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Some Dcfinitious

(1) Revenue receipts a receipt which increases the assets without increasing
liabilities - ixamples — taxes, donations grants-in-aid, gifts, earnings
of departments.

(2) Non-revenue receipt: a receipt which increases the assets but also
increases the liabilitics; Example, borrowed money.

(3) Current opcrating expense: cxpenditures for salaries, wa.cS, supplies,
maintenance of facilitics and other payment incidental to the functioning
of a2 department or division of government, excepting capital outlays.

(L) Capital outlay(or outlay): An expenciturc for goods of a permenent
naturc. Ezamples - office .quipment, motor vehiclus, land, building
construction and improvementss
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SUNHaRY

at least three things have a strong influence on the organization and
cost of local government: (1) Population - density, trend and compositi<n
by age groups, (2) sizme of the area serviced, and (3) wealth or ability
to support governmental services.

The material assembled in this bulletin indicates how the pattern of
financing and services tends to vary with different combinations of
conditions as mentioned aoove.

Local government financing in three counties is used to illustrate vari-
ations: Auglaize, as representative of an area with no sharp chan_es in
population or in the economy and with a relatively good local tax bases
Lake, with a rapidly growing, dense population and a relatively good local
tax bases Monroe, with a small population and a relatively small tax base.

In t.ese taree counties (as is often the case elsewhere) the number of
political subdivisions varies more with the size of the area than with the
population. In 1953 the numoer in each county was as follows: 39 ia konroe,
37 in Auglaize and 33 in Lake. This results in much variation in the level
of expenditures and the type of service rendered. In receat years tne number
of school districts in ali three has been reduced sharpnly. The number of
other political subdivisi~ns has aot changed. In all, Ohio has more than
3000 suwaivisions oi local overament, an average of over u0 per county.

Taxable wealth per capita (local jroperty tax base) is about the same in
Auglaize and wake, slightly above the stte average of %2341 per capita.
Monroe has about nalf as much($1191). In sauglaize anu Monroe the average
tax rate approximates 20 nills or two per cent on each dollar of assessed
valuation. The average rate in Lake is about 25 mills. (The average tax
rate for all Ohio in 195l was 25 mills). The tax r.tes an all these counties
(and in the statc as a whole) are sufficiently hi,h to cause one to question

the effect on property values if they go higher.
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Tax rates in most areas are much higher than the 10-mill limitation.

(5} Property taxes and special assessments provide nearly half the total
revenucs in Lake, over a third in Auglaize and just over a fifth in Monroe.
Most of the remaining tax revenues come from the state or federal government
either as shared taxes, subsidies, or as grants-in-aid.

Outside of the property tax system few taxes are suitable for exclusive
local levy and collection. Dewising a practical and equitable distribution
of st.te collected taxes to local subdivisions now is a substanital respon-
sibility of the State General assembly. hany different formulas are used.
The more important of these state collected taxes are the sales tax, part
of the intau,ible propert, tax, the gasoline tax, motor vehicle licenses,
and public utiiity taxes for certain welfare purposes.

() In MYnormal" financin, of local government, revenue receipts should at
least equal expencitures for current operation:L/Capital outlays for per-
manent structures as school builai 'gs, dmainage ditches, sewers, water supply,
etc., are usally made largely or entirely with borrowed money. On the
other unand, most road improvements are bein financed out of current revenues.
Lake Count;- is typical oif arcas where a rapidly growing population calls for
extensive financing of acditional facilities by school districts, municipal
corporations and the county. auglaize and lonroe Countlcs both illustrate
that a swaller and more rural population is associated with s.alier outlay
expenditures.

In all three counties, townslips are operatin, practically free of debt.

(7) In rel:tive terms, school districts receive about the same snare of the
revenue receipts in the three couatics, Lb to 46 per cent of the totai., In
sonroe, the most rural, financing of county and townships tases more momey than

financing municipal corporations.
5{ See page 1w for definitions.
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In both Auglaize and Lake, villa_.es and cities collect about the same amount
of revenves as do the cornties and townships conbined., But these municipal
revenues include receipts of publicly operated utilities.

Loxpenditures. -~ The services performed Ly local Loveriuents can be grouped
convealently ia avout ten generas classes. Even this grovpin, oversimplifies
all the things done by different departments. 4as estimated for all local
subdivisions of government in Ohio in .953, tne current operating cost of
various services ranied as follows:s (1) education, (2) public service
enterprises (which are usually self-supporting); (3) the closely related
group of activiti.s — health and welfare, (L) hi_hways and streets, (5)
protection to persons aad property, (6) general government, (7) sanitation
and drainage, (8) miscellaneous services, (9) interest on acbt, and (10)
recreation.

In tnc more rural countics, cducation, highways and welfare usually rank
in that order in respect to cost. Part of the road system (state hi hways)
anu part of the welfare service (aia to the aged) are financed directly by
the stete. It should also be emphasized that cost alone is an inadequate
measure of quality of or need for a service.

Particulai 1y when put on some standard basis of comparison thc lcvel
of exnenditvre for some services varies substantially from one arca to
anothcr. For instance, cxpunditures for county wn. tounshi> roads averaged
%13 per capita in densely settlec bake vounty anc w2l 1n sparsely settled
uo.roc Gounty. Un the othur hand, Lake vounty had availuble anu spent tirec
times as much per mile of road. as coatrasteu to expeuditures for roads,
educational costs per punil enrolled are about the same in all three counties,
rcflecting tl.. standaraization of tli. school foundation program. welfaie
expenaiturcs also are leveled out by statcwide standarcs based on need. A4S

tue figures show, need varies consid.rably from one county to another.
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In Table 6 and Charts 6 and 7 expenditures by all subdivisions of loeal
government are combined to show the total expended for specific services as
described above, Tables 7 to 10 and the accorpanying charts show how the
various subcivisions - counties, towasuips, and schoel districts spend their
money for these different services,

Thus, there is considerable uvifference among the three counties with
reference to population, services performed, sources of fuuds for operating
units of local govermmuent, and purposes for which expenditures are disbursed,
Each of the three counties appears to be more or less representative of
other areas of Ohio. It seems probable then, thal most other counties have
socme of the same provlems and characteristics as one of tne three counties
discussed in this bulletin. o

" IITRODUCTION

The principal objective of this publication is to consider the financing
and the services of local governments under three sets of situations. To
explain: (1) Some rural counties have a small to medium~sized population, =
relatively stationary in growth or increasing at a moderate rate and a re-
latively good local tax pases. This is the situation in the more productive
agricultural counties which are not  reatly infiuenced by urban-industrial
developments. (2) Some counties have a rapidly growing population. Even
if the local tax base is good, demaunds for governmental services tend to
increase faster than the taxable wealth of the area. (3) Some counties are
losing population and have a small tax base.

There are other combinations of circumstances which affect what local

governments do and how the service is financed; but one of the above three

situations is typical of most Ohio counties.
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The General Problem

at lcast three thin,s have a fundamcntal influencé on the orgaanization and
cost of locul goviernmeat: (1) duasity of population, (2) size of tuc arca
scrviced, aad (3) wealth or ability to support govermacntal scrvices.

Lot us pursue these ideas a little further. Generally speakin., a sparse
popvlation coes not require as much policing, traffic control, or as many

provisiong 1or sanitation es a deascly settled arce. On the oty or hand,

some scrvices will cost more. Traasportation o pupils is a good example.
Road cocts per unit of traffic is another.

S1z¢ nceas to be measurcd in two ways: (1) number of puople servec by an
acministrative unit ol covcrnment and (2) geographical arca., what is the
optamm sizel It certainly varices with the neture of the service. Frequent
aajustmeats in school district arcas arce exawples of attempts to cut costs
anc improve services Towaships aand vaillapges may cooperate to provide fire
protcction.

