable t o  come up with any infor-  
mation which could conclusively show t h a t  munic ipal i t ies  of a p a r t i c u l a r  
s i z e  can provide se rv ices  more e f f i c i e n t l y  o r  e f fec t ive ly ,  o r  a r e  more 
responsive, than communities of a d i f f e r e n t  s i ze .  

I f  any conclusion' can be drawn, i t  would be t h a t  very small and very 
l a r g e  munic ipal i t ies  tend t o  be l e s s  e f f e c t i v e  o r  e f f i c i e n t .  Our d is -  
cussion of the  need t o  encourage the  consolidat ion of small municipali- 
t i e s  lists severa l  of the  disadvantages inherent  i n  a small municipali ty 
with a l a r g e r  metropolitan area .  On the  o the r  end of the  s c a l e ,  the re  
a r e  some s t u d i e s  i n  existence which suggest t h a t  a t  some point  beyond 
100,000 persons, c e r t a i n  economies of s c a l e  may begin t o  diminish. 

The key po in t  i n  t h i s  discussion is  t h a t  s i z e ,  alone, is not  the  deter-  
mining fac to r .  Geographic a rea  is a f a c t o r  a s  w e l l .  And s o  is t h e  gov- 
ernmental configurat ion of the  surrounding area.  It makes a d i f fe rence  
whether the  municipality is  a free-standing community o r  is one of many 
small munic ipal i t ies  located  within a p a r t i c u l a r  area .  



Fina l ly ,  even i f  i t  were poss ib le  t o  i d e n t i f y  an optimal s i z e  f o r  munici- 
p a l i t i e s  i n  the  metropolitan a rea ,  i t ' s  not  r e a l i s t i c  t o  expect - given 
t h e  l e g a l  process t h a t  must be followed i n  order  t o  consolidate and the  
s t rong  attachment people and municipal o f f i c i a l s  have t o  e x i s t i n g  l o c a l  
government - a s ing le ,  major reorganizat ion of municipal government t o  ever 
be successful .  

10. How might an "orderly con,solidationl' process ac tua l ly  work? 

We have urged the  Minnesota Municipal Commission t o  explore a l t e r n a t i v e s  
t o  the  e x i s t i n g  consolidat ion procedures, and have asked them t o  deter-  
mine the  f e a s i b i l i t y  of an orderly,  o r  gradual,  consolidat ion process. 
Because of the  g r e a t  success of the  order ly  annexation process - most 
l a r g e  annexations today a r e  being handled through the  order ly  annexation 
route  r a t h e r  than a s  formal proceedings before the  f u l l  Municipal Couunis- 
s i o n  - we th ink considerat ion ought t o  be given t o  extending t h i s  "order- - ly"  concept t o  t h e  consolidat ion of munic ipal i t ies  a s  w e l l .  

There a r e  a v a r i e t y  of ways t h a t  o rde r ly  consolidat ion might work. One 
of them would be f o r  the  municipal o f f i c i a l s  of the  two munic ipal i t ies  
t o  agree t h a t ,  over a period of f i v e  years ,  t h e  se rv ices  provided by 
each municipali ty would be consolidated gradually on a service-by-service 
bas is .  The t imetable f o r  the  consolidat ion of se rv ices  would be spe l l ed  
out  i n  the  consolidat ion agreement. The referendum requirements could 
be made t o  apply i n  t h e  case of order ly  consolidat ion,  o r  t h e  require-  
ments might be waived. It would probably work b e s t  t o  e l e c t  a new muni- 
c i p a l  council t o  govern t h e  two communities from t h e  o u t s e t ,  but it  
might be poss ib le  t o  permit separa te  councils  t o  e x i s t  f o r  a l imi ted  
period of t i m e .  

11. Why haven' t  we recommended t h a t  t h e  Municipal Commission be given powers 
t o  advocate changes i n  municipal boundaries? 

We think i t ' s  imperative t h a t  t h e  Municipal Commission be maintained a s  
a j u d i c i a l  body which judges i s sues  on the  b a s i s  of the  f a c t s  presented 
t o  i t  i n  a j u d i c i a l  hearing,  and t h a t  i t  not  become an advocate f o r  cer- 
t a i n  types of boundary changes. The key t o  t h e  success of the  Municipal 
Commission approach is f o r  the  publ ic  t o  be confident t h a t  t h e  Commission 
w i l l  de l ive r  a f a i r  decision based on t h e  f a c t s .  Once the  Commission 
becomes an advocate, i t  loses  any a b i l i t y  t o  maintain i ts j u d i c i a l  ro le .  
Should t h a t  ever  happen, w e  would expect the  publ ic  t o  l o s e  much of i ts 
present  confidence i n  t h e  Commission. 

