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The Legislative Council, which is composed of five Senators, six
Representatives, and the presiding officers of the two houses, serves as a
continuing research agency for the legislature through the maintenance of a
trained staff. Between sessions, research activities are concentrated on the
study of relatively broad problems formally proposed by legislators, and the
publication and distribution of factual reports to aid in their solution.

During the sessions, the emphasis is on supplying legislators on individual
request with personal memoranda providing them with information needed to
handle their own legislative problems. Reports and memoranda both give
pertinent data in form of facts, figures, arguments, and alternatives, with-
out these involving definite recommendations for action. Fixing upon definite
policies, however, is facilitated by the facts provided and the form in which
they are presented.
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FOREWORD

House Resolution No. 2 (Mackie), passed at the First Regular Session
of the 40th General Assembly, instructed the Legislative Council to study
special distficts in Colorado to determine whether or not there is an over-
lapping and duplication of special district statutes., The following subcom-
mittee was appointed to undertake the study:

Representative C. Gale Sellens, Chairman
Representative jchn . Mackie

Representative Albert J. Tomsic.

Harry S. Allen, Senior Research Analyst, was assigned the staff
responsibility for this study; he was assisted by Elaine C. Homan, Research
Assistant,

At its first meeting, the subcommittee agreed that, in addition to
an examination of the statutes themselves, some study should be given
to the actual number of special districts, their operation, and whether
or not special districts offered the best approach to providing govern-
mental services in non-city areas, Improvement districts in cities and
towns, school districts, and the more than one-hundred soil conservation
districts were eliminated from the study, since these problems were
either being investigated separately or did not, in the committee's judg-
ment, fall within the scope of this survey.

The first step in the study was an attempt to compile a complete
inventory of existing special districts. This proved to be a formidable
task since there is no one place where special district {nformation is

collected. The assessed valuations, tax rates, and budgets of all



special districts are supposed to be filed by the special districts with
the State Tax Commission, but this is not always done, ‘Members of
the Tax Commission staff felt that the reporting to them was incomplete.
There is also a statute which requires irrigation districts to file annual
reports with the State Irrigation Commission, but this requirement is

. largely ignored. Thus, it became a necessity for the Legislative Council
to attempt a compilation of its own inventory. Letters were addressed
to each of the county assessors, together with a questionnaire, a copy
of which is included in the Appendix. In some cases, the county as-
sessors were able to complete the questionnaire promptly and completely.
In many cases, however, the assessor's office did not have available to
it the data with which to complete the questionnaire. This required
direct contact with the secretaries of special districts, the names of
which were supplied by the assesscrs. All in all, the compilation of
the inventory required 125 individual items of correspondence, and it is
felt that the inventory is still incomplete since, in some cases, the
questionnaires were returned only partially completed, The data does,
however, represent the most thorough compilation of special district
information yet to be assembled,

Following the completion of the inventory, the committee examined
the statutes and heard testimony from the Revisor of Statutes as to the
possibility and desirability of consolidating these laws; the committee
also heard from representatives of various bonding houses. The
committee received a report from Mr. Hezmalhalch, Deputy State
Engineer, on the histary and operation of irrigation districts in
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Colorado, which was of great value in helping the committee to
understand the problems,

The problem of special districts is exceedingly complex. In
most cases, particularly in the various irrigation district laws, the
statutes were written to meet a specific situation, and little can be
done to change them.

This report comprises a summary of the research material
compiled by the study committee rather than a complete publication,
The committee felt that publication in this manner would prove more
useful than issuance of the detailed data., The detail which supports
this summary is available in the Legislative Council office for review
and study by those who wish a more intensive analysis of the subject
than is herein provided.

The entire efforts of the committee should be viewed as a basic
first step in understanding what is involved in special district prob-
lems, rather than as a final answer. To the committee's knowledge,
this report is the first overall look at the problems in Colorado,
and it should serve as a starting point for future studies as well as
provide some possible guides to future special district legislation,

The study is arranged in a topical fprm, in which the material
is summarized under the principal findings and‘recommendations of
the study committee,

The committee wishes to gratefully acknowledge the services
of the Revisor of Statutes, Mr, Charles Rose, for his assistance

in reviewing the staff summary of special district laws,.
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HIGHLIGHTS

FINDING I. Financial procedures of many special districts
appear to be lax, Many districts apparently follow neither
acceptable budgeting nor accounting practices, and there is
conflict between the taxation sections cf some special dist-
rict laws and the general property tax laws,

Recommendaticn: That conflict between special
district laws and the general statutes on prop-
erty tax be eliminated, and that levies of ail
special districts be set by the respective boards
of county commissioners oaly after a detailed
budget, prepared and adopted in conformance
with the local government budget act, is sub-
mitted, and an annual audit, covering the fin-
ancial transactions cf the preceding year, is
also submitted.

FINDING II, There are a number of laws on the same subject,
some of which it may be possible to consolidate.