Our thira variable, wealth or tax paying avility, is of gicat iw ortance
to all., It is an the puoiic intercst that all the people wnjoy a mini.um
amount of public survicc. This ap, lius particularl to sucl: scrvices as
cducetion, public hcalth, welfarc, and highways. These no longer can be
financud satisfactorily o.. a prrcly local basis by many localiticc. The
alternative is a complicated s stun of stete e.d fuderal baxation. This is
Just onc maaifcestation that for an incr.asing number of purposes the state or
tae nation must pool rusources 1a the commou interest.

In a stucy such as this it 1s possible to describe where the moncy comes
from anc how it i1s used; it 1s not possible to satisfactoril) mcasure adequacy
or c¢fficiency of scrvicc.

In the past gencration, the tremd in public Jinances has been towa:rd the

usce of more state and federally collected taxes.
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In bri.f, the volume of public service now desianded of local zovernments can
no longer be financed by property texation aanc other taxes acapted to locsl
levy and administretion. a part of this rovenue has beun atlocatod back to
the different levels of government by various formulas, including such factors
as pcpulation, leocal tax base, or some other device to measure nced or equi-
table distribution.

This procedure is very complicated and involves sceveral probloums. A4 few
follow: equality in taxation, equitable distribution of the revenves, minimum
standards of service, efiicicney of service, maintaining a satisfactory degree
of local autonomy, and the inability of the averagce citizen to have enough in-
formation to understand the public busincess of which he is a voting stockholder,

The Specific Protlem

The material assembled in this bulletin has some application to all the
problems just named. But & more specific purpose is to show how the pattern
oi tinancing and the services of local zovernments tend to vary with the size
and trend in population in the arca and with the local tax base, another
specific purposc is to demonstrate how material can be organized and classificd
for use by pecople intercsted in local povernment.

Local governument is administerca under gencral state laws which provide
the legal frame work for what is dornc by countics, townships, municipalitics,
school districts, and other districts organized for spccial purposes. within
this frame work, some important differonces exist in what is dene.

Three Counties For Illustration

Three countius were sclected for this study. smglaize was chosen as rep-
rcesentative of an area with no radical recent change in the number and dis-
tribution of population, with a rclatively good local tax basc, and in gen-
cral, with no marked changes in tht cconomy which would affuct governmental

services.



Lake County was chosen as representative of an area with a relalavely
dense and rapidly growing population. The increase was about 50 percent
from 1940 to 1950.

The tnird county, Moaroe, has & small population which declined one-
sixth from 1940 to 1950. The tax base is low.

Chart 1 and Table 1 indicate the population changes in these ccunties
frow 1930 to 1950, Chart 2 indicatesthe proportions of population which
were classified M"city anc village" aau "open country! in the three counties
in 1930, 1940, and 195u. "Open country" population refers to all people
living oviside incorporated places. "City and village" population refers

to all people living inside incorporatec places.

Population by Age Groups
The composition of a population (as well as its size and trend) in
respect to age affects what government does, the costs and the ability to
pay for the service. Schools are needed for youngsters. Welfare costs
are hi,h among the elderly. The groportion of the population in the age
range as:ociated with gainiu. employment is important. How these matters work
out in the tiree ccunties is shown n the following tebulation:

Percent of population in specified age groups

Auglaize Lake Monroe

Age groups 1940 1950 1940 1950 1940 1950
Under 5 yrs., 7.5 I11.L 7.4 1L.9 8.6 2.9
Under 15 yrs., 23.6  27.6 23,5 28.2 2743 27.8
15 to 6l yrs, 65.L 61,0 68.8 6L.5 61,2 57.5
65 yrs or older 11.0  11.h 7.6 7.3 1.5 b
Uncer 1l and
65 or older 3L.6  39.0 31.1 35.5 38.8 2.2

Sourcey Comparative Population, Agricultural and Industrial Data for Ohio
Counties, 1940-1950, by Wade H. Andrews and Lorenzo H. Snow, Agricultural
Ecoaomics Mimeograph AD 248, Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station, 1955



In all threce counties the proporiiin of the total populztion under 5 years
increased from 1940 to 1950. In 1950 the proportion uader 15 years was not
far from 2v percent of the total in 211 three. The proportion 65 yecars old
or older tencs to be hi,h in the morc rural counties - being acarly twice as
higa i2 woaroe as in Lake Cowuty. Combinia, tue under 15 end 65 or older
groups indicatces the trend to oe toward a greater proportion of yo.n.sters
anc. elderl people in all three areas, but the more rural oreas have the

highest ioportion in the age groups assoclated wit. dependency.

TasLE 1

Population: Total, City and Village, and Open Country,
huglaize, lake, ana Monroe Counties, and
Ohio, 1930, 1940, and 1950

Type of Population

and County 1950 1940 1930
Total Populations
Monroe 15,302 18,641 18,426
usuglaive 30,637 28,037 248,034
Lake 75,979 50,020 41,67h
Ohio 7,946,627 6,907,612 6,646,697
City anc Villaget
lonroe 3,352 3,458 3,285
auglaize 17,903 15,982 15,704
Lake 118,183 30,112 27,822
Ohio 5,806,021 5,108,625  L4y991,515
Open Country i3
Monroe 12,010 15,183 15,1l
huglaize 12,73k 12,055 12,270
Lake 27,796 19,608 13,852
Onio 2,140,606 1,790,987 1,655,102

3 Population outside of incorporated .laces. Because
population of unincorporated villages is i.cluues, the
term "Open Country" is only approximately accuratle.



CHART |

Population: Total, City and Village, and Open
Country,* Auglaize, Lake and Monroce
Counties, 1930, 1940 & 1950
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CHART 2

POPULATION: PERCENT WHICH WAS CITY AND VILLAGE AND "OPEN COUNTRY"T
SELECTED COUNTIZS AND OHIO, 1930, 1940, AND 1950
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Population Density

Average population per square mle in Ohio in 1950 was 193.8. (Ubtained by
dividing total population, 7,946,627, by area, 41,000 square miles.) Lake
County with 327.5 persons per square mile is well above the state average.
(Table 2). auglaize with 70.0 persons per square mile is below average but
higher than several of the more rural counties. ilouroe with 33.8 persons
per sqiarc mile is one of the most sparsely popvlated counties. {Lowest
population density, Vinton County, 26.2 per square a icj; highest, Cuyaho.a,
3047.2 per square mile)s. In Lake one-thira the inhabitants live outside
incorporated towns, in iuglaize about two-fifths and in Monroe almost
four-fifths. (Charts 1 and 2).

Number of Governmental Subdivisions Varies
More with Area Than with Population

Although the three counties have a decided difference in popuvlation, the
number of governmentel subdivisions 1. each is not greatly different.(Table 2)
Lake, with the largest population has the fewest; Monroe with thc least
population has the largeet mumber of jovernmental subdivisions. The number of
units vary more directly with area than with popurlation.

The number of subuivisio:is has declinca because of consolidation of school
districts the past few years. From 1945 to 1953 the number of school districts
in auglaize County has dropped from 16 to 1h, in Lake County from 13 to 9,
and in Monroe County from 21 to 10, The number of other political subdivisions
has not changed. However, Lake County now has four citaes;, three villages
having exceeded the 5,000 population recently. Auglaize County has two cities,
Wapakoneta, the county seat, and St. liarys. 4ll municipal corporations in
Monroe are villazes. In all, Ohio has more than 3600 subdivisions of local

government, an average of over LO per county.
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Taxable Wealth

48 valued for taxation, the real estate, public utilities, and tangible
personal property per person averaged (1952 levy) $2415 in suglaize, $2591
in Loke, and $1191 in Monroe (Table 2). The first two counties are slightly
above the state average, $2341; Monroe County has less than half the taxable

wealth per capita of the other counties.

