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service provisiOn in densely populated unincorpo­
rated areas, there were now new problems of cross­
jurisdictional coordination. Soon local governments 
began to be caught in a squeeze between the new 
problems on the one hand and declining revenues 
on the other. 

By 1980, the Washington local governance tradition 
had begun to evolve substantially. Local option and 
control was still a powerful principle, but more fully 
honored in rhetoric than in reality. Many require­
ments and levels of performance were mandated 
from above, and many standardized procedures and 
criteria for receiving financial assistance completed 
the web of interdependence. Apparently because 
available structural change opportunities were diffi­
cult and uncertain, relatively few adaptive changes 
were made by local governments. The once-exclu­
sive counties and cities had first made room for spe­
cial purpose districts, and then all three units began 
to share similar functions. Their respective roles, 
once truly distinctive, became blurred to the point 
that they were often competing for the right to 
serve particular urban unincorporated area constit­
uencies - and for the tax bases to do so. 

Despite these obstacles, local governments were 
providing nearly all requested services to those citi­
zens who sought them. Not all services were being 
provided in the most effective way, however, and in 
some cases only after prolonged disputes and deli­
cate negotiations (sewage treatment, drinking water 
protection.) Some new problems were not being ad­
dressed at all, particularly when they involved the 
need for cross-jurisdictional coordination (transpor­
tation, air and water pollution.) Some such prob­
lems were handled by more than one unit of 
government, but in duplicative and unnecessarily 
expensive ways (solid waste, public safety.) 

In this context, the fiscal squeeze of the late 1970s 
and 1980s came as a major new pressure. It meant 
that some local governments had to cut back on 
services and personnel, and/or seek new ways to 
take advantage of available economies - including 
economies of scale. It also meant that there was 
greater need to set goals and priorities on an 
areawide basis, and then to find ways of funding 
and implementing the leading choices. These devel­
opments may indicate further change in Washing­
ton's local governance tradition, and new pressure 
for redefinition of that tradition to fit the future. 

Washington's Distinctiveness 
Among the States 
Washington's practice with respect to local govern­
ments is distinctive among the states in at least two 
ways. One certainly is in the use of special purpose 
districts. Washington is not only eighth in the coun-
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try in total number of special purpose districts in 
the state, but competes for first place in the number 
of such districts per capita. 

Clearly, the local option and control principle has 
played a major role in developing the tendency to­
ward special districts in this state. But so has the 
fact that counties are obliged to tax uniformly 
throughout their entire jurisdiction, and were un­
able to tax only a specific area whose citizens were 
seeking a particular service. This fact left residents 
little choice but to form a special purpose district 
that could tax and provide the service. In addition, 
the reform movements of the early 20th century 
helped to create a "district orientation" in Washing­
ton's social memory. Together, all of these factors 
have established Washington as a distinctively spe­
cial purpose district state. 

The second area of Washington distinctiveness lies 
in the ambiguity of its approach to regionalism. 
Washington pioneered in the early days of regional­
ism in the country. The Puget Sound Council of 
Governments was the second such organization in 
the nation when it was formed in 1956. Seattle 
Metro was nationally noted, and there were hopes 
of eventually developing it into a Toronto-style two­
tier federation, when it was first created in 1957. At 
the high point of regionalism and councils of gov­
ernments in the late 1960s and early 1970s (when 
federal funding was at its height), Washington had 
more such units per capita than all but two other 
states. 

But Washington is also one of the relatively few 
states to fail to grant any implementing powers to 
regional councils or councils of governments. The 
only powers beyond that of persuasion that such 
units ever held came from their function as the re­
quired clearinghouse to certify applications for fed­
eral funds. And Washington is one of the very few 
states to fail to provide any kind of operating funds 
for regional units. All forms of regional government 
have had to struggle for existence everywhere in the 
country, but rarely have they had such mixed treat­
ment. 

