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1. I n  Hennepin County, county government has become b ig  government. In 
1964, most county res iden t s  outs ide  of llinneapolis paid more taxes  t o  f inance 
county government than t o  pay f o r  t h e  operation of t h e i r  own municipal governments, 
I n  view of t h i s ,  and because of t h e  importance of i t s  a c t i v i t i e s ,  county government 
and i t s  operation a r e  deserving of c l o se  s c ru t i ny  by the  taxpayers and t he  c lose  
a t t e n t i o n  of t he  voter, 

2, His to r ica l ly ,  county government was organized t o  a c t  a s  a l o c a l  agen t  
of t h e  s t a t e  i n  law enforcement, t a x  administrat ion,  welfare services,  and t h e  ad- 
minis t ra t ion of o ther  s ta te-es tabl ished se rv ices  and regulations, More recently,  
however, t he  r e spons ib i l i t i e s  of county government have been broadened, and the  
county has been ca l l ed  upon t o  perform many functions s imi la r  t o  those performed by 
municipali t ies,  The r o l e  of t h e  urban counties,  such a s  Hennepin, i n  providing 
these  important l o c a l  governmental type se rv ices  i s  already l a r g e  and undoubtedly 
w i l l  c o n w u e  t o  expand along with t h e  Countyes t r a d i t i o n a l  function of ac t ing as  
l o c a l  agent f o r  t he  s t a t e ,  

3. County government was designed t o  meet t he  needs of a r u r a l ,  19 th  cen- 
t u r y  society. While condi t ions  have changed g r ea t l y  s ince  t h a t  time, county govern- 
ment s t r uc tu r e  has changed very  l i t t l e ,  and t h e  County, w i t h  i t s  antiquated govern- 
mental s t ruc tu re ,  i s  no t  designed t o  meet e f f ec t i ve ly  t he  demands being placed upon 
it i n  a fast-growing, h lghly  urbanized county such a s  Hennepin. 

4. By law, a l l  $;innesota count ies  must now operate under t h e  County 
Commissioner farm of government i n  which t h e  County Board a c t s  a s  t he  county execut- 
i v e  au thor i ty  a s  well  a s  t h e  pol icy  making branch of county government within r i g i d  
s t a t u t o r y  r e s t r i c t i ons ,  In addit ion,  a l l  counties have separate e lec ted o f f i c i a l s  
operating l a r g e l y  independently from the  County Boards and each receiving authoriz- 
a t i o n  f o r  t h e i r  department's persannel and s a l a ry  needs d i r e c t l y  from t h e  S t a t e  
Legislature.  

5,  To most voters ,  county government i s  a confusing bureaucrat ic  morass 
wherein it is d i f f i c u l t ,  i f  not  impossible, t o  pinpoint  r espons ib i l i ty  f o r  decisions 
and ac t ions  o r  even t o  discover what i s  t ransp i r ing  within t h e i r  government. This 
l e ads  t o  a breakdown of r e a l i s t i c  democratic control  over county government by t h e  
voter ,  

6. County government operates wi thin  a l e g i s l a t i v e  s t r a i t j a c k e t ,  which 
necess i t a tes  a t r i p  t o  St. Paul and t h e  acquiescence of t h e  S t a t e  Legis la ture  t o  
make even minor changes in the  s t ruc tu re ,  operation o r  procedures. In t h e  f a s t -  
paced world of today, so lu t ion  of  problems cannot always wai t  f o r  a b ienn ia l  l eg i s -  
l a t i v e  sess ion and, i n  t he  case  of spec i a l  a c t s  pertaining t o  Hennepin County, it 
i s  too unwieldy t ry ing  t o  negot ia te  complex county i s sues  with 39 l e g i s l a t o r s  opera- 
t i n g  under a u n i t  r u l e  system, and whose primary r e spons ib i l i t y  is  statewide l eg i s -  
lat ion.  



7, In considering and passing gensral leg is la t ion  applying t o  counties, 
the Legislature tends t o  think of a l l  counties a s  being somewhat alike. Therefore, 
since most IuIinnesota counties a re  s t i l l  rura l  and much l e s s  populous than Hennepin 
and other urbanized counties, the Legislature passes leg is la t ion  which i s  designed 
for  the needs and capabil i t ies  of these sna l le r  rural counties but also applies t o  
the more urban populous counties, such a s  Hennepin. 

8, I n  1958, the voters of Minnesota approved an amendment t o  the s t a t e  
constitution which authorizes the Legislature t o  pass leg is la t ion  permitting the 
adoption of home ru le  charters by counties, By passing legis lat ion permitting the 
c i t izens  of each county t o  frame and adopt a county home ru le  charter, the Legisla- 
tu re  would be taking logical  and positive action by permitting the ci t izens of 
any county t o  determine f o r  themselves the structure,  s taff ing and operating pro- 
cedures of the i r  own county government, Thereby, the government of each county 
could be designed t o  meet the needs of its citizens.  

Me urge the 1965 Legislature t o  implement the 1958 "Home Rule hndment"  
t o  the s t a t e  constitution by passing general o r  special legis lat ion permitting the 
development and adoption of county home ru le  charters  by Iinnesota counties, part- 
icu lar ly  f o r  the more populous counties. Such legis la t ion  should provide that: 

1, Either the Board of County Commissioners (by resolution) or a specified 
percentage of the voters (by pet i t ion)  a r e  authorized t o  c a l l  f o r  the creation of a 
County Charter Commission. 