Tex Base and Population

More than three-fourths of Ohio's counties are gaining population. The
rate of gcin, in general, is highest in rural areas adjacent to the larger
centers of population. On the other hand, some counties (18 according to
the 1950 census) have been losing population. MNost but not all of these
have a relatively small tax base per capita and a small population. The

following illustrates what the general pattern is for all 88 counties.

Property tax base No. of counties average population
per canita, 1953 ". per county (1950)
(1) Less than $1200 5 22,353
(2) $1200 to $1L99 8 27,854
(3) 1500 to 1999 17 146,189
(L) 2000 to 2499 L 97,h16
(5) 2500 to 2999 16 175,203
(6) 3000 or more 1 2, k69

0f the 13 counties in classes (1) and (2), ten counties lost population
from 1940 to 1950, two were practically stationary and one gained moderately.
Of the 17 counties in class (3), four lost population and 13 gained. Of
the 1 counties in class (L), three lost population and 38 gaineds Of the
16 counties in class (5), only one lost population ~ a western Ohio agri-

cultural county influenced by the enlargement of farms,
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TABLE 2

MISCELLANEQUS DATA RELATING TO ALGLAIZE, LAKE, AND MONROE COLNTIES AND OHIO

ITEM AUGLALZE LAKE MONROE OHIO
AREA, SQUARE MILES 400 232 455 41,000
POPULATION PER SQo Mi, 1950 17 327 34 v 194
LocAL PROPERTY TAX BASE
1952 (000 or1TTED)s
REAL ESTATE $48,984 1,143,374 $11,441 $12,157,395
PUBLIC UTILITY PROPERTY 6,710 I7,763 4,394 2,203,242
TANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY 18,301 35,536 2, 465 4,239,720
ToTAL $713,995 196,873 $18,300 418,600,357
AVERAGE PER CAPITA TAX BASE $2,415 § 2,591 $ 1,191 8 2,341
AVERAGE TAX RATE PER 100 1IN 1952» $ 1.88 § 2.49 § 1.90 § 2.37
TANGUBLE PROPERTY TAX PER CAP ITA $ 45440 § 64.52 $ 22,83 ¢ 55.45
NUMBER OF LOCAL GOVT, SUBDIVISIONSS
Cou NTY 1 1 ! 88
TOWNSHIP 4 7 18 1337
ScHoOL DISYRICT 14 9 10 1340
INCORPORATED VILLAGE 7 i2 9 781
City 2 4 0 140
ToTAL 38 33 38 3686

* AVERAGE RATE LEVIEGC ON ALL REAL ESTATE, PUBLIC UTILITY AND TANGIBLE RERSONAL PROPERTY

FOR ALL SUBDIVISIONS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT,

IN GENERAL, THESE AVERAGE RATES ARE HIGHER

THAN THOSE LEVIED ON RURAL PROPERTY AND LOWER THAN THE RATES IN MOST MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS
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The Property Tax Base and Tex Rates

4 generation ago the general property tex was the main support of lecal
governments This system of financing practically broke down in the carly
1930's. Since then, state collected taxes and stote and federal subsidies
end grants have become more important. The 10 mill limitation, ratified
as a constitutional amendment in 1933, was intended as an additional safe-
guard against too heavy property taxation. Experience in all three counties
studied here is typical of other localities in Ohio. People have voted
levies outside the 10 mill limitation. In Auglaize and Monroe, the averege
tax rate is nearer 20 than 10 mills. In Lake it is more than 20 mills(Talls 2),

In addition to uniform rate levies, special assessments may be levied
against real estate when benefitted by public improvements such as sewer
and water disrict improvements found in Lake County or drainage ditches in
muglaize. Particularly in Lake County, the process of urbanigation is
associated with the frequent use of special assessments on real estate by

the county, townships, and municipal corporations. Special assessments are

used very little in Monroe County.

Revenue Receipts vs. Governmental Expenditures

Under ordinary circumstances, revenue receipts should equal expenditures
for operatiun, maintenance and interest with something left over to apply on
debt retirement, Substantial outlay expenditures for capital improvements
such as school buildings, hospitals, sewers and water supply systems, etc.

usually call for financing by issuing bonds.



Currently, governmental units in auglaize County are, as a whele, making

moderate outlgy expenditures requiring credit financing. Revenue recelipts

equal total expenditures in 1953. In Monroe County, the financing of construc~
tion in two schcol districts accovats for the relatively large cutlay expendi-
ture _cr cepita (Table 3). This is a teuporary situatioa., It illustrates

that even with a declining population capital outlay costs may be substantial
although the total expenditurc mey be rolatively small,

In La.e County, outlay expenditures are relatively large., School districts,
municipalitics, and the county 2ll need to expand facilities to take carc of
the growing population. In all threc countics, townships are operating prac-
tically frce of debtse The per capita figures in Table 3 and Chart 3 illus-
trate primarily the exnpausion of governmental scrvice when population density
reaches the level of an arca such as Lake County.

TABLE 3
Receipts enc kxpenditures: Total and Per vapita, by all Units

of Local Government Combincd, Auglaize, Lake and
hkonroe Lovaties, 1953

Item Auglaize Lake Monroe

Total Per Capita Total Per Captia Total Per Capita

( thousands ) ( thousands ) ( thousands )

Revinue

Reccipts $L, 234 $138 $12,18L $160 $1,618 $105

Expenditures:

Current

Operation 3,419 112 10,018 132 1,531 100
Outlay 639 21 3,878 51 L65 30
Debt Fayments 188 ) 1,109 15 63 L

Total $l, 206 $139 $15,005 $198 $2,059 $13L
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CHART 3

EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA: CURRENT OPERATION, OUTIAY AND
DEBT, =--- ALL SUBDIVISIONS OF LOCAL GOVERN-
MENT, SELECTED COUNTIES AND OHIO, 1953

Dollars (Rounded to Nearest Dollar)
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The Sources of Public Reveinue

As a matter of perspective, let us now look at the princinal sources of
revenue receipts of all subdivisions of local government in the threc counties
and in the 88 counties as a whole. The proportion of revenues coming from
various sourcus is summarizcd in Table L and Cha:t L.

Propcrty taxes and special assessments provide nearly hall the total
revenues in Lake (which is near the state average), over a third in Auglaize,
and a little over a fifth in NMonroe County. The largest share of the remaining
tax revenucs come from the state or fedcral government cither as shared
taxcs or as grants—in-aid. In other words, authorization of the taxes, their
collection and distribution is largcly dctermined on the state and national
lecvel rather than on the local levels Following arc a few details of how
this works.