Recommendation: That study into the possibility
of consolidating a2 number of special district
laws be continued.

FINDING I, There is no uniform method of forming special
districts, regardless of their purpose.

Recommendation: That all special districts be
formed by a petition addressed to the district
court, which shall hold a hearing on the pro-
posal ard, if it finds the petitions valid, shall
call a special election for voting on the formation.

FINDING IV. The eligibility requirements for voting and part-
icipating in the formation of special districts vary greatly.

Recommendation: That a uniform eligibility require-
ment for participation in the formation of special
districts and special district elections be considered
in all future special district acts.

FINDING V. A more flexible method of consolidating existing
districts, coupled with statutory permission for several districts
to finance, construct, and operate joint facilities, might be
helpful.
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FINDING I
FINANCIAL PROCEDURES OF MANY SPECIAL DISTRICTS APPEAR TO BE LAX;
MANY DISTRICTS APPARENTLY FOLLOW NEITHER ACCEPTABLE BUDGETING NOR
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND THERE IS CONFLICT BETWEEN THE TAXATION
SECTIONS OF SOME SPECIAL DISTRICT LAWS AND THE GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX LAWS.
The local government budgeting law (Colorade Revised Statutss

1953, Chapter 88, Article 1) subjects all special districts to its

terms by requiring that all govermmeni{ jurisdictions spending pub-

lic funds from whatever source come within the act. This law re-
quires holding of public hearings on proposed budgets, presentation
of a budget to support the requested tax, and filing copies of that
budget with the State Tax Commission., Some c¢f the speciel district
acts themselves require an annual audit of the fimancial trans-
actions. The evidence indicates that these laws are not being
complied with by a number of special districts. In addition, the
indications are that other financial practices of many special
distficts are in need of considerable improvement.

Despite the fact that the local government budget iaw {(C.R.S.
1953, 88-1-17) requires filing with the tax commission of all
special district budgets and levies, members of the commission
staff dealing directly with the problem =it that the reporting
to them was far from ceomplete, It was therefare neceszary, as pointed
out in the Foreword to this report, to go tc each of the counties
in order to compile an inventory of special districts., Obviously
the law is not being complied with, The questionnaire which was
sent to each of the special districts asked for certain basic budget
@ata such as receipts and disbursements for the past ysar, tax rates,

P



balances on hand, estimated population of the dis%trict; and esti-
mated area of the district. The attorney for cne special district
replied to the questiomnaire as follows:

"Your questiornaire relative to the compilation of

certain inventory data of the above district has

been received by us, and we regret to advise you

that we are unable to accumulate the infarmation

you request, The directors of this district are

so loosely knit, that we doubt that even they can

accumulate the information you seek,.¥

The assessor of a county in which a large number of special
distriqts are located indicated that in some cases the only fin=
ancial record maintained by the district-was a checkbook. Another
assessor stated that he was unahle toc determine whether the re-
guested levies were for debt service or operation., If annual
audit reports were made by special districts, these reports were
not known to the council study.

The absence of detailed financial accountability is of special
concern when it is coupled with the absence of a mill levy limitation
in most types of special districts, The more recent special district.
laws do have mill levy restricticns, but it may be noted in Appendix
A that mill levies of some districts have risen to rather high levels.

It should also be pointed out that special district revenues
involved ﬁore than $2,500,000=s reported in the 1954 annual re-
port of the Tax Commission;and while only twenty-eight special
districts completed the bond information section of the Council
questionnaire, these twenty-eight districts reported outstanding
bonded debt in excess of $3.5 millicn.

These figures would indicate that special districtsinvolve

substantial amounts of money in a number of @ases,requiring "strict"

financial practices.

-1

vr

y



FINDING I
FINANCIAL PROCEDURES OF MANY SPECIAL DISTRICTS APPEAR TO BE LAX;
MANY DISTRICTS APPARENTLY FOLLOW NEITHER ACCEPTABLE BUDGETING NOR
ACCOUNTING PRACTICES AND THERE IS CONFLICT BETWEEN THE TAXATION
SECTIONS OF SOME SPECIAL DISTRICT LAWS AND THE GENERAL PROPERTY
TAX LAWS.
The local government budgeting law (Coloradec Revised Statutzs

1953, Chapter 88, Article 1) subjects all special districts to its

terms by requiring that all govermment jurisdictions spending pub-

lic funds from whatever source come within the act, This law re-
quires holding of public hearings on proposed budgets, presentation
of a budget to support the requested tax, and filing copies of that
budget with the State Tax Commissicn, Some cf the special district
acts themselves require an annual audit of the financial trans-
actions. The evidence indicates that thesz laws are not being
complied with by a number of special districts. In additiom, the
indications are that other financial practices of many special
distficts are in need of considerable improvement,