2. Governmental powers and functions sha l l  not be transferred from the 
municipal leve l  of government t o  county government by a county charter. 

3, The judges of the judicial  d i s t r i c t  within which the county i s  situa- 
ted a re  required, within a specified time a f t e r  presentation of a val id request f o r  
creation of a charter commission, t o  appoint a specified number of county residents 
t o  a County Charter Commission, 

4. Appointment t o  the County Charter Commission w i l l  be f o r  a specified 
term and anyone who i s  a ci t izen and a qualified voter within the county i s  e l ig ib le  
for  appointment t o  the Charter Commission. 

5, The County i s  reguired t o  provide funds and meeting space f o r  the use 
of the Charter Commission. 

6, The County Charter Commission i s  required t o  hold public hearings on 
any charter it proposed, 

7. Any County Charter proposed by the Charter Commission must be submitted 
t o  a countywide referendum and receive the approval of a majority of the voters vot- 
ing on the question before it sha l l  become effective, 

8. County charters  must provide f o r  an elected governing body. 

9. kny county charter sha l l  provide f o r  i t s  amendment; f o r  the form of 
county government; f o r  the number, kinds, manner of selection, and terms of off ice 
for  the county off icers;  and f o r  the exercise of a l l  powers and duties of counties 
and county off icers  prescribed by t h e  constitution and l a w s  of the State of Minnesota, 



SCOPE OF IEPO2T 

In recognit ion of the  increasingly important r o l e  of county government 
within t he  metropolitan area, t he  Cit izens Lea3e's Board of Directors i n  the  f a l l  
of 1963 charged t h e  Government Organization Committee wi th  t h e  respons ib i l i ty  of  
studying t he  organization and operation of county government in Hennepin County 
and of attempting t o  evaluate whether s t r u c t u r a l  changes through county home rule ,  
would be  de s i r ab l e  i n  Hennepin County. 

I n  t he  course of our study we have met with county o f f i c i a l s  and o thers  
i n t e r e s t ed  i n  county government, Those who inet with u s  include Richard 0, Hanson, 
Chairman, i .Pennepin County Board of Commissioners ; Stanley R, Cowle , Hennepin County 
Wldget Director;  t h e  l a t e  Kent Youngdahl, Hennepin County Highway Administrator; 
George Me Scott ,  Hennepin County Attorney; Edward R, Kienitz, Director, Hennepin 
County Welfare Department; Ralph Keyes, Executive Secretary, Minnesota Association 
of County Of f i c i a l s  ; John A. Hanson, Hennepin County Personnel Supervisor, Kenneth 
Wolfe, Playor, St. Louis Park, and President, Hennepin County League of I hn i c ipa l i t -  
i e s ;  Joe Robbie, Chairman, IWnnesota Phnicipal  Commission; and Ray Olsen, Eloomington 
City Manager. 

This r epo r t  cons i s t s  of our evaluation of t h e  s t r uc tu r e  of Hennepin County 
government, i ts  powers and i ts  effectiveness,  and of t h e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  of home r u l e  
f o r  Hennepin County. In t h i s  repor t  we have not attempted t o  s e t  f o r t h  spec i f i c  
recommendations on t hz  revisions which would be des i rab le  i n  t h e  s t r uc tu r e  and oper- 
a t i on  of Hemepin County government, Rather, we have confin& o v  stridy and conclu- 
s ions  'to t h e  question of whether o r  not it would b e  des i rab le  f o r  t he  people of Hen- 
nepin County t o  be  given an opportunity t o  determine f o r  themselves t h e  s t r uc tu r e  
and operating procedures of t h e i r  county government. We a l so  considered it t o  be 
beyond t he  scope of our study t o  attempt t o  evaluate various proposals which have 
been made t o  t r a n s f e r  some au thor i ty  o r  functions from municipal governments i n  Hen- 
nepin County t o  t h e  county l e v e l  of government. While we bel ieve  t h i s  is  a question 
of g r e a t  importance and one deserving of study, we bel ieve  t h a t  t h e  question of 
county home r u l e  should be  t r e a t ed  separately,  

The members of t h e  committee who ~ a r t i c i p a t e d  in t h e  de l ibe ra t ions  and i n  
t h e  formulation of  t h e  f indings and recommendations contained i n  this repor t  are: 
Mrs. Stanley G. pe te r  son*, Chairman, Charles Backstrom, Vernon Bergstrom, Reynold 
h e e i " ,  Donald Brauer*, Ear l  F, Colborn, p., Ralph   or ester*, Dr. W i l l i a m  Frantzich, 
Mrs, We J, Graham, Jr,*, Walter S. Harris  , Jr., James A, Hawks, Donald C, Heath, 
R. R Jacobson, Robert P, Janes, k e d e r  Larson, Alan*~%cLean, Zane Mann, Warren Maul, 
Mrs. J. Paul bkGee, Clay Re &ore, Wallace Neal, Jr, , C. Donald Peterson, G. Stanley 
Rischard, Allen I. Saeks, Robert Share, Thomas P. Vasaly and Mrs, Edwin Widseth, 
(* i nd i ca t e s  members of t h e  d ra f t ing  subcommittee), 

THE SIGNIFICMICE OF COUNTY GOVmMmT 

County government i n  America has been var iously  described a s  Rho 'dark 
cont inent  of American  politic^,^' a horse and buggy system designed and b e s t  su i t ed  
f o r  r u r a l  areas,s1 a headless wonder without a concentrated head, I' and in many other  
imaginative and der i s ive  phrases. While many of t h e  cr i t ic isms,of  county government 
may be legi t imate ,  they, f o r  t h e  most part, a r e  d i rec ted  a t  t h e  organizational  
s t r uc tu r e  and operating procedures of county government, r a t he r  than its role. 