We think i t  is important not  only t o  maintain the  l e v e l  of confidence 
t h e  publ ic  has i n  t h e  Municipal Commission, but ,  i f  a t  a l l  poss ib le ,  t o  
increase  t h a t  l e v e l  of confidence. Boundary decisions are exceedingly 
complex. They generate a high degree of emotional involvement on t h e  
p a r t  of the  individuals  involved. It 's extremely important t h a t  t h e  
boundary decision-making process be unbiased. It's a l s o  important t h a t  
they be based on what is bes t  f o r  t h e  l a r g e r  area .  For t h i s  reason, 
i t ' s  unfortunate t h a t  decisions of t h e  Commission must be submitted t o  
referendum i n  order  f o r  them t o  be approved. Y e t ,  u n t i l  the  publ ic  has 
s u f f i c i e n t  confidence i n  t h e  Municipal Commission, these  referendums 
w i l l  l i k e l y  remain on t h e  books. 



Because we f e e l  the  Municipal Commission must remain a s  a j u d i c i a l  body, 
we do not  bel ieve t h e  Commission should have a l a r g e  s t a f f . .  The Commis- 
s ion  does need f a c t u a l  information beyond t h a t  which is submitted by the  
pa r t i c ipan t s  i n  a boundary proceeding, but  we  f e e l  t h a t  t h i s  information 
can be bes t  provided by the  s t a f f  of agencies such a s  t h e  Metropolitan 
Council and the  Off ice  af Local and Urban Affa i rs .  By separa t ing the  
research capab i l i ty  from the  s t a f f  of t h e  Commission, the  Commission is  
a l s o  ab le  t o  view the  information t h a t  is provided i n  a more detached 
manner. 



W O R K  O F  T H E  C O M M I T T E E  

Background 

The Citizens League, since its beginning, has taken an active role in the dis- 
cussion of several basic questions relating to local government organization. 
During its early years of existence, the Citizens League issued several statements 
dealing with home rule, special legislation, and local consent. During those days 
the League was actively involved in the debate which culminated in the adoption of 
an amendment to the local government section of the State Constitution in 1958, 
and in the passage of legislation in 1967 modifying the requirements in state law 
regarding local approval of special legislation. 

The League has also undertaken two special studies of the Minnesota Municipal 
Commission. In 1963, the League issued a report entitled "Report of Findings and 
Rec~mmendations on the proper future role and authority of the Minnesota Municipal 
Commissioni'. Two years later, in 1965, the League issued a subsequent report on 
the Municipal Commission, "The Municipal Commission--Where NOW?". 

In 1972 the Citizens League Board of Directors, concluding that the time had 
come for the League to undertake a broad study of the many issues relating to the 
boundaries and functions of local governmental units, authorized the formation of 
the Local Government Boundary-Function Relationships Committee. The Board of 
Directors issued the f~llowing charge to the committee: 

As governmental functions have changed or as new functions have emerged 
i n  recent years, the Legislature frequently has created new units of 
government, with new boundaries. This has Zed t o  the establishment of 
many special-purpose uni ts  of government. Increasingly, there has been 
a cal l  t o  re-evaluate t h i s  policy, particularly i n  l ight  of whether a 
bet ter  approach would be t o  modify the s ize  and boundaries of existing 
general units of government a t  the areawide, county and municipal level.  
In  t h i s  assignment, we would review how issues relating t o  the functions, 
s i ze  and boun&es of general units of local government are brought t o  
the attention of the Legislature. The role of the Minnesota Municipal 
Commission, which currently i s  limited i n  jurisdiction t o  boundary ques- 
t ions involving only municipalities and townships, would be reviewed." 