Local government fund - One purpose for the cnactment of the retail

sales tax in the 1930's was to obtain a partial substitute for the general
propcrty tax. Each bicnnium the gencral asscmble appropriates a specific
amount of gcneral sales tax moncy to Le distributed to local subdivisions

of sovernment. For the fiscal ycar 1952-53, the total so distributed was

$18 willion, for 1953-5L the total was $20 million, Also in 1948 the general
assombly authorized the distribution of thc intangible tax on financial
institutions and dcalers in intangibles to local governments. This addcd
another %17.4 million to the local government fund in 1952-53 for the entire
states The formula for allocation of the local government fund is based

on property valuations and population with the exception that no county's

share shall be less than $30,000.
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TABLE 4

PRINCIPAL SOURCES OF REVENUE, ALL UNTIS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT, AUGLAIZE,
LAKE, AND MONROE COUNTIES, ANO OHIC, 1953

AMOUNT AND PERCENT OF REVENUE FROM VARIOUS SOURCES
SOURCE OF REVENUE AugLAtize LAKE MONROE Onto

THousAnDE Per, Thousanod Pcr, THOUSANDS Por. THousANDS Per,

GENEARAL AND CLASSIFIED

PROPERTY TAX $1,333  31.6  $5,543 45,4  §351  21.7 $464,951 46,4
SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 21 5 327 2.7 | » 14,066 1.4
LOCAL GOVERNMENT FUND 4] 4,0 198 1.6 37 2.3 35,454 **3,5
GASOLINE TAX 322 7.6 410 3.4 290 18.0 40,870 **4,1
MOTOR VEHICLE LICENSES 185 4,8 404 3.3 46 2.8 31,579 *»3.1
GRANTS, STATE AND FEDERAL 585 13,7 1238 10.2 615 38.0 167,256**16.7
EARNINGS, OEPARTMENTS ANOD
PUBLIC SERVICE ENTERPRISES 34] 31.8 2157 22.8 168 104 197,946 19,7
Misco LICENSES, FINES ETC. 54 1.2 457 3.8 15 .0 14,531 1.4
ALL OTHER REVENUE RECEIPTS 212 5.0 850 7.0 95 5.9 36,895 3.7

ToTAL 8,234 100.0  $12,184+ 100.0 $1,618 100.0  £1,008,5%8 100.0

* LESS THAN ,| PER CENT
#* AMOUNT DISTRIBUTED FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1953.
«*xx GRANTS TO COUNTIES AND CITIES FOR WELFARE, COUNTY BOARDS OF EDICATION, COUNTY BOARDS OF HEALTH,
STATE AND FEOERAL AID TO EDUGATION, AND MISCELLANEOUS.
sax% TH{S TOTAL IS ONLY APPROXIMATE BECAUSE A FULL ACCOUNTING OF TOWNSHIP AND VILLAGE FINANCES IS
NOT AVAJLABLE. A FULL AGCOUNTING WAS MADE FOR ALL SuBDIVISIONS IN THE THREE COUNTIES AS
REPORTED TO THE AUDITOR OF STATE.

SOURCE: FINANGIAL REPORTS OF SUBDIVISIONS OF LOCAL ROVERNMENT TO STATE AUD{TOR, STATE AUDITOR'S
REPORT, 19533 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF COUNTIES AND OF CITIES, 1953 4
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CHART L

PERCENTAGE OF REVENUES COMING FROM VARIOUS SOURCES,
ALL SUBDIVISIONS OF LOCAL GOVERMMINT, SELECTED
COUNTIES AND OHIO, 1953
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Scventy-five percent of the local covernment fund is distributed according
to the rctio which the total tax valuation of real, public utility, and
tanziblc personal property in the municipal corporations of a county is to
the total of such property in all municipelities in the state. Twwnty-five
pcereunt is distrivuted according t. populetion in the various countics.
Distribution to suvdivisions within g county is in proportion to reccipts
frou propurty taxation as dctermined by the county budget commission.

The gasoline tax and motor vehiclc license tax - Scveral formulas are

used to distributc these taxes to the State, counticus, towmships, end munic-
apalitics for highway and street purposes. In gencral, the distribution is
(1) in proportion to motor vehicle registrations, (2) road mileacc, and (3)
cqual division. As a whole, the local subdivisions now roceive all the
motor vchicle licensc money afbcr payment of the cxpenses of the Burcau of
Motor Vehicles and Highway Patrol and cxpeepting an allocation of 23% of the
receipts to the Statc Highway maintcnance and repair fund. Approximately
56 of the state gasoline tax is uscd for state highways anc Ly % is re-
turned to counties, tovmships, ond municipalitics for highwey and street
maintenance, rcpair, and construction.

Grants, - State and Federal - These are for specific purposes, primarily

welfarc, hecalth, and <ducation. Being earmarked for specific purposes let
us considcr these rovenues by purpose of expenditure as well as by source.
Charities and wclfare are for the most part currently supported by state
and federal taxes. Part of the wellare payments, as old agc assistance, is
paid dircctly from the state treasury to the recipicnts. Other parts are
paid through the county treasury out of specific funds. These latber are:
(1) poor rclief fund, (2) aid for dependent children fund, (3) dcpendent

erippled children fund, (l) aid for ncedy blind funa, (5) aid for disabled.
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The county poor relicf fund is largely (often entircly) supportcd by state
colleeted taxces (1) a one percent xcise tax levied on the gross rcceipts
of public utilitics: (2) a special (teuwporary) levy of .65 percent on the
sT0ss reccipts of public wtilitics: (3) a distribution through the stete de-
partmbnt’of public welfarc of some moncy from the stete gencral revenue
fund. From all thuse sources about $21 million of state collccted money
was rceturacd to the 88 countics in 1952.53,

Depending on need, additional federal and state grants are distributed
to county welfare departmesits, For the fiscal year 1052-53, the state so
contributed $4.5 million - the feueral gevernment $12.6 million to the 88
countics,

Health - Local health districts receive somc subsidy from the stete and
some fedural grants-in-aid. For the 88 countics, the stete aid amounted
to $309,000 and federal aid $629,000 in 1952-53.

School foundation program ~ The distribution of State aid to local

school districts is primarily based on nueds The catire formula has been
made rather couplicated in the attempt to meet conditions which vary from
one uistrict to anothcer.

In general, all local school districts rcceive a basic amount of State
aid. (453425, per pupil in average daily attendance, grades 1 to 83
$26.60, kindirgarten; $64.00, grades 9 - 12.)% Thea, if a school district
levies a stated minimum or highbr tax rate on the taxable property of the
district (for current operation) it is entitlcd to cnou.h additional aid,
if neccssary, to financ. the minimum state standards of the foundation program,
This minimmm tax ratc has becn changed from time to tiwe, From 1948 to
1950 it was four and onc-half mills on each dollar of tax valuation; for

1951-52, six milis; for 1953, eight mills.x# _

* G C.’Sec. h8h8~i as awonded Junc 25, 1947. The Genral Asscmbly in 1955
made the teacher-class room the base for aid.

3 G. Cs Scce. U4BUB=-3 (Revised code sece 3317.0L)
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Nearly all the foundation pro_ram money is carmarked for current opcration.
In 1952-53, Chio's school districts rcecivld $1.6 million for school rehabil-
itation, $1.1 .dllion for purchasc of school buscs, cnd $1.7 million for

school construction.

Other aids to cducation - In addition to thc school foundetion program

soue other stete and fedural funds ere riade ovailable to local school
districts. Ncarly all these funus are earmarked for special purposes as

incicatled by the following list showing the amount distributced in Ohio, 1952-53,

Cchool foundation pro.ram (stete) $ 109,523,000
Special education, hancicapred children (state) 1,528,000
Vocational education (statc) 577,000
Vocationel education (fideral) 309, 00u
Interest on irrcducible doebt (state) 256,000
School trust and land rwntal (statc) 22,000
School lunch program (federal) 2,208,000
Public librsrics (statc) 98,000

% 115,081,000

Farnings of departments of government and public service enterpgrises

are substontial, Many departments (good examples arc county auditor, re-—
corder, probate judge) earn fees for special scrvices to individuals, TWater
and suwer districts, as in Lake, may be organized under the covnty to service
closcly scttled arcas. More often suca scrvice is by mmicipal corporations
yhich usually provide the watcr supply anc oftun may manufacturc or distribute
cleetric powers Schools operate cafiterias., Townships and muncipalities
manage cemetories. The point is that local governmunts do numerous things
for which a price ( usually cost ) is charged directly for the service. The
for.going is by no mcans a complcte description of ~11 local revenucs.
Tounships and municipnlities receive half of the State inheritance tax

and cstate tax. The local share yiclds about $5 million a year in all Ohio.
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Cigarctbe dealers' licwnscs are divided 50% to thc state, 25% to the

county, ana 25% to the municipality or township where the busincss is located,
The local share is about $650,000 a year.