Another kind of distinctiveness is evident with re­
spect to the nature of Washington's local govern­
ance tradition, both as it was originally shaped and 
in its currently evolved form. This is the fact that 
adjoining states like Washington and Oregon, with 
apparently similar geographic and economic cir­
cumstances, have emerged with very different gov­
erning traditions and styles. These contrasts may be 
most acute with respect to the role of local govern­
ments, and add to our developing sense of Washing­
ton's distinctiveness. 

The basic difference is that Oregon is a state with a 
history of initiative and control from the state level, 
while Washington is just the opposite. Oregon char-



acteristically sets standards and requires local gov­
ernments to meet them, even in such sensitive areas 
as land use control. The idea of a principle of local 
option and control being a decisive component of a 
local governance tradition would be completely for­
eign to the Oregon experience. 

What explains such a contrast among neighboring 
states? One factor is that Oregon was settled by a 
more middle class population, and those who con­
trolled its state government had a sense of responsi­
bility for the well-being of the entire population. 
Oregon never had the class tensions that character­
ized the conflicts between the farmers and workers 
and the absentee owners of the mines, railroads, and 
lumber mills who controlled the Washington Legis­
lature. Local control therefore never became the 
same kind of reform rallying cry in Oregon state 
politics. Finally, Oregon became a state thirty years 
before Washington, and never had the outside con­
trol that defined Washington's early years. 

In any event, comparing Washington to other states 
helps to highlight the special nature of our local 
governance tradition. It may help us to see the lim­
its to which we can expect to borrow models from 
other states, and to emphasize that the redefinition 
of the Washington tradition will have to be accom­
plished within the range of its evolutionary past and 
potential. 

The Future of Local Governance In 
Washington 

At the end of the period covered by this history, 
Washington's local governance tradition seems des­
tined for further change. The forces that set its evo­
lution underway have changed the world of local 
governments substantially from what it was when 
the tradition was established and confirmed. The 
evolution that has occurred is substantial, but far 
from all that is necessary to enable local govern­
ments to meet the emerging problems they face. 
The problems that local governments face in the 
1980s may be organized in three categories. One is 
surely service provision in the densely populated 
unincorporated areas. Some major clarification of 
local government roles will be required before these 
issues can be resolved. Another set of problems is 
that of coordinating areawide problem-solving and 
services. Some accommodation between the desire 
for local autonomy and the need for general prob­
lem-solving capability will be required to solve 
these issues. Third is the revenue squeeze which 
haunts many local governments. Some redefinition 
of roles, and rearrangement of revenues to fit, will 
be needed; but so will some help from the state in 
the form of new revenues. 

Together, these problems will shape the context in 
which the state's local governance tradition will be 
redefined, so that it can continue to channel effec­
tive local government practice. This redefinition 
will be brought about in part by conscious choices, 
and in part by the actual problem-solving practices 
of local governments. The state's economic situation 
is changing, and with it the character of state and 
local government responsibilities. We have in the 
1980s an excellent opportunity to make use of the 
past in order to shape the future kinds of local gov­
ernments that we want. With the lessons of this his­
tory in mind, we are ready to move to the analysis of 
current problems and recommendations to solve 
them that are the substance of our next volume. 
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WASHINGTON STATE POPULATION GROWTH 
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COUNTIES BY YEAR OF ESTABLISHMENT 

COUNTY* 

Clark 
Lewis 
Klickitat 
Pacific 
Thurston 
Pierce 
King 
Jefferson 
Island 
Skamania 
Wahkiakum 
Grays Harbor (Name changed from Chehalis, 1915) 
Mason 
Clallam 
Whatcom 
Cowlitz 
Walla Walla 
Kitsap 
Snohomish 
Stevens 
Spokane 
Yakima 
Whitman 
San Juan 
Columbia 
Garfield 
Douglas 
Kittitas 
Franklin 
Adams 
Lincoln 
Skagit 
Asotin 
Okanagon 
Ferry 
Benton 
Chelan 
Grant 
Pend Oreille 

YEAR OF ESTABLISHMENT 

1844 
1845 
1850 
1851 
1852 
1852 
1852 
1852 
1853 
1854 
1854 
1854 
1854 
1854 
1854 
1854 
1854 
1856 
1861 
1863 
1864 
1865 
1871 
1873 
1875 
1881 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1888 
1899 
1905 
1908 
1909 
1911 

*Boundaries of original counties changed as new counties were added. 