Committee Membership 

A total of 17 members actively participated in the work of the committee. The 
chairman of the committee was James R. Pratt, Director of Taxes for General Mills, 
Inc. Other committee members were: 

Donald D. Anderson 
Maynard L. Eder 
Loring V. Ellefson 
Ralph Forester 
Michael Gleeson 
Virginia Greenman 
Kent Gustafson 
William C. Johnson 

Howard L. Kaibel, Jr. 
David J. Kennedy 
Donald C. Mack 
Lowell Malcolm 
Harry T. Neimeyer 
Bruce Rasmussen 
George Thiss 
Gerald F. Weiszhaar 



The committee was assisted by Glen J. Skovholt, Citizens League Research 
Associate, and Jean Bosch of the clerical staff. 

Committee Activity 

The committee held 41 meetings, from November 28, 1972, to February 14, 1974. 
For the convenience of committee members, the meetings were scheduled in both St. 
Paul and Minneapolis. Most committee sessions lasted two or more hours. 

For the first four months the committee devoted all of its time to gaining an 
understanding of the problems that affect local government today. Outside resource 
persons were invited to meet with committee members at these orientation sessions. 
Experts on a variety of phases of local government were invited to meet with the 
committee during this phase of the committee's work. Specifically, the committee 
heard from persons familiar with municipal government, county government - parti- 
cularly metropolitan county government, urban town government, the Metropolitan 
Council, watershed and conservation districts, as well as the Minnesota Municipal 
Commission and the State Office of Local and Urban Affairs. 

During the orientation session, and continuing throughout the work of the 
committee, detailed minutes were prepared of each meeting, with copies being made 
available to members who were not present and to a number of other individuals 
'who were not members of the committee but were interested in the work of the com- 
mittee. In addition, extensive background materials were prepared for the com- 
mittee on several subjects relating to the charge of the committee. A limited 
number of copies of the minutes and other materials are available on file in the 
Citizens League of fice. -. 

Following completion of the orientation portion of its work, the committee 
moved into the internal discussion portion of the committee's work. The commit- - 
tee first spent several weeks discussing and defining what it perceived to be 
the major problem. Following that, the committee undertook a discussion of seve- 
ral specific issues developing tentative recommendations on each. Finally, the 
committee spent several weeks reviewing drafts of the findings, conclusions and 
recommendations sections of the final report. 

The committee wishes to thank the following resource persons who met with the 
full committee on one or more occasions: 

David B. Walker, assistant director, Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations, Washington, D.C. 

Orville Peterson, then professor at School of Public Affairs, University of Minne- 
sota; and former executive secretary, League of Minnesota Municipalities. , 

Loring Ellefson, director of municipal reporting, Office of State Public Examiner. 
John Borchert, director, Center for Urban and Regional Affairs, University of 
Minnesota. 

James Solem, director, Office of Local and Urban Affairs, State Planning Agency. 
Ralph Iceyes, executive secretary, Association of Minnesota Counties. 
Dean Lund, executive secretary, League of Minnesota Municipalities. 
Kenneth Wolfe, chairman of Local Government Committee of Constitutional Study 
Commission; and former state senator. 

David Durenberger, chairman, Metropolitan Council's Open Space Advisory Board. 
James C. Shipman, executive secretary, Metropolitan Inter-County Council. 



Howard L. Kaibel, Jr . ,  executive sec re ta ry ,  Minnesota Municipal Commission. 
Bruce Rasmussen, former executive sec re ta ry ,  Minnesota Municipal Commission. 
Thomas L. Olson, chairman, Hennepin County Board of Commissioners. 
P h i l i p  R. Peterson, Hennepin Covnty Budget Director. 
Robert W. Johnson, chairman, Minnesota Municipal Commission; and Anoka County 

Attorney. 
Alec Olson, S t a t e  Senator, chairman of Senate Local Government Committee. 
Arthur Naf ta l in ,  professor,  School of Public Af fa i r s ,  University of Minnesota. 
Thomas Scot t ,  chairman, P o l i t i c a l  Science Department, University of Minnesota. 
Verne C, Johnson,, former executive d i rec to r ,  Ci t izens  League. 
William Walton, d i r e c t o r ,  Water Resources Center, University of Minnesota. 
Frank Mixa, executive sec re ta ry ,  Lake Minnetonka Conservation D i s t r i c t .  
Raymond Haik, a t torney representing severa l  watershed d i s t r i c t s .  
Lyle Bradley, then a member of Board of Supervisors, Grow Township- 
Paul J. Uselmann, Jr., former member, Board of Supervisors, Eagan Township. 
Pe te r  Seed, r e s iden t  of Grant Township. 
Robert  of £man, member, Metropolitan Council. 
Joseph Robbie, f i r s t  chairman of the  Minnesota Municipal Commission. 