Liquor license moncy all gocs to the municipality or township where the
business is locoteds The yicld. in 1952-53 was $7.7 million.

Do, and kennel licuases, as issucd by counties, yicld about $l.5 million
a year,

The tax on house trailcrs yiclds about $.5 million a year. These ro-
ceipts are distribut.c in the same proportion as tangible propurty tax luvies
of the various subdivisions of government.

Particularly, municipalities are searching for auditional sources of
revenues In 1953 eleven Ohio cities were levying a local income tax and
collectcd $21.8 million from it.

Other local licenses and taxes could be emumerated. Those already mentioned
provided $35 .illion in 1953 znd are included in Table l either as "miscel= .

laneous licenses™ or as "other revemue receipts!(Chart l).

TABLE 5

Proportion of Revenues Allocated to the Various Units

of Local Government, Auglaigze, Leke, and
Monroe Counties, 1953

Unit of Government Auglaize Lake Nonroe
(percent) (percent) (percent)
County 20.3 2.3 3L.6
Townships L6 3.1 12.2
School Districts 36,9 L3.2 ha.
Municipal Corporations 38.2 294 .9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
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CHART 5

PROPORTION OF REVENUE ALLOCATED TO THE DIFFERENT
SUBDIVISIONS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
SELECTED COUNTIES, 1953
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The percentage figures in Table & (and Chart 5) are intended to provide
a general picture of how the revenue receipts in the three counties ere
divided between the various classes of political subdivisions, The county
and towmship are relatively more imgortent in a very rural area such as
Monroe County.

The revenues of municipal corporations are expanded preatly by the oper-
ation ol public services, the receipts from which about equal cost of oper-
ation. @r in some instances, as in Lake, a sanitary district may provide
sewers or water supply.

It was not possible in this study to make a complete accounting for all
subdivigions of local government within the State. But it is estimated that
State averages would fall between the ercentoge distribution of Auglaize
and bake counties, i.e. counties (and specinl districts orgenized oil the
county level) account for a little more than 20% of all revenue receipts:
townships about L%; school districts, LO%, and municipal corporations be-

tween 30 and 35%4.

Explanation of Expenditures

Let us first take a look at the combi.ed expenditure of 211 subdivisions
of local government. This composite picture is provided in Toble 6 and
Chart 6, (Tables 7,8,9,and 10 provide details of expenditures by counties,
townships, school districts, and municipalities).

So far as possible, expenditures need be identified by purpose. uurrent
operatior (iucluding maintenonce costs and interest) accounted for about
two-thiras of the total payments, as indicated in Table 6, for all sub-
divisions of local government in Ohio. Capital outlay payments, - which
include purchase of lands, buildin, constructinn and improvements, and purchase
of equipment, - accounted for almost a fourth; ana, debt payments for less

than a tenth of the total payments.
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TABLE 6

PRINGIPAL EXPENDITURES,ALL SUBDIVISIONS @®F LOCAL GCVERNMENT, AUGLAIZE,
LAKE, ~ND MONROE COUNTIES, »ND QHtO, 1953

SERYICE AuglLAizes Laxes MonROE® Onio#
THOUSAND Per, THousaND  PcT. THOUSAND Per. Tuousano Per,
CURRENT OPERATION:
GENERAL GOVERNMENT § 198 548 § 623 8.2 $ 104 6.8 & 54,466 6.5
PROTECTION TO PERSONS 160 4,7 157 7.6 33 241 76,509 9,
AND PROPERTY
HEALTH AND WELFARE 148 444 1,201 12.0 228 4.7 408,691 12,9
SANITATION AND DRAINAGE 59 1.7 137 | o4 5 o4 30,951 3.7
PuBLiIC SERVICE ENTERPRISES 785 23.0 1,284 12,8 60 3.9 123,106 14.6
AND SPECIAL SERVICES
HiGHWAYS AND STREETS 543 15.9 955 9.5 315 240 16,989 9.2
EDUCAT tON 1,340 38 4,179 41,8 704 45,5 321,273 38,2
RECREAT {ON 7 0.2 84 9 0 -— i0, 10T la2
INTEREST PAYMENTS 61 1.8 29T 2.9 17 L.t 13,543 ]
MisCELLANEOUS Hr 3,4 491 4.9 23 1,5 25,592 3.0
TotAL GURRENT OPERATION 3,418 100.,0 10,018 10040, 1,548  100,0 841,227 00,0

- L

EXPENDITURES FOR CURRENT OPERATION, OUTLAY AND DEBT PAYMENTS:

CURRENT OPERATION 3,419 80,5 10,018 66.8 &1,548 T4.4  84),227 69,7
CAPITAL OUTLAY 639 15.0 3,878 25,8 465 22,6 271,047 22,5
DEBT RETIREMENT 188 4,5 1,108 7.4 63 3.0 94,687 748

ToTAL 4,246 1000 15,005 100,0 2,017 100.0 1,2r8,96! 100.0
NEw DEBT (SSUED 138 4,880 288 235,486

SOURCE OF DATAS

* (ONSOLIDATION OF FINANCTAL REPORTS 1953, OF INDIVIDUAL SUBDIVISIONS OF GOVERNMENT IN THE THREE
COUNTIES AS MADE TO THE AUDITOR OF STATE,

*x  ESTIMATED FROM VARIOUS REPORTS OF THE AUDITOR OF STATE ANO STATE DEPARTMENT OF EODUCATION?
(1) CoMpARATIVE STATISTICS, COUNTIES OF OWto 1953, AUDITOR OF STATE; (2) CoMpARATIVE STATISTHCS,
CITIES OF Onto 1953, AubiTor oF sTATE; (3) ANNUAL REPORT, STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF PUSLIC
IneTRUCTION, JuLy |, 1953 1o Jﬁne 30, 1953 (4) SvATE aupiTOR's meport, 1952-53; (5) Locat
GOVERNMENT, o TAXATION, 2, TUBLIC DEBT, CITHES = VILLAGES — TOWNSHIPS = COUNTIES = SCHOOLS,
1953, AUDITOR OF STATE.
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CHART 6

PERCENTAGE OF CURRENT OPERATING EXPENDITURES USED FOR SPECIFIC
PURPOSES, ALL SUBDIVISIONS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT,

Percent
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These proportions, however vary consicerably in the three caunties.
Outlay and cebt payments sccount for 20% of the total in ho.uroce, 20% in
Augleigze, and 33% in Lake.

New delt exceeded debt retirement for the State as 2 whole onc in Lake
and Monroe counties. This is the cominant current trend.

As mentioned before, capital outlays and debt payments should not both be
considered costs to be paid out of revenue. But we need look at both to see

how the public money is being spent in a2 particular yeor.

Exoenditures fur Specific Services

In Table 6, a classification is moede of expenditures for specific purposes.
Following is a brief description of what each item includes.,

General government - This includes the general executive offices of the

various subdivisions, the court system, elections, and the ..ecessary physical
facilities associated with these things. In all three counties and in the
state as a whole the cost of general government is 6 to 7 percent of total
expenditures for current purposes. To some extent, we can think of the cost
of general government as being the zeneral overhead necessary to organize
and conduct the complicated business that we call government.