His to r ica l ly ,  t h e  county was an adminis t ra t ive  distriot es tabl ished f o r  
t h e  convenience of  s t a t e  government, It was es tabl ished t o  serve  a s  a d i s t r i c t  f o r  
j ud i c i a l  administrat ion,  law enforcement, tax administrat ion,  e lec t ions ,  l o c a l  road 



construction and maintenance, welfare services,  and the  administration of other  
s t a t e  es tabl ished services,  regulations and franchises. Because of t h i s ,  the  County 
was regalded a s  an instrument of t he  S t a t e  f o r  the  l o c a l  performance of s t a t e  respon- 
s i b i l i t i e s  and not a s  a u n i t  of government t o  serve the  needs of  l oca l  res idents  f o r  
l oca l  services. 

Thus, the  creat ion of counties was so le ly  by an a c t  of the  S t a t e  t o  carry 
out statewide purposes and i n  no way f o r  the  sa t i s fac t ion  of the  wishes of l o c a l  
c i t i z ens  i n  f u l f i l l i n g  t h e i r  needs f o r  l oca l  services. The county a s  an adminis- 
t r a t i v e  d i s t r i c t  of the s t a t e  was i n  every sense a l ega l  creature  of the  s t a t e  and 
was not considered t o  possess an inherent r i gh t  t o  any option a s  t o  a l oca l  pat tern  
of government of i ts own. 

The form of county government and i t s  operating procedures have been pre- 
scribed i n  s t a t e  s t a t u t e s ,  which require  the e lec t ion  of spec i f ic  county o f f i c e r s  
independent of each other  and uncoordinated i n  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

While i n  t h e  pas t  t he  primary functZon of the county and i t s  o f f i c e r s  has 
been t o  a c t  as agents of t he  s t a t e  government, t h i s  has been changing i n  more recent 
years. The county of today -- pa r t i cu l a r ly  the more heavily populated urban counties 
such a s  Hennepin -- has been ca l led  upon t o  provide services and perform functions 
which a r e  very similar t o  those normally associated with municipalities. Hennepin 
County i s  now operating a County General Hospital, providing l i b r a r y  service  i n  the  
suburban areas, developing and operating a park system (through an independent 
board), and s t a r t i n g  i n  January, 1965, w i l l  operate a countywide municipal court  
system. In  contras t  t o  the o r ig ina l  purposes of the county, services  such a s  these  
a r e  being provided t o  meet l oca l  needs of the l oca l  c i t i z ens  and a r e  financed almost 
wholly from loca l  sources and cannot be considered t o  be an extension of s t a t e  func- 
t ions.  

The cos t  of county government has increased rapidly during the  past  25 
years,  with most of the  increase coming i n  t he  last ten years. Twenty-five years  
ago, i n  1939, the  t e t a l  county budget was approximately $8 million. By 1954 this 
had increased th ree  times t o  a budget of about $24 million. I n  1964, ten years  
l a t e r ,  the  county budget is  about $65 mill ion -- an increase of approximately 170% 
i n  ten years. I n  1965 county government cos t  w i l l  exceed $80 million. 

I n  terms of property tax  ra tes ,  t he  county m i l l  r a t e  on property i n  Minnea- 
p a l i s  has increased from 13.05 mills i n  1939 t o  27.71 m i l l s  i n  1954, t o  57.19 i n  
1964. It w i l l  exceed 62 m i l l s  i n  1965. The increase of county t ax  ra tes  i n  suburb- 
an a reas  has been s imilar ,  and i n  1964 it stands a t  a r a t e  of 52.51 mills and wi l l  

- 
r i s e  t o  about 60 m i l l s  i n  1965. I n  1964 the  county tax  r a t e  exceeds the  municipal 
t a x  r a t e  i n  41 of the  49 c i t i e s ,  v i l l ages  and townships i n  the  county. By 1965 most 
property owners in Hennepin County w i l l ' b e  paying more f o r  t h e  support of county gov- 
ernment than they a r e  f o r  the  support of t h e i r  own l o c a l  municipal government. 

hh i l e  higher p r ices  and increased population account f o r  much of t he  in-  
crease i n  t h e  cos t  of county government, a l a rge  p a r t  of t he  increase has been need- 
ed t o  support add i t iona l  functions now being performed by the  county. I n  short ,  the  
county government i s  becoming more important t o  the  l oca l  c i t i zen ,  both i n  terms of I 

t he  taxes he must pay t o  support that, government and i n  terms of  the  services  which 
t h a t  government provides f o r  him. 