Despite the fact that the local government budget law (C.R.S.
1953, 88-1-17) requires filing with the tax commission of all
special district budgets and levies, members of the commission
staff dealing directly with the problem 21t that the reporting
to them was far from complete. It was therefwe necessary, as pointed
out in the Foreword to this report; to go fc each of the counties
in order to compile an inventory of special districts., Obviously
the law is not being complied with, The questionnaire which was
sent to each of the special districts asked for certain basic budget

flata such as receipts and disbursements for the past yesar, tax rates,

=le



balances on hand, estimated pecpulation of the district, and esti-
mated area of the district. The attorney for one special district
replied to the questionnaire as follows:

"Your questionnaire relative to the compilation of

certain inventory data of the above district has

been received by us, and we regret to advise you

that we are unable to accumulate the infarmation

you request., The directors of this district are

so loosely knit, that we doubt that even they can

accumulate the information you seek.®

The assessor of a county in which a large number of special
distrigts are located indicated that in some cases the only fin=-
ancial record maintained by the district-was a checkbook. Another
assessor stated that he was unahle to determine whether the re-
quested levies were for debt service or operation, If annual
audit reports were made by special districts, these reports were
not known to the council study.

The absence of detailed financial accountability is of special
concern when it is coupled with the absence of a mill levy limitation
in most types of special districts, The more recent special district.
laws do have mill levy restricticns, but it may be noted in Appendix
A that mill levies of some districts have risen to rather high levels,

It should also be pointed out that special district revenues
invelved ﬁore than $2,500,000=s reported in the 1954 annual re-
port of the Tax Commission,and while only twenty-eight special
districts completed the bond information éection of the Council
questionnaire, these twenty-eight districts reported outstanding
bonded debt in excess of $3.5 million.

These figures would indicate that special distric tsinvolve

substantial amounts of money in a number of ©@ases,reguiring "strict"

financial practices.
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Special district financial procedures are further complicated
because some of the statutes relative to &éyydng: taxes are in
conflict., Mr., W. T. Kennedy, Weld County Assessor, pointed oyt
some of the more pertinent conflicts.,

In some statutes such as the Domestic Waterworks Act (C.R.S.
1953, 89-1-21) the county commissioners set the tax levy after the
district board certifies their financial needs to the county com=
missioners, whereas in the Metropolitan District Act of 1947 (C.R.S.
1953, 89-3-17) the district board sets the actual levy and certifies
it to the county commissioners, But the Metropolitan District”Act
is in conflict with the general statutes on property tax whié:h re-
quire certification of the levy of taxing districts to the county

commissioners on October 1§ (C.R.S. 1953, 137-3-51) by providing

. certification of the levy on October 1. Actually the October 1 date is the

date on which the valuation is certified to thedistrict under the
general property tax laws,

| These are merely illustrative of the conflicts which appear
in the special district statutes and between the various special
district statutes and other general Jaws,

RECOMMENDATION: That conflicts between special distrigt laws
and the general statutes on property tax be eliminated and that
levies of all special districts be set by the respective boards of
county commissioners, oply alter. a detailed budget prepared’and
adopted in conformance with the 10@@%_gpverr;ment‘ budget act, is
submitted; and an annual aydit covering the financi transactions
of the preceeding year is also submitted,




FINDING II.
THERE ARE A NUMBER OF LAWS ON THE SAME SUBJECT, SOME OF WHICH
MAY BE POSSIBLE TO CONSOLIDATE.

In 1947, the Metropolitan District Act (Colorado Revised
Statutes 1953, Chapter 89, Article 3) was passed by the General
Assembly,. This act provided a single statute under which a number
of different types of districts could be formed. These districts
could be formed to offer one or more of the services stated in
this act. In passing the Metrcpolitan District Act, the General
Assembly specifically repealed a number of the existing special
district statutes then in force, In 1949, the repealing section
of the Metropolitan District Act was eliminated and the previous
statutes; plus some additional special district acts, were enacted,
This action in effect negated the purposes of the Metropolitan
District: Statute., Only one district has apparently been formed

under the act.

In studying the problem of overlapping special district statutes,

the committee determined that there are a number of statutes which

lend themselves tc possible consolidation,

The statutes which might possibly be consolidated into an over-

all special district law are as follows:

1, Water and Sanitation District Act (Colorado Revised Statutes

1953, Chapter 89, Article 5).

2. Metropolitan District Act (Colorado Revised Statutes 1953,

Chapter 894 Article 3).
3. Fire Protection District Act (Colorado Revised Statutes
1953, Chapter 89, Article 6),

4o
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Special district fimancial procedures are further coﬁplicated

because some of the statutes relative to &éyydng;

taxes are in
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FINDING II.
THERE ARE A NUMBER OF LAWS ON THE SAME SUBJECT, SOME OF WHICH
MAY BE POSSIBLE TO CONSOLIDATE.