APPENDIX C 

CITIES BY YEAR OF INCORPORATION 

City 

Steilacoom 
Vancouver 
Olympia 
Port Townsend 
Walla Walla 
Seattle 
Tumwater 
Kalama 
Colfax 
Tacoma 
Goldendale 
Dayton 
Waitsburg 
Spokane 
Snohomish 
Montesano 
Chehalis 
Ellensburg 
Sprague 
Cheney 
La Conner 
Union Gap 
Yakima 
Pomeroy 
Centralia 
Farmington 
Palouse 
Pullman 
Spangle 
Orting 
Waterville 
Tekoa 
Wilbur 
South Bend 
Blaine 
Buckley 
Elma 
Rockford 
Ritzville 
Port Angeles 
Kelso 
Winlock 
Colton 
Davenport 
Mount Vernon 
Asotin 
Puyallup 
Roslyn 
Oakesdale 
Colville 

County 

Pierce 
Clark 
Thurston 
Jefferson 
Walla Walla 
King 
Thurston 
Cowlitz 
Whitman 
Pierce 
Klickitat 
Columbia 
Walla Walla 
Spokane 
Snohomish 
Grays Harbor 
Lewis 
Kittitas 
Lincoln 
Spokane 
Skagit 
Yakima 
Yakima 
Garfield 
Lewis 
Whitman 
Whitman 
Whitman 
Spokane 
Pierce 
Douglas 
Whitman 
Lincoln 
Pacific 
Whatcom 
Pierce 
Grays Harbor 
Spokane 
Adams 
Clallam 
Cowlitz 
Lewis 
Whit man 
Lincoln 
Skagit 
Asotin 
Pierce 
Kittitas 
Whitman 
Stevens 

Yr of Incorp 

1854 
1857 
1859 
1860 
1862 
1865 
1869 
1871 
1873 
1875 
1879 
1881 
1881 
1881 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1883 
1886 
1886 
1886 
1888 
1888 
1888 
1888 
1889 
1889 
1889 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
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CITIES BY YEAR OF INCORPORATION CONT. 
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City 

Kent 
Aberdeen 
Uniontown 
Port Orchard 
Medical Lake 
Hoquiam 
Castle Rock 
I 1 waco 
Garfield 
Shelton 
Cosmopolis 
Edmonds 
Auburn 
Lynden 
Hamilton 
Pasco 
Sumner 
Sumas 
Anacortes 
Marysville 
Latah 
Kettle Falls 
Toledo 
Issaquah 
Everett 
Wenatchee 
Rosalia 
Northport 
Sedro-Wooley 
Prosser 
Republic 
Renton 
Bremerton 
Clarkston 
Chelan 
Sunnyside 
Lind 
Odessa 
Cle Elum 
Burlington 
Harrington 
Granite Falls 
Bellingham 
Washtucna 
Monroe 
Creston 
Wilson Creek 
Stanwood 
Chewelah 
Arlington 
Snoqualmie 
Reardan 
Newport 

County 

King 
Grays Harbor 
Whitman 
Kitsap 
Spokane 
Grays Harbor 
Cowlitz 
Pacific 
Whitman 
Mason 
Grays Harbor 
Snohomish 
King 
Whatcom 
Skagit 
Franklin 
Pierce 
Whatcom 
Skagit 
Snohomish 
Spokane 
Stevens 
Lewis 
King 
Snohomish 
Chelan 
Whitman 
Stevens 
Skagit 
Benton 
Ferry 
King 
Kitsap 
Asotin 
Chelan 
Yak i rna 
Adams 
Lincoln 
Kittitas 
Skagit 
Lineal n 
Snohomish 
Whatcom 
Adams 
Snohomish 
Lincoln 
Grant 
Snohomish 
Stevens 
Snohomish 
King 
Lincoln 
Pend Ore ill e 

Yr of Incorp 

1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1890 
1891 
1891 
1891 
1891 
1891 
1891 
1891 
1891 
1892 
1892 
1892 
1892 
1893 
1893 
1894 
1898 
1898 
1899 
1900 
190J 
1901 
1902 
1902 
1902 
1902 
1902 
1902 
1902 
1902 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
1903 
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CITIES BY YEAR OF INCORPORATION CONT. 