THE - STWCTURT OF COUNTY GOVEF&MENT - 
Minnesota s t a t u t e s  s e t  fo r th  i n  very spec i f i c  terms how county government 

s h a l l  be organized. A l l  counties must operate under a commissioner form of govern- 
ment, wherein a 5-member board of county commissioners (seven members i n  St .  Louis 
County) i s  supposed t o  a c t  a s  t h e  administrat ive o r  executive head of the  county. 
This means t h a t  a 5-member board i s  supposed t o  make the  day-to-day decisions en t a i l -  
ed i n  running the  county government. 

Mithin the  r i g i d  framework of the  s ta tu tes ,  t he  County Board is a l so  t he  
policy-making o r  l eg i s l a t i ve  branch of county gwernment. For example, i n  Hennepin 
County, it appoints and s e t s  t h e  s a l a r i e s  f o r  the  County Medical Examiner, County 
Surveyor, County Highway Administrator, County Highway Engineer, Budget and Purchas- 
ing Director, Supervisor of Assessments, Veterans Service Officer, Executive Director 
of t he  Welfare Department, Weed Inspector, C iv i l  Defense Director, and County Library 
Director. To the  extent t h a t  County funds a r e  involved i n  operating these functions, 
it maintains budgetary control  over them. 

But, i n  addit ion,  s t a t e  s t a t u t e s  a l so  c a l l  f o r  the  e lect ion of a County 
Attorney, County Auditor, County Register  of Deeds, County Sher i f f ,  County Superin- 
tendent of Schools, County Treasurer, Clerk of D i s t r i c t  Court, Director of Court 
Services and a number of D i s t r i c t  Court Judges, These o f f i c i a l s  a r e  independent 
county o f f i ce r s  f r e e  t o  run t h e i r  off ices  a s  they see  f i t  and f r e e  t o  cooperate o r  
not  t o  cooperate with other county o f f i c i a l s  o r  departments a s  they may choose. 
Their  s a l a r i e s  and the  FAWlber of personnel i n  t h e i r  o f f ices  and departments a r e  s e t  
by t he  S t a t e  Legislature. Once these  leve ls  a r e  s e t ,  t he  County Board must pass on 
t he  year t o  year operational and cap i t a l  needs of these departments. 

This s t ructure ,  with i ts  lack of a cen t r a l  authority,  makes it very d i f f i -  
cu l t ,  i f  not  impossible, f o r  the  voter  t o  pinpoint the  responsibi l i ty  f o r  decisions 
within county government, It has resul ted,  f o r  example, i n  a s i t ua t i on  where the  
County government is  now operating with four separate personnel arrangements -- one 
f o r  the  employees of the  County Board of Commissioners, another f o r  the employees of 
t he  County Welfare Department, another f o r  t h e  employees of the D i s t r i c t  Court and 
the  Department of Court Services, and a fourth ( the  Salary Class i f icat ion and Tenure 
Comission) f o r  the  employees of t h e  independent county o f f i c i a l s .  A s  a resu l t ,  
sa la ry  schedules, number of holidays, and even the  working hours of county employees 
a r e  d i f f e r en t  i n  the  various personnel systems. For example, t h e  County Board em- 
ployees work a u-hour  week, the  welfare and court  services  employees operate on a 
38 314 hour week, and the  employees of t h e  independent o f f i c i a l s  work a 35-hour 
week, Thus, some county o f f i ce s  c lose  e a r l i e r  than others, leading t o  added confu- 
s ion  f o r  the  c i t i z en  who has business with t he  County government. 

With t h i s  diffusion of author i ty ,  administrat ive reforms a f fec t ing  diverse 
departments a r e  well  nigh impossible t o  achieve, Instead of having centralized data 
processing, mailing o r  microfilming of records systems, f o r  example, the tendency is 
f o r  each department t o  operate on i t s  own i n  these  areas,  e i t h e r  i n s t i t u t i n g  its own 
new system o r  continuing to  operate i n  these  a reas  by the  old-time methods it has 
always used. 

THE COUNTY AND THS STATE LEGISLATURE 

A s  mentioned e a r l i e r ,  t he  form of County government has been prescribed 
i n  s t a t e  s t a t u t e s  which require t he  e lec t ion  of specif ic  o f f i ce r s  who a r e  independ- 
en t  of each other and often uncoordinated i n  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s .  Not only i s  county 



government limited t o  those powers spec i f ica l ly  given t o  it by t h e  S ta te  Legislature, 
but a l s o  i n  most instances the  leg is la t ion  spe l l s  out which o f f i ce r  s h a l l  do what 
and how the County's powers s h a l l  be discharged. Thus, the  County operates i n  a vir- 
t u a l  l eg i s l a t i ve  s t r a i t j a c k e t  and must seek l e g i s l a t i v e  consent t o  make even minor 
changes i n  t he  s t ruc ture  o r  functioning of county government. 