In 1947, the Metropolitan District Act (Colcrado Revised
Statutes 1953, Chapter 89, Article 3) was passed by the General
Assembly.. This act provided a single statute under which a number
of different types of districts could be formed. These districtis
could be formed to offer one or more of the services stated in
this act. In passing the Meircpolitan District Act, the General
Assembly specifically repealed a number of the existing special
district statutes then in force, 1In 1949, the repealing section
of the Metropclitan District Act was eliminated and the previous
statutes, plus some additional special district acts, were enacted.
This action in effect negated the purposes of the Metropolitan
District: Statute. Only one district has apparently been formed

under the act.

In studying the problem of overlapping special district statutes,

the committee determined that there are a number cf statutes which

lend themselves to possible consolidation,

The statutes which might possibly be consolidated into an over=

all special district law are as follows:

1., Water and Sanitation District Act (Colorado Revised Statutes

1953, Chapter 89, Article 5).

2. Metropolitan District Act (Colorado Revised Statutes 1953,

Chapter 894 Article 3).
3. Fire Protecticn District Act (Colorado Revised Statutes
1953, Chapter 89, Article 6),
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4, Metropolitan Recreation Districts (Colorado Revised
Statutes 1953, Chapter 89, Articlie 12 and Session
Laws of Cclorado 1955, Chapter 199).

Consolidation of the statutes would not imply a consolidation
of the districts organized under the separate statutes as they now
exist,

In addition it appears that the Mine Drainage District Act
(Colorado Revised Statutes 1953, Chapter 47, Article 1) has never
been used and could possibly be repeaied as could the 1905 Irrigation
District Law (Chapter 149, Section’l) providing some provision is made
for continuance of hond payments still pending under the 1905 Act,

RECOMMENDATION: That study into the possibility of consolidating
a number of special district laws be continued.




FINDING III.
THERE IS NO UNIFORM METHOD OF FORMING SPECIAL DISTRICTS RE-
. GARDLESS OF THEIR PURPOSE,

Special districts may be formed in almost as many ways as
there are types of districts. In some cases districts are formed
by elections called by the county commissioners after the commiss~
ioners are petitioned to do so, In other cases, petitions are ad-

dressed to the district court, which in some cases, calls an elec~

tion, and in other chses may organize the district on its own motion

without an election., In one type of special district, a petition
is addressed to a state agency which has the organizing authority,
In another type of diairict, the county commissioners may organiee
a district upon their own motion.,

A few specific examples will serve to illustrate the finding,
Districts formed under the Metropolitan Distriet Act of 1948
(Colorado Revised Statutes 1953, Chapter 88, Article 3) are formed
by a petition to the distriat court having jurisdiction, The dis-
triot court holds a hearing after which, if it finds the organizing
petitien te be valid, it oder: un eleotien for the purpose of voiing
on the formatien of the district, This same procedure is generally
follewed in all the more recent apecial distriet acts such as the
Fire Distriet Aet, the 1949 Metropolitan District Act, the Water
and Sanitatien District Aet of 1948, and the 1855 Metropolitan Ree=
reatien District Act,

The earlier statutes, however, generally require the organi~
#ing petitionas to be filed with the beoards of county eommissiomers
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4, Metropolitan Recreation Districts (Colorado Revised
Statutes 1953, Chapter 89, Article 12 and Session
Laws of Colorado 1955, Chapter 199).

Consolidation of the statutes would not imply a consolidation
of the districts organized under the separate statutes as they now
exist,

In addition it appears that the Mine Drainage District Act
(Colorado Revised Statutes 1953, Chapter 47, Article 1) has never
been used and could possibly be repealed as could the 1905 Irrigation
District Law (Chapter 149, Section 1) providing some provision is made
for continuance of hond payments stiil pending under the 1905 Act.

RECOMMENDATION: That study into the possibility of consolidating
a number of special district laws be continued.




FINDING III.
THERE IS NO UNIFORM METHOD OF FORMING SPECIAL DISTRICTS RE-
- GARDLESS OF THEIR PURPOSE.

Special districts may be formed in almost as many ways as
there are types of districts. In some cases districts are formed
by elections called by the county commissioners after the commiss~
ioners are petitioned to do so. In other cases, petitions are ad-

dressed to the district court, which in some cases, calls an elec~

tion, and in other ctases may organize the district on its own motion

without an election., In one type of special district, a petition
is addressed to a state agency which has the organizing authority,
In another type of district, the county commissioners may organize
a district upon their own motion,

A few specific examples will serve to illustrate the finding,
Districts formed under the Metropolitan Distriet Act of 1848
(Colorado Revised Statutes 18563, Chapter 88, Article 3) are formed
by a petition to the district court having jurisdietion, The dis=
triet court holds a hearing after which, if it finds the organising
petition te be valid, it ader wn eleotion for the purpose of voting
on the formatien of the district, This same procedure is gemerally
followed in all the more recent special distriet acts sueh as the
Fire District Aet, the 1849 Metropoalitan Distriet Act, the Water
and Sanitation District Act of 1948, and the 1055 Metropolitam Ree=
reation District Act,

The earlier statutes, however, generally require the erganis
zing petitions to be filed with the beards of county commisslomers
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of the county embraciﬁg the largest amcunt of acreage in the pro-
posed district., This is particularly true in irrigation district
laws; however, under the 1935 Irrigation District Act the organi-
zing petition is addressed to the State Beard of Conservation
which consists of the State Engineer, the Gowvernor, and the At~
torney General. This board may create the district on its own
motion without a vote of the district residents.