City 

Springdale 
Prescott 
Cashmere 
St. John 
Kennewick 
Almira 
Starbuck 
Oak vi 11 e 
Mabton 
Fairfield 
Endicott 
Kirkland 
Sultan 
Tenino 
PeEll 
Vader 
Leavenworth 
Camas 
Woodland 
Ruston 
Toppenish 
Quincy 
White Salmon 
Milton 
Hatton 
Index 
Ferndale 
Waverly 
Stevenson 
Raymond 
Cathlamet 
Hartline 
Coulee City 
Poulsbo 
Kahlotus 
Okanogan 
Deer Park 
Washougal 
Conconully 
Tukwila 
Wapato 
Orovi 11 e 
Yacolt 
Roy 
Lyman 
Friday Harbor 
Grandview 
Ephrata 
Eaton vi 11 e 
La Center 
South Prairie 
Bothell 
Ridgefield 
Granger 
Malden 
Twisp 

County 

Stevens 
Wall a Wall a 
Chelan 
Whitman 
Benton 
Lincoln 
Columbia 
Grays Harbor 
Yakima 
Spokane 
Whitman 
King 
Snohomish 
Thurston 
Lewis 
Lewis 
Chelan 
Clark 
Cowlitz 
Pierce 
Yakima 
Grant 
Klickitat 
Pierce 
Adams 
Snohomish 
Whatcom 
Spokane 
Skamania 
Pacific 
Wahkiakum 
Grant 
Grant 
Kitsap 
Frankl in 
Okanogan 
Spokane 
Clark 
Okanogan 
King 
Yakima 
Okanogan 
Clark 
Pierce 
Skagit 
San Juan 
Yakima 
Grant 
Pierce 
Clark 
Pierce 
King 
Clark 
Yakima 
Whit man 
Okanogan 

Yr of Incorp 

1903 
1903 
1904 
1904 
1904 
1904 
1905 
1905 
1905 
1905 
1905 
1905 
1905 
1906 
1906 
1906 
1906 
1906 
1906 
1906 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1907 
1908 
1908 
1908 
1908 
1908 
1908 
1908 
1908 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
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City 

Skykomish 
Wilkeson 
Concrete 
North Bend 
Pacific 
lone 
Richland 
Coupeville 
Warden 
Albion 
Lamont 
Connell 
Bridgeport 
Marcus 
Gold Bar 
Brewster 
Bucoda 
Othello 
Zillah 
Krupp 
Omak 
Mansfield 
South Cle Elum 
Metaline Falls 
Redmond 
Carnation 
Nooksack 
Du Pont 
Sequim 
Napavine 
Morton 
Riverside 
Enumclaw 
Langley 
Duvall 
Pateros 
Westport 
Oak Harbor 
La Crosse 
Soap Lake 
Selah 
Moxee City 
Naches 
Long Beach 
Bingen 
Longview 
Yelm 
Winthrop 
Fircrest 
Millwood 
Tonasket 
Cusick 
Everson 
Rock Island 
Kittitas 

County 

King 
Pierce 
Skagit 
King 
King 
Pend Oreille 
Benton 
Island 
Grant 
Whitman 
Whitman 
Franklin 
Douglas 
Stevens 
Snohomish 
Okanogan 
Thurston 
Adams 
Yakima 
Grant 
Okanogan 
Douglas 
Kittitas 
Pend Ore ill e 
King 
King 
Whatcom 
Pierce 
Clallam 
Lewis 
Lewis 
Okanogan 
King 
Island 
King 
Okanogan 
Grays Harbor 
Island 
Whit man 
Grant 
Yakima 
Yakima 
Yakima 
Pacific 
Klickitat 
Cowlitz 
Thurston 
Okanogan 
Pierce 
Spokane 
Okanogan 
Pend Ore i 11 e 
What com 
Douglas 
Kittitas 