The approval of t he  e n t i r e  Legislature is needed t o  re-assign responsibi l i ty  
o r  au thor i ty  from one of f ic ia l :  t o  another, even when such a reassignment c l ea r ly  
would lead t o  greater  eff ic iency o r  more coordinated government. For example, before 
the  County could set up a cen t ra l  purchasing department o r  a central  budget off ice ,  
l e g i s l a t i v e  approval was required. Although the  County Board d id  proceed t o  es tab l i sh  
a Personnel Department without l eg i s l a t i ve  approval, it is generally conceded t h a t  i n  
es tabl ishing even such a l imited Personnel Department without p r i o r  l eg i s l a t i ve  appro- 
va l ,  t'ne County Board exceeded i ts  authority. 

The list of minor administrative o r  housekeeping changes i n  county govern- 
ment kith cannot be i n s t i t u t e d  without l eg i s l a t i ve  approval is almost endless. In  
e f fec t ,  then, t he  r e a l  governing body f o r  Hennepin County, a s  f o r  the other  86 coun- 
t i e s  i n  Minnesota, is the S t a t e  Legislature. However, because of the custom of gene- 
r a l l y  deferring t o  t h e  loca l  l eg i s l a t i ve  delegation on loca l  issues,  it probably is 
more accurate t o  say t h a t  t h e  39 member Hennepin County l eg i s l a t i ve  delegation a c t s  
a s  the governing body f o r  Hennepin County. Since the county delegation operates un- 
d e r  a u n i t  ru le  system, whereby the consent of a l l ,  o r  a l l  but one o r  t w ~  of the de- 
legat ion members is required before a loca l  b i l l  receives delegation support in the 
Legislature, it is necessary t o  obtain the  support of 35 o r  more Hennepin County 
l e g i s l a t o r s  t o  make changes i n  the  County's government. 

Since the primary function of the  Legislature and its members is,  o r  
should be, the  solution of s t a t e  problems through the enactment of statewide legis-  
l a t i on ,  the l oca l  county problems which must come before t he  Legislature i f  they a r e  
t o  be solved a r e  often an intrusion on l e g i s l a t i v e  time and attention.  And, since 
the  Hennepin County delegation makes no provisions f o r  considering leg is la t ion  be- 
tween l eg i s l a t i ve  sessions, it means t h a t  county problems, housekeeping as well a s  
major problems, such a s  county courts o r  hospi ta ls ,  mst be presented t o  the  leg is la -  
t o r s  during the midst of a b ~ s y  l eg i s l a t i ve  session. Thus, t he  l eg i s l a to r s  w i l l  be 
t rying t o  consider such matters a s  whether o r  not Hennepin County should be permitted 
t o  es tab l i sh  a cen t ra l  mobile equipment division,  or  how big a monthly allowance the 
Hennepin County Surveyor should receive f o r  the  use of h i s  own automobile i n  the  per- 
formance of h i s  o f f i c i a l  dut ies ,  a t  the  same time they a r e  wrestling with s t a t e  finan- 
c i a l  problems, problems of support fo r  education, and other  matters of statewide 
impact. I n  short ,  then, these l o c a l  county issues,  t he  major ones as w e l l  as the 
housekeeping matters, often do not receive a s  much consideration a s  they deserve. 
Furthermore, changes i n  the  s t ruc ture  of County government and matters involving 
reform i n  the operation of County government can be blocked by -the.opposition of only 
s . .handhl of l eg is la tor& 1 . . . 

The extent of l eg i s l a t i ve  involvement i n  l o c a l  government i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  
i n  p a r t  by the  following t ab l e  which shows t h a t  i n  the  f i ve  l eg i s l a t i ve  sessions be- 
tween 1955 and 1963 the  Legislature enacted 516 special  b i l l s  f o r  individual counties. 
Of t h i s  t o t a l ,  38 were enacted f o r  Hennepin County, 51 f o r  Ramsey County, 61 for  S t .  
Louis County, and 366 f o r  t he  other 84 counties. 



Ennesota Leaislation 

Number of Local B i l l s  Passed f o r  Counties 

1955-63 Legislative Sessions 

County Legislative Session 

Hennepin 10 10 5 6 7 38 

Ramsey 12  1s ll 5 7 51 

St. Louis 12 9 14 15 10  61 

All Others 31 63 73 106 95 366 

65 97 103 132 119 516 

A brief summary of a random sample of the 132 special ac t s  pertaining t o  
individual counties, which were passed by the 1961 legis la t ive  session, and of some 
of the many legis la t ive  ac t s  pertaining t o  a l l  counties, i l l u s t r a t e s  the nature of 
t h i s  county legis lat ion,  and is attached t o  t h i s  report as  an Appendix, 

From the sample contained i n  the Appendix, it can be seen tha t  special 
leg is la t ion  i s  passed t o  regulate even the smallest de ta i l s  of county operation i n  
b n e s p t a  -- even including authorizing the County Board t o  regulate parking on a 
parking l o t  owned by tha t  county. Naturally, the Legislature also passes general 
leg is la t ion  applying t o  a l l  counties i n  the s tate ,  However, in most cases the 
leg is la tors  tend t o  think of a l l  counties as  being somewhat a l ike  o r  a t  l e a s t  tha t  
t h e i r  needs are  similar. However, the population of Minnesota counties ranges from 
a high of 843,000 people i n  Hennepin County t o  3,400 i n  Cook County, The median 
population for  PIinnesota counties i s  17,300, which i s  equivalent t o  about 2% of the 
population of Hennepin County, 4$ of the population of Ramsey County, and 7*$ of 
the population of St, Louis County. It i s  rather d i f f i c u l t  t o  believe tha t  govern- 
mental needs are the same i n  each county i n  the s t a t e  or t h a t  a single method of 
governmental organization and a single s e t  of operating procedures w i l l  enable each 
of the counties, no lnatter what i ts size, t o  provide effect ive government a t  the 
lowest possible cost, 