The election procedures also vary., For example, there is a lack
uniformity in such things as the time at which the elections are
held. Persons residing in districts formed under the Metropolitan
District Act of 1947 vote on the second Tuesdzy of January every
two years for directors., Water and Sanitation Districts,; organized
under the 1949 Act; require elections for directors to be held
biennially on the second Tuesday of August, as does the Fire
Distict: Act of 1949, Electiona for directors of Metropolitan
Recreation Districts organized under the 1955 Act are held on the
first Tuesday of June,

In as much as there may be a substantial number of persons
who reside within the jurisdiction of several special districts
simultaneously, the fregquency of elections may have a tendency to
diminish lcocal interest.

RECOMMENDATION: All special districts be fermed by a peti-
tion addressed to the district ¢ourt, which shall hold a hearing

on the proposal, and if it finds the petitions valid shall call
a special election for woting on the formation,




FINDING IV.

THE ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR VOTING AND PARTICIPATING IN THE
FORMATION OF SPECIAL DISTRICTS VARY WIDELY.

To illustrate this finding the case of irrigation districts
-may be noted., There are five separate statutes under which irri-
gation districts may be formed. These five laws provided six sep=
arate and distinct methods of qualifying as a voter in a special
district election or as a petition signer in the formation process.

The use of irrigation districts as examples recognizes that,
at the time such district laws were created; a number of special
circumstances were present and that little can be done to change
the existing statutes.

For example, under the 1905 Irrigation District Act, (no
longer used but still on thé books) a person had to own agri-
cuitural land within the district and have paid taxes on it with-
in the year preceeding the election in order to have voted., Resi-
dence within the district was not required; however, in the 1921
Irrigation District Law a persen is required to own only one acre
of land if he lives within the district or forty acrees of land if
a non-resident in order tv vote in special district electdicns, and
voting is on an acreage basis - ¢ne vote for each acre owned, In
1923 an irrigation district law was passed which required that a
person must reside in the district, own forty acres of land and
have paid taxes on it during the year préceeding the election in
order to vote. The voting by acreage was deleted.

Eligibility requirements for voting in irrigation district
elections is further confused by a 1945 statute which declares:
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"Any qualified elector as defined in the law under which
such district is organized,; owning agricultural lands of
one acre or mcre 1n extent may vote at such electioz and
at such election shall be entitled to one vote and shall
not vote upon an acreage basis, regardless of whether or
not the landowners in the particular district hawve the

right to vote upon ar acreage basis in the sslection of
directors!! (Session Laws of Colorado, 1948, Page 420)

This would seem to repeal the acreage voting procedures in zome
of the irrigation district laws,; but whether or no® it actually dces
is a moot point.

Districts formed under the 1535 Irrigation District Act are rot
formed through an election process; but perscens who sign the organil-
2ing petition need cniy be landowners.without necessarily reciding
within the district,

The 1937 Water Conservancy Disirict Act, passed to provide for
the Big Thompson Diversion Project, does not reguire districts 49 be
organized through an election procedure, but sets up two classes of
eligibility for signers of the organizing petition, depending upocn
the size of the district to be formed. If a district having a total
valuation of more than $20,000,000 is to be formed, those signing a
petition as owners of irrigated land must have land assessed at $2,000
or more, Those signing the organizing petition as owners of non-irri=
gated land need only to have lands assessed at $1,000.

If a district is tc be organized having total assessed valuation of
from one hundred thousand to twenty million dcllars, then those signing
the petition as owners of irrigated land need only to have lands assessed

at $1,000.

LLCUEL : That a uniform eligibility requirement for parii-
c;patlng in formatlon of special districts and special district elections

in all future special district acts be considered.




FINDING V,
_ A MORE FLEXIBLE METHOD OF CONSOLIDATING EXISTING DISTRICTS,
COUPLED WITH STATUTORY PERMISSION FOR SEVERAL DISTRICTS TO -
FINANCE, CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE JOINT FACILITIES, MIGHT BE
HELPFUL.
The 1955 session of the General Assembly took a lomg stride
forward in helping to solve some special district problems by
providing methods for consolidating fire districts and water
and sanitation districts. Chapter 198 of the 1955 Session
Laws of Colorado provides a method for consclidating existing
fire districts with each other, and Chapter 195 of the 1955 Session .
Laws of Colorado provides a method of consolidating water and
sanitation districts as well as proving a dissolution procedure
for these districts. Both of these laws provide similar methods
of consolidation for their respective types of districts.
The law relating to consolidation of water and sanitation
districtslimits consoclidation to districts of the same type. A
water district may only consolidate with another water district,
a sanitation district with another sanitation district, and a
combined water and sanitation district with another combined
district. The reasons for limiting conseclidation to districts
of the same type may be generally valid, but in some cases it might
be advantageous to consolidate an existing water district with an
existing sanitation district into a combined district, -
Passage of these two laws in 1955 was a recognition by the
General Assembly of a growing problem in the metropolitan Denver

area particularly. A number of water, sanitation, or water and



sanitation districts were formed when the valuation of each indiﬁ
vidual district relatively was low, but the services were badly
needed. Thus each district could afford to finance only a sewage

or water system sufficient for its immediate needs rather than build
for future expansion., This is a situation which probably could not
have been avoided at the time.