I n  addi t ion ,  the  committee s t a f f ,  on numerous occasions, received information 
from the  s t a f f  of severa l  publ ic  agencies including t h e  S t a t e  Planning Agency, t h e  
Minnesota Municipal Commission, t h e  Metropolitan Council, and the  S t a t e  Legistature.  



B A C K G R O U N D  

GLOSSARY OF TERMS 

Annexation - The attachment of a por t ion of a township t o  a municipality. 
Attaching an e n t i r e  township t o  a municipality is  considered a consolidation. 

Orderly annexation - An annexation process created by the  l eg i s l a t u r e  i n  
1969 i n  which an urbanizing por t ion of a township is gradually annexed t o  
a municipality under a timetable j o in t l y  agreed t o  by the  town and municipal 
o f f i c i a l s .  The process is designed t o  avoid the  cos t  and con f l i c t  of the  
t r ad i t i ona l ,  quasi- judicial  annexation process. 

City - A municipal corporation, o f ten  possesing its own char ter ,  and designated 
as a c i t y  by law o r  char ter .  

Home Rule Charter CXty - A c i t y  organized under a home rule char te r  approved 
* by the  voters  of the  c i ty .  

Sta tutory  City + A c i t y  organized under a general  o r  spec i a l  law.  

Consolidation - The merging of two o r  more towns o r  municipali t ies.  

County - A major t e r r i t o r i a l  d ivis ion of the  s t a t e  having i ts own government. A 
major purpose of county government has been f o r  the  state t o  carry  out  state pro- 
grams i n  every pa r t  of the  state. 

Incorporated a rea  - An area  within a municipality. 

Jo in t  powers agreement - An agreement between two o r  more governmental un i t s  
entered i n t o  through act ion of t h e i r  governing bodies t o  j o in t l y  o r  cooperatively 
exerc ise  any power common t o  the  contracting par t i e s .  

Metropolitan a rea  - For purposes of t h i s  study, the  a r ea  contained with the  
counties of Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scot t  and Washington. 

Municipality - Any c i t y ,  however organized. P r i o r  t o  January 1, 1974, the  term 
municipality a l so  included any v i l l a g e  o r  borough. 

Region - A subdivision of the  s t a t e ,  usually consist ing of between f i v e  t o  nine 
counties. 

Town - The form of government which is used t o  govern a township. The town f o m  - 
of government has l imi ted powers granted expressly by the  Legislature.  

Urban town - A town government t ha t  has been granted many of the  powers of a 
c i t y  by the  Legislature.  

Township - A geographic area, usually s i x  miles square, containing unincorporated 
land. 

. . .Unincorporated a rea  - An area outs ide  a municipality i 

Village - P r i o r  t o  January 1, 1974, a municipal corporation organized under gene- 
r a l  o r  spec i a l  law which describes places organized under it as vi l l ages ,  Effec- 
t i v e  January 1, 1974, the  v i l l a g e  form of government has been eliminated. A l l  
former v i l l age s  are now l ega l l y  re fe r red  t o  a s  s t a tu to ry  c i t i e s .  



LOCAL GOVE-NT SERVICES I N  THE METROPOLITAN AREA - 1970 

Source: Local Goyenmental Services and St ructure  i n  the  
Metropolitan Area - '1970: A Metropolitkn Council 
S ta f f  Report dated May, 1972. 

The Metropolitan Council s t a f f  was  requested, i n  1971, t o  undertake a study of 
the  evolution of l o c a l  government (municipali t ies  and towns only) i n  terms of s ize ,  
financing and authori ty.  A s  pare  of the  study, the  s t a f f  conducted interviews with 
l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s  of 180 c i t i e s ,  v i l l a g e s  and towns i n  the  metropolitan area. Because 
the study was or iented  towards the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of small-to-medium communities, 
the  c i t i e s  of Minneapolis, S t .  Paul,  Bloomington, Richfield,  S t .  Louis Park and Edina 
were excluded. From the  interviews, the  Council s t a f f  w a s  able t o  gather information 
on the l o c a l  governmental services  provided by each l o c a l  governmental u n i t  a s  w e l l  
a s  the  types of development controls  u t i l i z e d  by each l o c a l  government a s  of 1970. 
The r e s u l t s  of the  sumey are summarized i n  the  following table :  