On November 4, 1958, the voters of Minnesota, by a vote of 712,552 t o  
309,%48, approved the so-called qQHome Rule Amendment" t o  the Minnesota s t a t e  const- 
i tut ion,  Passage of t h i s  amendment authorized the State Legislature b permit 
counties t o  adopt home ru le  charters for  the i r  government, Following passage of 
the 1958 amendment, e t i c l e  X &  Section 3, of the Imnesota constitution reads: 



#'Any c i t y  o r  v i l lase ,  and any county o r  other loca l  government uni t  when 
authorized by law, may adopt a home rule  charter  f o r  i t s  government i n  
accordance with t h i s  consti tution and the laws. No such charter  sha l l  
become effect ive without the approval of the voters of the loca l  govern- 
ment u n i t  affected by such majority a s  the Legislature may prescribe by 
general law. I f  a charter  provides f o r  the consolidation or separation 
of a c i t y  and a county, i n  whole o r  i n  part, it sha l l  not be effect ive 
without approval of the voters both i n  the c i t y  and i n  the remainder of 
the county by the majority required by lawes' 

k r t i c l e  XL, Section 4, of the constitution s tates:  

Vhe Legislature sha l l  provide by law f o r  charter  commissions. Nothwith- 
standing any other const i tut ional  l imitations,  the leg is la ture  may require 
tha t  commission members sha l l  be freeholders, provide f o r  t h e i r  appoint- 
ment by judges of the d i s t r i c t  court, and permit any member t o  hold any 
other e lect ive o r  appointive off ice other than judicial. Home ru le  
charter  amendments may be proposed by a charter  comission o r  by a pet- 
i t i on  of f ive  per cent of the  voters of the loca l  government u n t i l  a s  
determined by law and sha l l  not become effect ive u n t i l  approved by the 
voters by the majority required bylaw. hendments may be proposed and 
adopted in any other manner provided by law. A l oca l  government u n i t  
may repeal i t s  home ru le  charter  and adopt a s ta tutory form of government 
o r  a new charter  upon the same majority vote a s  is required by law f o r  
the adoption of a charter  i n  the f i r s t  instancee5' 

Clearly, the  above two sections authorize the  Legislature t o  provide pro- 
cedures by which counties may be permitted t o  adopt home ru le  charters. Indeed, 
it can even be said tha t  by t h e i r  over two t o  one vote i n  favor of the 19% home 
ru le  amendment, the people of piinnesota have asked the  Legislature t o  pass suc4 a 
law. 

While the adoption of home ru le  charters  by i4innesota counties, o r  a t  
l e a s t  by the l a rge r  counties, would sonewhat diminish the authority which the legis-  
l a t o r s  now hold over county government, it would a lso  grea t ly  diminish the legis-  
la tors '  involvement i n  these loca l  a f f a i r s ,  thereby giving the  Legislature more 
time i n  which t o  give greater a t tent ion t o  s t a t e  issues. Nore important, the c i t i -  
zens of each county could frame a charter  which could be designed t o  meet the part- 
icu lar  needs of the par t icular  county, By passage of leg is la t ion  permitting the 
c i t izens  of each county t o  frame and adopt a county home ru le  charter,  the Legis- 
l a tu re  would be giving no more and no l e s s  than the r ight  of self-government a t  
the county level,  

HOim RULE DISCUSSED 

The term county home ru le  i s  much misunderstood. Home ru le  has nothing 
t o  do with Ynetropolitan government," A home ru le  charter  does not necessarily 
provide a modern o r  f u t u r i s t i c  county government structure. It does allow fo r  
loca l  determination of county governmental s t ructure and operations. It i s  nec- 
essary t o  free the counties t o  perform ef f ic ien t ly  and effect ively the many funct- 
ions which have been and i n  the fhture may be thrus t  upon county government. 



County home rule  involves broad devolution of authority t o  county govern- 
ment t o  make decisions within a broad statewide framework of statewide policy. 
The new growth i n  county government i s  mainly i n  the area of municipal o r  urban 
type services previously provided exclusively by c i t i e s ,  independent special  
purpose bodies or  other municipal-type organizations. This being the case, the 
business of meeting the needs of loca l  c i t izenry  would demand tha t  counties be 
t reated more l i k e  municipalites, It is..ilt?arativo tha t ,  given these new services 
t o  perform, the county government must have some degree of f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  select-  
ing the procedures, controls, s taff ing and budgeting necessary t o  f u l f i l l  the new 
functions, taking irito account the eff ic iencies  which derive from plans and 
operations dictated by overall  considerations of the many services and functions 
provided by county government, 

Is it incompatible w i t h  greater  areawide cooperation? 