But the number of special districts in the three-county Denver
metropolitan area is rapidly growing. An inventory of special dis-
tricts in the three counties surrounding Denver, compiled by the
Denver Planning Office in the first quarter of 1955, indicated 88
such districts. The Legislative Council survey, conducted in July

- and August of 1955, indicated 95 such district in the tri-county
area, and some new ones have been formed since that time. Once
separate districts are formed, consolidation into a single éntity
is a .slow process involving elections to consolidate, choosing a
new board of directors for the new consolidated district, and
arrangemeﬁt for bond payments between the districts consolidated,

It might be possible to overcome some of the problems in-
volved in consolidation by enactment of a statute permitting dis-
tricts to finance, and operate a single facility without actual
consoiidation. For example, if there are two districts operating
sewage systéms, a statute permitting the two districts to combine
-for the sole purpose of constructing and operating a larger treat-
ment plant capable of serving the needs of both districts would be
helpful. The districts could still operate their own collection
systems, retain their own board, and avoid a number of the problems
involved in an actual consolidation., This would permit construction

of larger, more economically operated facilities at a lower cost to

each district, -11-
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APreND1X A

LIST OF COLORADO SPECIAL DISTRICTS AS OF SEPTEMBER 1,1955

CEMETIRY

v o= o —

NAME OF DISTRICT M1LL LEVY
Bent-Prowers .75
Sedgwick ‘ .15
Ovid .19
Julesburg ' 25
West Phillips County .45
Cedar Hill » 75
Dallas Park .50 .
Olathe ’ 1.03
Crawford, 1.00
Pea Green «95

Cortes 1.00
New Elmwood 45
Collbran 1.00
Pine River o -
Stratton «36
Vona ; .00
Settlement - ' «25
‘Seibert , .25
Flagler 1.15
fairview ‘ ‘ v .50
Minturn 1.00
Fagle _ . .85
Cedar Hill zEagle,County .80
Cedar Hill Douglas County) .50
Hotchkiss " . " 1.00
Eckert - 1.00
Crawford ; .90
Cedaredge R .90
Cory e 1.00
Kit Carson o .43
Fairview : 57
Arapahoe : «49
Bent - Las Animas : 75
DRAINAGE
Rio Grande .60 .
Bowen 1.% of each assessed benefit
Grand Juaction 2.07
Palisade '1.50
I1irf 1.00
Pioneer -

Valley View -

~13-



DRAINAGE (continued)

NAME OF DYSTRICT

© Ordway

‘Onley Springs
Crowley

Numa

Carmel
Waverly

FIRE PROTECTION

Poudre Valley
Hillrose Rural
Allens Park
Berthoud'

Hest Adams County
Evergreen '
Haxtun
Norwood Rural
Carbondale

Elk Creek

Yuma /

Yuma County

Fort Lupton
Galeton
Johnstown
Hudson

Nunn ‘
Plateville
Platte Valley
Windsor-Severance
Yuma Rural

Otis Rural
Sedgwick

Ovid

Julesburg
Holyoke

Fairy Dell

Del Norte

Rye Rural

Pueblo Rural
West Park

Aspen

Rocky Ford Rural
la Junta Rural
Wiggins Rural
Fort Morgan Rural

APPENDIX A (continued)

" MILL LEVY

050 .

«50
4,00
1.00
1.16
1.65

13
2.50

3.40
.40

. 1.00
2.00
1.00
1.50

3.00 '

1.40
2.25

1.00 .

40
1.00
«40
.60
.88
.61
.83
1.3707
3.50
3.50
2.00
1.50
+90
.98
1,25
«30




APPENDIX A (continued)

FIKE PROTECTION (continued)

NAME OF DISTRICT MILL LEVY
Brush Rural 1.25
Montrose Rural 1.29
Olathe Rural 1.40