Protection to persons and property - This includes the county offices of

recorder and sheriff, municipal police, fire protection, buildin, inspection
for various purposes, and zonings Cost of protection tends to increase with
density of population. An example is highway traffic control.

Health znd welfare — Public health activities in townships and villages

are, in the main, administered by ¢ounty boards of health. Each city hes a

separate board.
Most welfare activities are now centered in the county. It is optional

with the board of county commissioners to establish a county department of

welfare,
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CHART 7

CURRENT OPZRATING EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA FJi SPECIFIC PURPOSES,
ALL SUBDIVISIONS OF TOCAL GOVERINIENT, SELECTED
COUNTIES AND OHIO, 1953
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Welfare expenditures include operation of county homes, children's homes,
blind relief, soldiers' relief, aid for dependent and crippled children,
poor relief, anc miscellaneous welfare pur_oses. Aid to the aged is not
includec. because payments are made directly to recipients from the state
treasury.

As estimrted in Table 0, abovt 13 percent of current operating expenses
of local governments in Ohio is used for health and welfare. OFf the three
individuol counties, Monroe spends the most percentc,e wise (1L.9%). On
a per capita basis, slightly more is spent in Lake.(Chart 7) Lake County
operates a general hospital which is necrly self--supporting.

Sanitation ana drainage - This is largely a municipal activity although

a sewer or water district may be estcoblished under county government as has
been done in Lake County. Other items under sanitation are: sticet cleaning,
sewa_e disposal, garbage and refuse aisposal,

Public service enterprises - The most frequent are minicipal water works

and electric plants. As presented in Tsble 6, cemeteries operated by
townships (or municipalities) are included,

Highweys and streets - This is largely self-explanitory. Also included

are bridges, viaducts, and street li hting. Current operetin, amrd main-
tenance expenditures for highways enc streets by no means provide a cou-
plete picture. Outlay expenditures for roads by Ohlo counties in 1953
totaled $11,858,000., by cities, $2l,820,000,

Education - This is thought of primerily as the function of school

districts. However tne county board of education expenses are accounted
for under county government; also, county libraries. Some municipalities

have libraries. A few of our larger cities operate municipal uiversities.
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Recrceetion - Parks and playgrounds are provided Ly m.st of our cities,

and some villoges, Some townships have parks, Metropolitan park districts

may be established on the county level,

Interest payments - Interest on funded debt and short-tern borrowings is

included as a current operating expense,

Miscellaneous - Many cxpenses are included in miscellaneous, The largest
are insurance and pemsions paid by counties and cities. These totnled more
than $19 million in 1953, School districts peid more than $12 million for

teachers! and employees! retircment (included in cost of education),

Some couparisons - Chart 6 perirays the relative size of expenditurcs

for various suarvices performed by local government in each of three counties
and in the State as a whole. Chart 7 puts these comparisons on a pcr
capita basis. what important differences stand out that cen be related to
size of county area, size of populction, or other characteristic?
Percontage-wise, expenditures for general government are about equal in
the three counties. Protection to persons and property increase in cost
with size of population, Health and welfere expenditures are not so consistent.
Relative to total current costs welfare expense is high in Monroe County: but
on a per capita basis Lake is highe Sanitation and drainage are minor costs
in all three counties. Public service enterprises are of least importance
in Monroe because most of the population lives in the open country. Municiw
palities in Auglaize County operate morc public service enterprises - water
works and electric plants - than in Lake Coumty. There the county district,
Painesville, and Willoughby supply water; and Painesville is the only munici-

pality operating a gas plant and electric plant.

# It was not possible to verify the nature of all miscellaneous expenditures
from the financial reports of some political subdivisions. Some are thought

to include the withholding of income tax on salaries of public employees.
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Both percentage-wisc ond per capita, highway and street costs are the
lar,est in Monroe County and least in Lekc. This is 2 cost which is affected
both by sizc of areca ond density of population and traffic. (See Tablces 6 and
7 ifor further aescription)

fduveetion stends out as the most important sipgle function in all three
counties, Relative tototal current governmental payments Moaroe spends the
most on schoold (L2%) followed by Lake and huglaize in that orders On the
basis of number of pupils enrollcd current payments were the same in Auglaize
and Monroe and hiphest in Lake.

Expunditures for rccreational purposes were reletively substantial in
Lake ($9L4,000), much less in Auglaize ($7,000), and none in Monroe.

Intcrest payments are relatively high in Lake because of the substantial
capitel improvements by municipalities and school districts caused by the
rapid increase in population. Augleize and Monroce follors in that order.

Expenditures by Counties, Townships, School
Districts, and Municip-litics

Now, let us consider counties, towmships, school districts, and municipal-
itics separately. The explenation already given of the various services per-
formed by local wovernments serves to describe whnt counties and the smaller
subdivisions do, as presented in Tacles 7 to 10 inclusive.

Countiocs - In 1953, the 88 counties spent over $200 million for current
operation and capital outlay purposes or about $26 for each pcrson resident
in Ohio. When put on a per capita basis, expenditures in Augloize, Lake,
and Monroe counties show some intercsting variations (Table 7 and Chart 8).
Taking the counties in the order just named, health and welfare expenditures
Wwere $5, $16, and §15: highway expenditures (meinbenance and capital outlay)
were $10, $11, and pll; total current purposes and capital outley were $23,
$l1, and $38; as comp red with a statc average of %26, Many things cause

these differences in expenditure,
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TABLE 7

COUNTY EXPENDITURES FOR YARIOUS BURPOSES, AUGLAIZE, BAKE,
MONROE, AND 88 OHIO COUNTIES, 1953

ITEMS Auctaize Lake MoNROE 88 COUNTIES
ToTAL PER ToTAt  PeRr ToTAL Per ToTAL PER
CAPITA CAPITA Capita CAPITA
THOUSANDS THOUSANDS THOUSANDS THOUSANDS
CURRENY PuRpOSESY
GENERAL GoveanMeENT  §125.1 B4 $347.0 5 71,1 #5 $34,664 .6 $4
PROTECTION TO PERSONS
ANO PROPERTY 25.7 (1) 168.9 2 21,9 1 8,607 .6 (1)
HEALTH AND WELFARE?
HospiTALS, CARE, ETC, 9.2 (1) 779.4 10 7.8 {v 15,151 .6 2
PuBLIC HEALTH BOARD 1.2 (1) 41,7 (1) 5.5 (1) 2,771.3 (1)
CHARITIES AND RELIEF 122,9 4 349.6 5 209.9 14 56,644.3 7
MISCELLANEOUS WELFARE
AND CORREGCT1ONS 2,3 (1) 12,3 (1) 2.3 (1 3,469,9 (1)
Toral HEALTH AND
WELFARE 141.6 5 1,183.0 6 226,3 15 78,037,1 10
SANITATION AND DRAINAGE 12 (1) 0,8 (1) —— - §,964.0 {1)
PuBLIC SERYICE ENTERPRISES = - 235,86 3 - - 1,265.7 (1)
HigHWAYS 241,8 8 355,17 5 219.7 t4 38,385.8 5
Eoucation (G0O-BOARD) 104 (1) 21,9 (1) 13,2 () 1,661,0 (v
AGRICULTURE 1442 ) 14.4 (1) 1.9 (1) 756.3 (1)
INSURANCE AND PENSTONS 37,6 ! 77.5 | 9.4 g 4,993.9 (1)
MISCELLANEOU S 27.4 ! 250 .4 3 3 (1) 1,409.3 (1)
INTEREST ——— - 40 (N — - 1,498,} (1)
TorAL, CURRENT PuRPOSES 625.0 20 2,655,7 35 572.8 37 173,242.8 22
OurLavs
HIGHWAYS 7243 2 358.0 5 3.7 () 14,858 ,4 2
OTHER 31.6 1 73.3 | 5,2 (1) 13,803.9 2
TorAL, QUTLAY 103.9 3 431.3 6 8.9 {1) 28,662,3 4
TotrAL CURRENT PURPOSES 728,98 23 308,7 41 581.7 38 2€1,905 .1 26

aND Gapitat OuTLAY

(T} OUBSTANTIALLY LESS THAN ONE DOLLAR
SOURCE: COMPARATIVE STATISTICS, COUNTIES OF OHtO, 1953, AuDiITOR OF SYATE
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CHART 9