Local Governmental Service 

F i r e  Protec t ion 
Police Protect ion 
Sanitary Sewers 
Water System 
Building Inspection 
Garbage Collect ion and 

Dispos a 1  
Road Maintenance 
Park F a c i l i t i e s  
Public Library 

Development controls  

Municipali t ies  
With Without - 

Towns 
With without - 

Subdivision Ordinance 83 44 1 8  41 
Zoning Ordinance 106 2 1 3 4 25 
Building Code 121 6 36 2 3 
Comprehensive Plan* 6 2 65 3 56 
Sanitary Sewer Plan** 7 1 5 6 7 52 
Capi ta l  Improvement Program 12 115 0 5 9 

Totals  
With Service without 

* end of 1971 ** January, 1972 



LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL UNITS I N  THE TWIN CITIES METROPOLITAN m A  

On the following list we have sought to  include those governmental bodies i n  
the metropolitan area which could be considered l oca l  governments. There is  not 
t o t a l  agreement on what const i tu tes  a l oca l  government. The Metropolitan Council, 
f o r  instance,  is  considered a l oca l  un i t  of government by some, and an agency of 
s t a t e  government by others. We have included i n  the list those governmental un i t s  
tha t  exist exclusively within the  metropolitan area  and which a r e  e i t h e r  created 
o r  authorized by s t a t e  law, o r  whose governing body $8 d i rec t ly  e lected by the  
voters. 

Region-wide agencies - 6 

Metropolitan Council 
Metropolitan Airports Commission - Metropolitan Transit  Commission 
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission 
Metropolitan Mosquito Control D i s t r i c t  

*Metropolitan Park 6 Open Space Commission 

Counties - 7 

Anoka, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Ramsey, Scott ,  and Washington. 

Anoka County 
Anoka, Bethel, Blaine, Centervil le,  Circ le  Pines, Columbia Heights, Coon 
Rapids, East Bethel, Fridley,  Ham Lake,  Hil l top,  Lexington, Lino Lakes, 
St .  Francis, Spring Lake Park. 

Carver County 
Carver, Chanhassen, Chaska, Cologne, Hamburg, Mayer, New Germany, Norwood, 
Victoria,  Waconia, Watertown, Young America. 

Dakota County 
Apple Valley, Burnsville, Castle Rock, Coates, Eagan, Farmington, Hampton, 
Hastings, Inver Grove Weights, Lakeville, Lilydale, Mendota, Mendota 
Heights, Meisville, New Tr ie r ,  Randolph, Rosemount, South St .  Paul, Sunfish 
Lake, Vermillion, West St. Paul. 

Hennepin County 
Bloomington, Brooklyn Center, Brooklyn Park, Champlin, Chanhassen, Corcoran, 
Crystal,  Dayton, Deephaven, Eden p ra i r i e ,  Edina, Excelsior, Golden Valley, 
Greenfield, Greenwood, Hanover, Hopkins, Independence, Long Lake, Loretto, 
Maple Grove, Maple Plain ,  Medicine Lake, Medina, Minneapolis, Minnetonka, 
Minnetonka Beach, Minnetrista, Mound, New Hope, Orono, Osseo, Plymouth, 
Richfield, Robbinsdale, Rockford, Rogers, St .  Anthony, St. Bonifacius, 
St .  Louis Park, Shorewood, Spring Park, Tonka Bay, Wayzata, Woodland. 

*Authorized by 1974 Legislature. 



Ramsey County 
Arden H i l l s ,  Blaine, Falcon Heights, Gem Lake, Lauderdale, L i t t l e  Canada, 
Maplewood, Mounds View,  New Brighton, North Oaks, North St.  Paul, b s e v i l l e ,  
St .  Anthony, St .  Paul, Shorev$ew, Spring Lake Payk, Vadnais Heighfs, White 
Bear Lake. 

Scott  County 
Belle Plaine,  Elko , Jordan, New Market, New Prague, Pr ior  Lake, Savage, 
Shakopee. * 

Washington County 
Afton, Bayport, Birchwood, Cottage Grove, Dellwood, Forest Lake, Hastings, 
Hugo, Lake  Elmo, Lakeland, Lake St.  Croix Beach, Lakeland Shores, Landfall, 
Mahtomedi, Marine on St.  Croix, Newport, Oakdale, Oak Park Heights, Pine 
Springs, St .  Mary's Point, St. Paul Park, St i l lwater ,  White Bear Lake, 
Willernie , Wsodbury . 