~Nucla Rural 2.0°
Norwood -
Craig Rural 1.25
Palisade Rural 1.00
Clifton 1.28
Grand Junction Rural 1,55
East Orchard Mesa 1.00
Peetz «29
Sterling Rural ‘ .21
Crook 1.66
- Wellington 1,00
Loveland 1.70
Stratton 1.50
Flagler ‘ 75
Burlington »50
Arvada |, © 1,920
Bapcroft 2,50
Daniels 2.00
Idledale : 5.00
Lakewood-Mountair 2.00
Prospect Valley 3.00
Vheatridge .8C
La Veta : 1.50
Grand County #2 ‘ 1.604
Grand County #1: 3.90
Florence _ - 1.00
Canon City ’ «90
Knobhill 4,60
Ivywild-Cheyenne Canon 1.50
Broadmoor : o5
Littleton -
Cedaredge Rural .20
Delta iural : «65
Hotchkiss Rural 2.00
Paonia Rural : - 50
South Arkansas 4,30
Eldorado Springs and Marshall 1.94
Castlewood ' 5.C0
Cherry Hills 3,00
College View 1.6¢C
Cunningham ' 2,54
Hoffman Heights 1.04
Iittleton 1.00

Southeast Veld County ' 1.25




APPENDIX A (continued)

FIRE PROTECTION (continued)

NAME OF DISTRICT

MILL LEVY 1955

Southeast Adams County ' 1.00
South Adams County <50
North Washington 2.65
West Adams City #1 -

South-west Adams City #2 -

South-east Weld City #5 -

GENERAL TMPROVEMENT

North Loveland 3.00
Logantown ‘ -

General Improvement District No. 1 12,90
Brighton 10.00
Westminster 10.00
JRRIGATION

San Luis Valley 1.32
San Luis Valley e22
San Luis Valley 2,20
Hillrose ' .25
Julesburg 2.00
Del Norte «39
Riverside 1.45
Maybell 80,00
Orchard Mesa. 88.00
Palisade 25,00
Mesa County 50.C0
North Sterling 1.50
Logan county «65
I1iff «45
Orchard City 2.25
Fine River 1.12
Mosca 1.30
RECREATION

Mountair 1.00
Wheatridge 1.00
Daniels 1.00
Lakewood 1.00
Alameda «50
SANITATION

Keenesburg 2,50
Ault 3.5C
Otis 8.00



SANITATICN (continued)
NAME OF DISTRICT

Center

Rangely

East Mesa
Independent
North Park Hill
Minnequa Heights
Granada

Aspen

Cortez

Clifton

Crook

Estes Park
Leadville
Stratton’

Fruitdale

Highland Park
Lakewo od ,
Northwest Lakewood
South Lakewood
West Lékewood

West Takewood

West Sixth Avenue
Westridge
Wheatridge

East Lakewood
Evergreen

East Jefferson County
Arvada

Granby

S5ilt

Flagler

New Castle

Skyway Park
Knobhill

Ivywild

Cheyenne Canon

.Simla

East Ordway
Cheyenne
Louisville
Lyons

Walsh

Aurora
Altura
Cottonwood
Littleton #5
Littleton #7
Littleton #8
Littleton #9
Littleton #10

South Englewood y#1

APFENDIX A (continued)

MILL LEVY

9.00
9.00
6.C0O
5.50
3.C0

7.60
1.00
2,00
3.00
6,99
4.00
10,71
4,00
13.00
3.80
2.00
9,00
11,00
11,00
7.50
2.00
5.50
6.50
1.00
13.00C
2.00
5.50
17.96
12.62
15,31
2.18
5.187
3.50 -
8.50
10,70
22,0C
8.40
3,05
15.C0
6.00
1,55
10.00
- 1.50
8.68
6.01
2.10
5,00
10.00
7.80
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APPENDIX A (continued)

SANITATION (continued)

NAME OF DISTRICT MILL LEVY
Baker ' 16,50
South Adams o 9.60
South Adams (Bonds only) : 4,50
North Washington (Unserved) 1,50
North Washington 8.00
Altura -
SANITATION AND WATER
Broomfield 25,00
BOW“Mar 4 [} 00
Clear Creek Valley 8.50
Green Mountain -
Idledale 30.00
Indian Hills 10,00
Pleasant View -
Alameda 9.00
Arvada Heights . 15,00
Grand Lake ' 15,567
Strassburg -
Scenic View . -
South Clarkson 20.00
Brookridge Heights 6.00
Byers 11,00
Cherry Creek Gardens 11.00
Cherry Hills Heights -
Hi-Lin 5.00
Holly Hills 6.00
South Clarkson 20.00
University Place -
Virginia Village 1.50
WATER
Cedar Crest 12,00
Crest Hill 10,00
Kelton Heights 11.00
Leyden -
Miller Heights 10.00
Wheatridge 1.00
Skyway 2.60
Elizabeth -
Wah-Keeney Park 45,00

18-
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APPENDIX A (continued)

WATER (continued)

lone Mesa Domestic 10.00
Vassar -
South Vallejo - : -
Cherry Hills Sub District -
Cherry - Moor -
Cherryville lleights 3.0
Cottonwood -
Florence Gardens -
Hest Cornell 1.50

WAT#R CONSERVATJON

a/ one district but levies vary in each of three counties.