Permissive leg is la t ion  such as  i s  recommended ey the committee 
does not envision the t ransfer  through implementation of a home rule  charter 
of any new functions of government e i the r  t o  or  from the county. It i s  rather a 
means toward more e f f i c i en t  and effect ive county government, Under it the counties 
would gain no new powers o r  functions they do not already have under Minnesota law. 
Home ru le  would, however, mke county government more responsible t o  the electors  
of the county with respect t o  carrying out the functions and V e r s  the counties 
already possess, 

To the extent county government becomes be t t e r  organized and be t t e r  run 
rough implementation of home rule ,  there might well develop greater acceptance 
the idea of additional governmental functions being handled by the counties. 
counties do not merit confidence i n  t h e i r  existing operations, it i s  debatable 

whether they should assume additional functions. The leg is la t ion  recommended by 
the committee would leave with the Legislature responsibil i ty f o r  the t ransfer  of 
any additional functions to  the county. 

County home rule  i s  not incompatible with greater metropolitan a rea  
cooperation in  areas of governmental service which have or  may acquire greater  than 
county-wide significance, On the contramj, the need f o r  cooperation in  such areas 
would be more l i k e l y  t o  be realized if there were strong and be t t e r  coordinated 
county government. Again, however, county home rule would not lead t o  "metropolitan 
government," It i s  the Legislature which would have t o  provide fo r  formal inter- 
governmental relationships o r  f o r  shif t ing of functions o r  services from the County 
t o  any possible areawide governmental unkt. 

We believe tha-t it i s  no longer necessary f o r  the State Legislature t o  
exercise a trusteeship over county government, and we urge the Legislature t o  imple- 
ment the county home ru le  provisions of the 1958 "Home Rule Amendment" t o  the 
s t a t e  consti tution by passing leg is la t ion  permitting counties t o  adopt home ru le  
char$ers and providing procedures f o r  the  draf t ing and adoption of such charters. 

In the Recommendations Section a t  the beginning of t h i s  report, we have 
included a number of suggestions a s  t o  par t icular  points which shsuld be included 
i n  such legislation. &st of these points involve lega l  or  procedural requirements 
and need no discussion; howevever, one o r  two of them should be mentioned. 



Fi r s t ,  we have suggested t h a t  governmental powers o r  functions should 
not be transferred from the  municipal l eve l  of government t o  the  county govern- 
ment by means of a county charter,  Although we have heard many impressive argu- 
ments favoring the  t ransfer  of t h i s  o r  t h a t  function of government t o  t h e  county 
leve l ,  we are  not prepared a t  t h i s  time t o  take a posi t ion on these issues. 

We believe t h a t  the  need f o r  home ru l e  is so important t h a t  other quest- 
ions  should not be allowed t o  i n t e r f e re  with determination of t h i s  fundamental 
problem. The question of t ~ h a t ,  if  any, functions should be t ransferred from one 
l e v e l  of government t o  another i s  complex, involving a s  it does m a n y  functions 
and many governmental un i t s  in Hennepin County. then these questions a r i s e  w i t h  2 %  
respect t o  one o r  more governmental functions, we w i l l  study them on t h e i r  own 
merits. 

A t  t h i s  time we believe it is e s sen t i a l  t h a t  t he  County achieve what 
might be termed administrative home rule. E!y t h i s  we mean authorizing the  County 
t o  organize i t s  s t ructure  and adopt procedures which a r e  bes t  sui ted t o  discharg- 
ing those powers and respons ib i l i t i es  it now has. We believe t h a t  such a s tep  
could go a long way totrard providing a county govennent more v i s i b l e  t o  the voters 
and a government which could be more responsive t o  t he  wishes of the  c i t i een ,  
Also, by permitting the  c i t i z e n s  of the  county t o  adopt the  governmental s t ructure  
which they believe w i l l  meet t h e i r  needs, it w i l l  be possible t o  t e s t  whether o r  
not county government would ac tua l ly  be capable of discharging addi t ional  respon- 
s i b i l i t i e s  in a manner agreeable t o  t h e  c i t izens .  

Second, while we have advocated the  appointment of char te r  commission 
members by judges of t he  judicia l  d i s t r i c t  within which the  county is situated,  
we a r e  not without s-ympathy f o r  the  proposal t h a t  such members be e lected by the 
c i t izens .  However, because of t he  h i s t o r i c a l  precedents with c i t y  char te r  com- 
missions i n  Minnesota, and because of t he  s t a t e  cons t i tu t ion  c l ea r ly  s t a t e s  t h a t  
t h e  Legislature may provide fo r  t h e i r  appointment by judges of t he  d i s t r i c t  court, 
we have recommended t h i s  method fo r  t h e  select ion of cha r t s r  commission members, 

I n  summary, it may be sa id  t h a t  t h e  precise  form of t he  l eg i s l a t i on  is 
l e s s  important than the  cen t ra l  recommendation t h a t  t he  Legislature authorize the 
adoption of home ru l e  char ters  by IIIinnesota counties. 