Yr of Incorp 

1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1909 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1910 
1911 
1911 
1911 
1911 
1911 
1911 
1912 
1912 
1912 
1912 
1913 
1913 
1913 
1913 
1913 
19!3 
1913 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1917 
1919 
1919 
1921 
1921 
1922 
1924 
1924 
1924 
1924 
1925 
1927 
1927 
1927 
1929 
1930 
1931 
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CITIES BY YEAR OF INCORPORATION CONT. 

City 

Grand Coulee 
East Wenatchee 
Nespelem 
North Bonneville 
Moses Lake 
Tieton 
McCleary 
Entiat 
Darrington 
Forks 
Benton City 
Gig Harbor 
College Place 
Harrah 
Rainier 
Winslow 
Elmer City 
Houghton 
Mukilteo 
Mossyrock 
Metaline 
Carbonado 
Bonney Lake 
Electric City 
Battleground 
Bellevue 
Clyde Hill 
Normandy Park 
Beaux Arts 
Mountlake Terrace 
Medina 
Hunts Point 
Airway Heights 
Mesa 
Algona 
West Richland 
Fife 
Westlake 
Mattawa 
Woodway 
Des Moines 
Yarrow Point 
Coulee Dam 
Black Diamond 
Lynnwood 
Mercer Island Town 
Lake Stevens 
Mercer Island City 
Lake Forest Park 
George 
Royal City 
Brier 
Lacey 
Ocean Shores 
Mill Creek 

County 

Grant 
Douglas 
Okanogan 
Skamania 
Grant 
Yakima 
Grays Harbor 
Chelan 
Snohomish 
Clallam 
Benton 
Pierce 
Walla Walla 
Yakima 
Thurston 
Kit sap 
Okanogan 
King 
Snohomish 
Lewis 
Pend Ore i 11 e 
Pierce 
Pierce 
Grant 
Clark 
King 
King 
King 
King 
Snohomish 
King 
King 
Spokane 
Franklin 
King 
Benton 
Pierce 
Grant 
Grant 
Snohomish 
King 
King 
Okanogan 
King 
Snohomish 
King 
Snohomish 
King 
King 
Grant 
Grant 
Snohomish 
Thurston 
Grays Harbor 
Snohomish 

Yr of Incorp 

1935 
1935 
1935 
1935 
1938 
1942 
1943 
1944 
1945 
1945 
1945 
1946 
1946 
1946 
1947 
1947 
1947 
1947 
1947 
1948 
1948 
1948 
1949 
1950 
1951 
1953 
1953 
1953 
1954 
1954 
1955 
1955 
1955 
1955 
1955 
1955 
1957 
1957 
1958 
1958 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1959 
1960 
1960 
1960 
1961 
1961 
1962 
1965 
1966 
1971 
1983 
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APPENDIX D 

NUMBER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS BY COUNTY, 1985 

NUMBER OF NUMBER OF 
COUNTY CITIES<al SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

ADAMS 5 31 
ASOTIN 2 9 
BENTON 5 26 
CHELAN 5 32 
CLALLAM 3 18 
CLARK 7 36 
COLUMBIA 2 14 
COWLITZ 5 27 
DOUGLAS 6 29 
FERRY 1 20 
FRANKLIN 4 18 
GARFIELD 1 7 
GRANT 14 56 
GRAYS HARBOR 9 40 
ISLAND 3 35 
JEFFERSON 1 28 
KING 28 134 
KITSAP 4 62 
KITTITAS 5 26 
KLICKITAT 3 34 
LEWIS 9 51 
LINCOLN 8 28 
MASON 1 40 
OKANOGAN 13 37 
PACIFIC 4 28 
PEND OREILLE 5 24 
PIERCE 17 65 
SAN JUAN 1 22 
SKAGIT 8 41 
SKAMANIA 2 19 
SNOHOMISH 19 65 
SPOKANE 11 42 
STEVENS 6 34 
THURSTON 7 31 
WAHKIAKUM 1 13 
WALLA WALLA 4 24 
WHATCOM 7 63 
WHITMAN 16 50 
YAKIMA 14 37 

TOTAL: 39 266 1396 

<al Cities that overlap 2 counties are included under the county in which most of their population is 
located. 