Northern Colorado | .50
Colorado Rhiver 16
San Luis Valley .40
Middle Park . 50
Boone 17.00
Beulah 20,00
Bristol’ 16.00
Mancos . 1.00
Clifton .55
Sunset' 10.00
La Plata -
Florida -
North Fork +«50
Lincoln Park 3.50
North Fork «40
Southwestern E/ «10
Southwestern %é 16
Southwestern & ol4
South flest «15
Southwestern Colorado .09
FLOOD CONTROL
Holly 8.50
GENERAL IMPROVEMENT
Brighton -
METI:OPOLITAN
" Pleasant View 6.00
TUNNEL
Moffat Tunnel 1.50
-19-



TABULATION OF SPECIAL DISTRICTS BY COUNTIES AS OF SEPTEMBER 1, 1955

COUNTY

Adams
Alamosa
Arapahoe
Archuletta
Baca

Bent
Boulder
Chafee

Cheynne

Clear Creek

Conejos

Costilla.

Crowley
Custer
Delta
Dolores
Douglas;
Fagle
Elbert/
El Paso
Fremont
Garfield
Gilpin
Grand
Gunnison
Hinsdale
Heurfano
Jackscn
Jefferson
Kiowa

Kit Carson
Lake

La Pla ta
Larimer
Las Animas
Lincoln
Logan
Mesa
Mineral
Moffat
Montezuma

APPENDIX B
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APPENDIX B (continued)

- COUNTY NO. SPECIAL DISTRICTS

' Montrose
> Morgan

Otero
Ouray
iﬁ Park
| Phillips
g - Pitkip
2 Prowers
Pueblo
Rio Blanca
s : Rio Grande
‘ Routt
Saguache
» San Juan
San Miguel
Sedgwick
» Summitt
. ' Teller
|

coROWROWNREONND O

Washingtdn
* : Weld
Washington

= <
Lol e

B. Digtricts in all or part of more than one county.
20

Total Special Districts 291
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Population
Group

Under 100
100-500
500-1000
1000-2000
2800-5000
5000-10,606

Over 10,000

,‘ TOTAL

APPENDIX C

DISTRIBUTION OF SPECIAL DISTRIS}S
a
BY POPULATION OF DISTRICT

No, of
Districts

8
32
24
23,
21
12
12

132

5/ Estimates of population were asked of persons receiving the
special district questionaire from the legislative council,

Population estimates were provided for 132 of the 291 districts

and are those of wither the secretaries of the districts, the
county assessor and in some cases the county clerk,

% of
Total

6.07%
24,3%
18,27

17,4%

15.97%
9.17%
9.1%

100,0%

\r
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STATE OF COLORADO - SPECIAL DISTRICT DATA,

APPENDIX D

JUNE, 1955,

Estimated] Revenue, Fiscal 1953-34 Cash Balance at End Bonded Indebtedness
Name of Estimated | Area in Tax Revenue | Other Revenue of Fiscal Year Date of | Type of | Amount of |Rate of Date of | Amount
District Population . Mi. Amount Amount | Source 1952 1953 1954 Issue Bond * Issue .. | Interest | Maturity | Outstanding
* General Obligation or Revenue
L ] H !"i~ ¢ - '’ 2 ( \
x x . 4 X \ ” 1 Y :
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SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT TO LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL REPORT
'TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON SPECIAL DISTRICTS
by
REPRESENTATIVE JOHN G. MACKIE

Finding I. Concur in Finding and Recommendation and the Council Report.

Supplemental Findings.
= Special districts are created to perform special functions in special
areas., Their need in a majority of cases is because the debt limit of a mun-
icipality or the limit on increased levies makes it impossible for the municip-
ality to perform the function adequately. So, in many cases, the special
district is superimposed upon other taxing agencies, many of which have a
taxing limit,

Recommendation. That the special districts should be placed under a
limit of levy regulation. This could be a sliding scale or a straight maximum
levy, depending upon the type of service to be performed and the capital out-
lay to be made. Bonding power, bonding procedures, and a maximum interest
rate should be established and standardized.

Finding II. Concur in Finding and Recommendation of Council Report,

Finding III, Concur in Finding and Recommendation of Council Reporti

Supplemental Findings.

Special districts are quasi-municipal in character. In every instance,
they affect the land and land owners included in the district, either by taxing
power, regulatory powers, or others. Some of the boards are not elected
by the people within the district. '

Recommendation. All directors in any special district should be
elected by popular vote at special elections in the district.

Finding IV. Concur in Finding and Recommendation of Council Report.
Finding V. Concur in Finding and Recommendation of Council Report.

Finding VI. Supplemental Findings.

.Special Districts, such as Fire Protection Districts, are formed to
perform a function which requires the establishment of certain rules and
regulations. By resolution of the board, these rules and regulations are
made, but the board lacks the power to enforce them,

Recommendation, Special district boards should be given the additional
police power necessary to enforce the regulations needed to carry out the
purpose for which the district was formed.