T w s  & unorganized t e r r i t o ry  - 52 

Anoka County 
' 

Burns, C o l ~ m b ~ s ,  Grow, Linwood, Oak Grove, Ramsey. 

Carver County 
Benton, Camden, Chaska, Dahlgren, Hancock,'Hollywood, Laketown, San 
Francisco, Waconia, Watertown, Young America. . 

Dakota County -* . Douglas, Empire, Eureka, Greenvale, Hamptom, Marshan, Nininger, Randolph, 
Ravenna, Sciota, Vermillion, Waterford. -. 

Hemepin County 
Hassan, Ft. Snelling*. 

R w e y  County 
White Bear 

Scott  County 
Belle Plaine, Blakeley, Cedar Lake, Credit River, IIelena, Jackson, Louisville, 
New Market, St. Lawrence, Sand Creek, Spring Lake. 

Washington County 
Baytown,' Denmark, Forest Lake, G r a n t ,  Grey Cloud, May, New Scandia, St i l lwater ,  
~ e s  t Lakeland. 

Special-purpose districts - 104 

Conservation Districts - 2 
Lake Minne tonka 
White Bear Lake 

Flood Control Colpmissio~s (created uuder jo in t  powers) - 1 
Bassett Creek I 

* Unorganized t e r r i t o ry  



Bousing,and Redevelopment b t h o r i t i e s  - 21 
A n o k a , ' ~ l ~ ~ m i n g t o a ,  ~ h a s k a ,  Cplumbia Heights, Dakotq County, Excelsior, 
Forest Lake, Hastings, Hopkins, Minneapolis, Minnetodcq, Mound, North St. 
Paul, Robbinsdale, Sf .  Louis Park, S t .  Paul, South St.  Paul,  S t i l lwa te r ,  
Waconia, Watertown, Wayzata. 

Park Districts - 2 
Hennepin County Park Reserve Dls t r$c t  
Minneapolis Park and Recreation Bogrd 

School Districts - 6 0  

S o i l  and Water Conservat$on Districts - 7 
One In each county 

Watershed. Districts - 7 
Coon Creek 
Lower Minnesota River 
Minnehaha Creek 
P r i o r  Lake-Spring Lake 
Rice Creek 
Riley-Purgatory Crgek 
Valley Branch 

Qther  - 4 
Minneapolis Library Board 
St .  Paul  Por t  Authsrity 
Forest Lake I laspi ta l  District 
North Suburban ~ o s p i t a l  DistrLct 



EXISTING AUTHORITY OF STATE N D  REGIONAL AGENCIES 
ON MATTERS AFFECTING THE ORGANIZATION OF LOCAL GOVE.RNMEXT 

Stq te  Planning Agency 

"The s t a t e  planning o f f i c e r :  (1) s h a l l  appear b e f i r e  the  municipal conunisw 
s ion  when requested by the  c ~ s s i o n  t o  present  s tud ies  and data  regarding 
any annexation, incorporation o r  detachment proceedings pending before the  
commission; . . . (3) a t  h i s  d i sc re t ion  o r  upon the  wr i t t en  request of any 
govemmental un i t ,  group of governmental un i t s ,  o r  a regional planning 
agency, may conduct s tud ies  r e l a t i ng  t o  the  f e a s i b i l i t y  of annexation, 
incorporation, o r  consolidation of a town o r  govemmental un i t s .  Such 
s tud ies  s h a l l  be undertaken only i n  areas  where there  i s  reasonable grounds 
t o  believe t h a t  problems of urban growth may require the  incorporation, o r  
consolidation of governmental un i t s ,  o r  the  annexation of unincorporated 
areas  i n  order t o  provide e s s e n t i a l  urban services." (M.S. 4.12, subd. 3) 

"To formulate and recommend a policy o r  set of po l i c i e s  which s e t  f o r t h  a 
recommended d i s t r i bu t i on  of r e spons ib i l i t i e s  between l eve l s  of government 
wi thin  the  s t a t e .  Included i n  t h i s  a c t i v i t y  a r e  recanrmendations as to  how 
regional  un i t s  w i l l  r e l a t e  t o  l o c a l  un i t s  and how state agencies w i l l  
u t i l i z e  the  regional  concepts and re la t ionships  between s t a t e  agencies and 
regional  development conunissions." (From Functional Analysis of S t a t e  
Ac t iv i t i e s  Performed by t he  Executive Branch, 1972) 