PER GAPITA EXPENDITURES FOR SPECIFIC SERVICES
BY TOWNSHIPS IN SELECTED COUNTIES, 1953
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TABLE 8
TOWNSHIP EXPENDITURES, AUGLAIZE, LAKE, AND MONROE COUNTIES, 1953

Irem AuaLAzE LAKE MoNROE
ToTAL Per(l) ToTAL Per (1)  Tovat Per (1)
CAPITA CAPITA CapITA
CURRENT OPERATIONS
GENERAL GOVERNMENT $ 28,798 §2.2 $ 34,088  § 1,23 § 27,323 $2.28
PROTECTHON TO PERSONS
AND PROPERTY 9,185 T2 36,548 1.31 2,181 .18
CHARITIES - ——— 794 03 183 02
PUBLIC MEALTH BOARD (1,843)xx - — -— (2,492) %% —
PUBLIC SERVICE ENTERPRISES 8,635 .68 33,111 ta2t 2,360 «20
HIGHWAYS AND STREETS 143,468 11,27 176,463 6435 fal,556 10.95
RECREAT | ON — - 28,773 1,04 —— -
MISCELLANEOUS 6,302 .49 lg, 728 W7 1,480 2
INTEREST 234 02 29 - 1,813 .15
TOTAL CURRENT OPERATION 196,632 Is 44 330, 189 11.88 166,896 13,82
OuUTLAY (s,8713)*  (.38) 4290 .15 388 ,03
TOTAL EXPENDITURE 196,632 15,44 334,479 12,03 187,284 13.93

(1) Or easis OF POPULATION LIVING IN UNINCORPORATED TERRITORY,
X ESTIMATED AS OUTLAY BUT INCLUDED IN CURRENT OPERATING EXPENSES AS STATED ABOVE,

XX TOWNSHIP®S CONTRIBUTION TO SUPPORT OF COUNTY DISTRICT BOARD OF HEALTH, NOT INCLUDED IN
TOWHSHIP EXPENDITURES BECAUSE PREVIOQUSLY ACCOUNTED FOR IN COUNTY FINANCES.

SOURCES FINANCIAL REPORTS OF INDIVIDUAL TOWNSHIPS AS SUBMITTED ANNUALLY TO THE BUREAU OF INSPECTION
AND SUPERVISION OF Puskic OFFICES, STATE AUDITOR,.
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Townships - Lake Cownty has only scven townsnips as compered with fourtcen
in huglaize end eighteen in Monroc. Because of the relatively dense rursl
population; townships in Izkc expend twice the money available to Monroe
County towmships and about 70% more than Auglaize Couaty tomships(Table 8).
Howcver the totel per copita expenditures (based on population living in
unincorporated territory) is smaller in Leke thon in the other counties,
Conditions founc in Lake illustrate the possibilities of townships providing
more scrvice at less cost pur person when morc people are mesident in an area.

Townsuips in all threc counties are operating practically free of bondcd
debte Tuls is likewise true of most townships in Ohioj the total outstanding

debt being only $2,610,00u for all 1337 towmships at the end of 19534

School districts - School district expenditures for current purposcs tend
to be standardized by the state school foundation prosrem. Current cost per
pupil enrolled in Auglaize and Monroe County schools was practically at the
statc average ($228) in 1953, In Iake County, relatively morc local tax money
is cxpended for current school operation. The cost per pupil was $2Ll in 1953.

One outstanding feature of school district cxpenditures is the substantial
capitel outlays necessary to iwprove and in frequent cases expand school
faciliticse OCapital outlays in particular districts or countics vary widely
from year to year. Also, the paymcnts for dibt retirement vory with the scale
of past capital expenditures as illustrated by the size of these itews for the
various counties in Table 9 and Chart 10. Moaroc County school districts have
small onnual debt poyments as contrested with LakeCounty districts at the other
extremec. Population trends in the two counties account for this.

4t the end of 1953, Ohio's school districts had 472 million in outstanding
debt. Ths annusl interest charges amounted to neerly $11 million. also,
during the year $63 million more debt was issued thanwes retired. This in-

ereasc in deut is associated with the increasc in school enrollments But it

is partly a reflection of higher pricess
¥ Tocal Government (1) Taxation, (2) Debt, 1953, auditor of State.
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TABLE 9

SCHOOL DISTRICT EXPENDITURES, AUGLAIZE, LAKE, 4ND MONROE COUNTIES, 1953, AND OHIO 195354

{TEM AUGLA1ZE Lake MONROE Ouio
Toral PER ToTAL PER ToTAL PER TOTAL PER
Pup it Pue it PupiL PupIL
THOUSAND (2) THOUBAND (2)  Twousano  (2) THOUSAND  (2)
GENERAL CONTROL & 46.4 8 £ 131,86 $8 $19.2 ¢ 7 $8,703.0 6
INSTRUCT tON 699,4 120 2,569.6 150 366.9 I25 228,561,6 155
TRANSPORTATION OF PUPILS 93.8 16 218.1 13 110.9 38 " -—
OPERATION OF PLANT 131.4 23 568.8 33 54.9 19 38,522,1 26
MAINTENANCE OF PLANT 81.2 14 163.9 8 15.4 5 17,676.4 12
OTHER ACTIVITIESS
SCHOOL LUNCHES 113,5 Ig 298.6 18 416 14 ———
SCHOOL L1BRARIES 7.8 (M 27.8 2 2.2 (1) —— ——
COMMUN ITY GENTERS 4.7 (1) t (1) 2.0 (1) —— —
PLAY GROUNDS 3.0 {1) 2.9 {1) 3.8 (1) ———
AUXILIARY AND CO= 13,2 lg 192,98 11 54,4 ig ——— -
ORDINATE ACTIVITIES
TOTAL, OTHER ACTIVITIES 242.2 4| 522.3 31 104,0 35 40,068.4 27
TUITION PALD BY BOARDS —— - ———— — —— -~ 501,4 (1)
OTHER CHARGES 45,5 8 Pt (1) 1.0 (1) 2,48,7 2
TOTAL, CURRENT PAYMENTS 1,339.9 229 4,155 ,4 244 672.3 229 336,482,6 228
CAP{TAL OUTLAY 300.5 5} "2,137.,0 125 448,3 152 123,447.2 84
INTEREST AND DEBT RETIRE= 131.5 23 687.0 40 38.7 i3 41,285,717 28
MENT
XX
QOTHER PAYMENTS —— -— ——— - ——— - 33,9525 -
ToraL 1,771.8 303 6,979,4 409 1,159.3 394 581,215,5 340
(1) Less Tuan §$1,00,
+  INCLUDED N TOTAL OF “OTHER ACTIVITIES",
XX PRINCIPALLY PURCHASE OF GOYERNMENT BONOS. NOT INCLUDED IN TOTAL PAYMENTS.
(2) ScHooL EWROLLMENTS 5842 17062 2940 1,474,046
T OF RUBLIC

SoyRcE: FINANCIAL REPORTS OF INDIV{DUAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS AND OF STATE SUPERINTENDEN
INSTRUCT JON &
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Municipalitics ~ us hos been mentioned, in Aduglaize County over half the

population lives in incorporated places; in Lake, about two-third.; in Monroe,
onc~fifthe In order toround out thc picturc of local Lovernment, let us

look at the expuenditures made by municipal corporetions in the three counties
as given in Table 10 and Chart 11. It is not possible to provide a comparison
of [inaaces with 211 municipalities in Oﬁio becausc no summary of village
financus is availablc on a strte basis,.