B br i e f  sumnary of a random sample of the  132 special  a c t s  per ta ining t o  
individual counties, which were passed by the 1961 l e g i s l a t i v e  session, md of some 
of t he  many l e g i s l a t i v e  a c t s  pertaining t o  a l l  counties, i l l u s t r a t e s  t he  nature of 
county leg i s la t ion .  Among the  b i l l s  passed during the  1961 session were the  
following : . h a c t  permitting the  Koochiching County of Commissioners t o  l evy  a tax of 

up t o  3 m i l l s  f o r  l i b r a r y  purposes, (Laws of 1961, Chaphr 37) . An a c t  s e t t i ng  a sa la ry  of $6,000-7,500 f o r  t he  combined o f f i ce  of Register  
of Deeds and Registrar  of T i t l e s  in Lake County, (Chapter 92) 

, An a c t  increasing the  s i ze  of I t asca  County Welfare Board from 5 members t o  
7 and providing t h a t  2 members of the  Board s h a l l  be County Commissioners. 
(Chapter U 4 )  

, An a c t  permitting the  Lincoln County Board of Co;ntnissioners t o  deposi t  the  
Countyes share of the  proceeds from the  s a l e  of the  County Tuberculosis 
Sanatorium i n  the  County General Fund, (Chapter 125) 

, An a c t  permitting the  Cottonwood County Board of Com.@ssioners t o  levy a 
tax of up t o  25 m i l l s  f o r  the  County Road and Bridge Fund, (Chapter 126) . An a c t  repealing Hennepin Countygs r i g h t  t o  i s sue  bonds f o r  the County 
Tuberculosis Sanatorium, (Chapter 132) 

, An a c t  s e t t i n g  a sa la ry  of $4,200-6,000 f o r  t h e  Register of Deeds of 
Cook County and prkviding t h a t  a l l  fees  col lected by him s h a l l  be  paid i n to  
the  County ,%venue Fund, (Chapter 141) 

+ $n a c t  permitting the  Faribault  County Board of Comtnissioners t o  increase 
the  County Auditorg s annual sa la ry  by up t o  $2,000. (Chapter 157) . 9u! a c t  permitting the  Dodge County Board of Commissioners t o  issue bonds 
fo r  t h e  construction of a grandstand on the  Dodge County Fairgrounds, 
(Chapter 16&) 

An a c t  permitting the  Anoka County Board of Cormnissioners t o  es tab l i sh  
parks o r  playgrounds within the  county. (Chapter 209) 

, $n a c t  permitting the  Board of County Colmnissioners of any county with a 
population of l e s s  than 600,000 people ( t h i s  excludes Hennepin County) to  
appropriate money from the  general fund t o  permit the  Sher i f f  t o  p a t r o l  t h e  
roads and highways of h i s  county. (Chapter 258) . An a c t  permitting Freeborn County t o  require  work r e l i e f  as a condition 
rdf receiving r e l i e f  o r  public ass is tance from the  County. (Chapter 301) 

, An a c t  authorizing the  Todd County Board of C o d s s i o n e r s  t o  levy a tax 
of up t o  4 m i l l s  f o r  snow removal fmm town roads, (Chapter 307) 

h a c t  s e t t i ng  the  fees  t o  be charged and col lected by t h e  St, Louis County 
Clerk of t he  D i s t r i c t  Court, (Chapter 313) 

An a c t  abolishing the  St. Louis County Board of Audit. (Chapter 314) 



. An a c t  authorizing St. Louis County t o  ss tabl i sh  the office of Purchasing 
Agent. (Chapter 319) . An a c t  permitting Aitkin County t o  acquire road equipnent by meens of 
renta l  purchase o r  conditional sales  agreements. (Chapter 328) . An a c t  permitting Sibley County t o  spend money f o r  the erehtion of a 
monument t o  the war veterans of Sibley County in Winthrop, Ninnesota. 
(Chapter 355 ) . An a c t  permitting Traverse County t o  maintain or  replace private bridges 
o r  culverts  across county ditches. (Chapter 404) . An a c t  providing fo r  the creation of a central  mobile equipment division 
and the establishment of a mobile equipment revolving fund for  Hennepin 
County. (Chapter 237) . h kt permitting the Carver County Board of Commissioners t o  establish 
parks and playgrounds and public access t o  waters within Carve* County. 
(Chapter 424) . &.set authorizing the establishment of the office of Purcashing Agent 
i n  Anoka County and se t t ing  forth h i s  duties, responsibili t ies,  and pur- 
chasing proce&ures. (Chapter 627) . An ac t  requiring Hennepin County t o  pay part  of the cost  incurred by the 
City of itinneapolis i n  the dis tr ibut ion of federal surplus commodities 
and commodity stamps. (Chapter 686) . An ac t  permitting the Itasca County Welfare Board t o  pay a share of the 
salary, c lerk hire ,  and expenses of an Assistant County Attorney. 
(Chapter 716) . An a c t  se t t ing  an annual salary of up t o  $7,000 fo r  the Benton County 
Auditor. (Chapter 722) 

. h a c t  permitting the Blue Earth County Board of Commissioners t o  regu- 
l a t e  the parking of motor vehicles upon any parking l o t  or  f a c i l i t y  
owned o r  operated by the County of Blue Earth. (Chapter 729) . h a c t  se t t ing  specific sa lar ies  for  the elected Hennepin County officials.  
(Chaptsr 45, Laws of 1961, Extra Session) . An a c t  se t t ing  salary appropriations f o r  the various departments of 
Hennei3in County. (Chapter 47, Laws of 1961, W r a  Session) 
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