Miwesota Municipal Commission 

"A commission t o  be known a s  the  Minnesota municipal cannnission is  hereby 
created t o  conduct proceedings and i s sue  orders f o r  the  incorporation of 
property i n t o  v i l l ages ;  the  detachment of property from municipal i t ies ;  
and the annexation of property t o  municipal i t ies ;  t he  consolidation of 
municipal i t ies ;  and the  consolidation of towns with municipali t ies.  

"The Legis la ture  f inds  that :  (1) sound urban development is e s sen t i a l  t o  
the  continued economic growth of t h i s  s t a t e ;  (2) municipal government is 
necessary t o  provide the  governmental services  e s s e n t i a l  t o  sound urban 
development and f o r  the  protection of heal th ,  sa fe ty ,  and welfare i n  areas 
being used in tensively  f o r  r e s i den t i a l ,  commercial, i ndus t r i a l ,  i n s t i t u -  
t i ona l ,  and governmental purposes o r  i n  a reas  undergoing such development; 
(3) the  public i n t e r e s t  requires  t ha t  municipal i t ies  be formed when the re  
e x i s t s  o r  w i l l  l i k e l y  e x i s t  the  necessary resources t o  provide f o r  t h e i r  
economical and e f f i c i e n t  operation; (4) annexation t o  o r  consolidation with 
ex i s t i ng  municipal i t ies  o r  unincorporated areas  unable t o  supply municipal 
services  should be f a c i l i t a t e d ;  and (5) the  consolidation of municipal i t ies  
should be encouraged. It is the  purpose of t h i s  chapter t o  empawer the  



Minnesota mun$cipal commission t o  promote and regu la te  development of 
munic ipal i t ies  s o  t h a t  t h e  publ ic  i n t e r e s t  i n  e f f i c i e n t  l o c a l  government 
w i l l  be properly recognized and served." (Minnesota S t a t u t e s  414.01, 
subd. 1 )  

"After each f e d e r a l  census t h e  conmission s h a l l  determine t h e  townships 
which have a population in  excess of 2,000 exclus ive  of any municipal i ty 
o r  p a r t  of a municipal i ty wi th in  t h e  township and make recommendatioqs 
which i t  deems necessary aed reasonable t o  t h e  board of any such town- 
ship." (Minnesata S t a t u t e s  414.051) 

Metropolitan Council 

I 1  The metropolitan council  s h a l l  engage i n  a  continuous program of 
research and study concerning the  matters enumerated i n  t h i s  sec t ion .  

(Subject a reas  l i s t e d  i n  the  sec t ion  r e l a t e  to: a i r  po l lu t ion ;  
major parks and open space; water  po l lu t ion ;  long-range planning 
i n  the  metropolitan a rea ;  d isposal  of s o l i d  waste; t h e  tax s t ruc -  
t u r e ;  assessment p rac t i ces ;  storm water drainage f a c i l i t i e s ;  t h e  
necess i ty  f o r  t h e  consolidat ion of common se rv ices  of l o c a l  gov- 
ernmental u n i t s  ; advance land acquis i t ion .  ) 

O A l l  s t u d i e s  s h a l l  include recommendations a s  t o  t h e  governmental orga- 
n iza t ion ,  governmental subdivision,  o r  governmental d i s t r i c t  b e s t  s u i t e 4  
t o  discharge t h e  powers recommended. I' (Minnesota S t a t u t e s  473B .07) 

"The metropoli tan council  may (1) p a r t i c i p a t e  as a party i n  any pro- 
ceeding o r ig ina t ing  before t h e  Minnesota municipal commission under 
chapter  414, i f  t h e  proceedings involve t h e  change i n  a b~undary  of a  
governmental u n i t  i n  the  metropoli tan a rea ,  (2) conduct s t u d i e s  of 
t h e  f e a s i b i l i t y  of annexing, enlarging,  o r  ~ o n s o l i d a t i n g  u n i t s  *n t h e  
metropolitan area" (Minnesota S t a t u t e s  473B.06) 
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