The opiration of utilitics (public service wnterprises) stands out as the
largest class of cexpeuditurc by mnicip. lities in all threc counties. Because
most utilities provide survice at sbout cost, the operations do not involve
revenues from gencral taxation anc dcbt obligetions for plant construction
arc sclf-liquidating,

How well do municipal corporations in the threce counties coaform to tha
tendency for expenditures to be on a higher level when populstion density
and siz¢ increases? Only in Monroc County are all the corporatioas of
v-1lage size (less than 5000 population). Thesc spend less (on a per capita
basis) for scvoral items as listed in Table 10, but not 2lways. For general
administration (gencral jovernment), auglaizce and sonroe municipalities spend
at the samc rate (about 2 poer capitc), Loke speads morc. For protection-
police and fire- Lakc is high(pl2), su.laize intermediate ($7), Monroe is
low (y3)e For sanitation, iuglaize oud Lake are the scme ($3), Monroc a
Littlc loss (§$2). For public scrvices enterprises, huglaize is high {($L3),
Lake is intermediate ($21), and Monroe only moderately less (917). For
highwoys and streets Auglaize and Lakc are the saume (49), Monroc only a
1ittle less (97)e For rocreation, Loke is high ($1), auglaize spends a little;
Monroes none. Intcrest payments arc highest in La.c ($2), a little less in

duglaize, and least in Monroc,
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TABLE |0
EXPEND!TURES OF MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS, AUGLAIZE, LAKE, AND MONROE COUNTIES, 1953
17,903 48,183 3,352
ITEM AusLAlZE LAKE MoN ROE
TOTAL Per {2) ToTAL PER (2) TOTAL PErR (2)
CAPLTA CAP 1TA CAPITA
THOUSANDS THOUSAND THOUSAND
CURRENT PURPOSESS
GENERAL GOVERNMENT $§ 43,7 §2 $ 242,2 85 $5.3 g2
PROTECTION TO PERSONS 125 ,2 7 555.9 12 8.4 3
ANO PROPERTY
HEALTH AND WELFARE?
HOSPITALS, CARE, ETC, ] (1 1.4 (1 — -
PUBLIC HEALTH BOARD 4.3 (1) 1542 (vy — -
WELFARE ANO CORRECTIONS 4.8 (1) 16.8 (1) -— -
SANITATION AND DRAINAGE 58.8 8 135.8 3 5.5 2
PUBLIC SERVICE ENTERPRISES 776.8 43 1,01544 21 58.4 17
HIGHWAYS AND STREETS I58.4 9 422 3 S 23,8 7
EDUCATION —— - 2.7 (n — -
RECREATION 6.8 (1 84.8 t — -
MISCELLANEOUS 44,7 2 143.3 3 0.5 (1)
INTEREST 26.0 ] * 102.3 2 1.2 (1)
TOTAL CURRENT PURPOSES 1,245.0 70 2,701.4 56 1832 31
QUTLAY EXPENDITURES 229.6 13 1,308,8 27 96.9 29
ToTAL 1,474.6 83 4,010,2 83 20C.! 82

(1) SUBSTANTIALLY LESS THAN ONE DOLLAR.

(2) PER PERSON LIVING IN MUNCIPAL CORPORATIONS (1958 census)

SouRcE: (1) ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORTS OF INDIVIDUAL VILLAGES AND CITIES 4S SUBMITTED TO THE
BUREAU OF INSPECTION AND SUPERVIS|ON OF PuBL1IC OFFICES, STATE AUDITOR. ALSO,
COMPARATIVE STATISTiCS, CiT1Es OF Owio, 1953, STATE AUDITOR OF QHi0.
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CHART 11

PER CAPIT. EXPENDITURES FOR SPECIFIC SIRVICES IN MUNICIPAL
CURPORATIONS LOCATED IN SELECTED COUNTIES, 1953
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For total current purposes (public utilitics excepted), payment: were highest
in Leke ($35), a little less in Auglaize ($27), and least in Monroc (41L).
when outlay cxpenditures arce added (mainl; for prblic utility purposes),
auglaise and Leke wmnicipalitics spunt at the same ratc (483 per captia).

Monroe county villagus howcver, were only moderately less ($60).

Highways ond Strcets

Particularly to rural rcsidents, two public services arc of primary
intercst = ccucatici and roads. Othor scrvices may be cqually esscntuial
but do not influence dey to da, livin, in quitc the menner of thes. twoe

a purspective of cducation has bien provided in the discussion of school
districts. Lct us now bring togiether some additional facts that rclate to
roads.

Loke County has 450 miles of roads cnd streets, Mouroc has 1945 wiles.

48 1ncdicated in Téble 11, part of this is in thc State highway systcm. Looking
attwo extreumes, Leke County being a densely scttled arca has a rclatively low

cost por papita for road ano strect mintenance, approximately $13 as comparcd
with about $2l in Monroe County for county ond township roads combined (CHart12)

Table 12 shows the picture of the amount of moncy spent per pile for
maintenance of county and township roads in the three counties, 1953,

4 substantial governmental proolem in honroe County has been to up- rade
the road system to provide 211l the inhabitants with all-weathcr roads. wl=—
though thc expenditure pur capita, as has bewn indicated, is relatively high;
the money available per mile of road is low. In both Auglaize and Leake

counties practicnlly all roads arc all-wcathcer or higher-typed surfacing.
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TaBLE 11
Milcs of Various Typcs of Statc, County and

Township Roads iu augleize, Lake
and Monroc Countics, 1953

County ancd Type of Road . State County Township Total
auglaizge
Unimproved Earth —— —_— — —
Gradcd and Drainced Earth —— - L L
Gravel or Stone 1 2 256 259
Smooth Surface 187 285 105 577
Total 188 287 365 840
Lalie
Unimproved Earth —— —-— * *
Gradcd ond Drained Earfh ——- — 5 5
Gravel or Stone 1 37 109 147
Smooth Surface 108 138 52 298
Total 109 175 166 L50
Monroe
Unimproved Earth —_— —— 9 9
Graded and Drained Earth -——- 1 L6 L7
Gravcl or Stone 78 33k 393 805
Smooth Surface 132 28 2L 184
Total 210 363 y72 1045

Sourccs Statistics supplied by Stote Department of Hjghways
* Less than .5
T.BLE 12

Total Expenditures Per Mile for Maintenance of County and Towmship
Roads, in auglaizu, lake and Monroe Cownties, 1953

County County roads Township roads
Muglaize $ 8L3 $ 393
Lake 2033 1063

Monroe 005 279
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CHART 12

PER CAPITA SXPEIDITURES PiR NMILE FOR MATNTENAMCE CF TONSHIP
AND COUNTY ROADS I" SELICTED COUYTIES, 1953
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CHART 13
Total Expenditures per Mile for Total Expenditures per Mile for
Maintenance of County Roads Maintenance of Township Roeads
in Selected Counties, 1953 in Selected Counties, 1953
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