SOURCE: Washington State Department of Revenue "March 1985 Taxing Districts" 



APPENDIX E 

HISTORY OF NUMBER OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENTITIES 

SPECIAL 
YEAR CITIES COUNTIES DISTRICTS<•l 

1889 32 34 NA 

1900 82 36 NA 

1910 177 38 NA 

1920 200 39 NA 

1930 213 39 NA 

1940 218 39 NA 

1950 237 39 644 

1960 261 39 867 

1970 265 39 1021 

1980 265(b) 39 1130 

<•l Excludes schools 

<hl Mill Creek was incorporated in 1983 bringing the total number of cities to 266. 

SOURCE: Office of Financial Management, Washington State Data Book, p. 277. 
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APPENDIX F 

Art., Sec. 

II, 28 

VII, 1-4 

VII, 9 

VIII, 6 

VIII, 7 

XI, 1-3 

XI, 4 

HIGHLIGHTS OF STATE CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS 
REGARDING LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Digest of Provisions, Changes, and Implications 

Prohibits special laws to an individual local government. No special 
laws to permit a city incorporation or change existing county 
boundaries. 

Originally provided for property to be taxed by uniform assessments 
and rates, including corporate property. Amended in 1929, 1944, and 
1972 to require uniformity within classes of property and to limit 
annual taxes by taxing districts (except public ports and PUDs). 
Limited first to 40 mills (1944) at 50% assessed value and then to 1 
percent of 100% assessed value (1972). An additional levy may be 
authorized by 60 percent vote of 40 percent of voting total at last 
general elections. 

Permits cities and towns to make local improvements by special 
assessment. 

Limits counties, cities, towns, school districts, and other municipal 
corporations from incurring debt exceeding 1-1/2 percent of their 
taxable property without approval by three fifths of their voters. 

Prohibits any county, city, town, or other municipal corporation from 
giving or lending money or credit to any private person or corporation, 
except for necessary support of poor and infirm. 

Recognizes existing counties; limits change of county seats and 
conditions under which new counties may be formed. 

Directs Legislature to establish uniform system of county government 
and allow establishment of townships. Amended in 1948 to authorize 
counties to frame "home rule" charters; King, Snohomish, Clallam, 
Whatcom, and Pierce have done so successfully. 



Art., Sec. 

XI, 5 

XI, 10 

XI, 11 

XI, 12 

XI, 16 

APPENDIX F CONT. 

Digest of Provisions, Changes, and Implications 

Directs Legislature to provide for elections of various county officials 
and to classify counties by population in order to define officers' 
responsibilities and salary levels. Amended in 1924 to permit 
combining of offices, and in 1972 to allow county boards to set salaries. 

Directs Legislature to provide for incorporation of cities only by general 
laws, which are to control previously incorporated cities. The Legislature 
is authorized to classify towns and cities by population for purposes of 
defining officers' responsibilities and salary levels according to size and 
probable work loads; the term "town" is applied to municipalities of 
the fourth class. Cities with 20,000 or more population (Seattle and 
Tacoma in 1889) are authorized to frame charters for their own "home 
rule" government. Amended in 1964 to reduce the minimum population 
to 10,000. 

Authorizes "any county, city, town, or township to make and enforce 
within its limits all such local police, sanitary and other regulations as 
are not in conflict with general laws." It is sometimes argued that this 
section seeks to grant full "police power" (the power to legislate 
broadly for the protection of health, safety, and welfare) to such local 
governments. 

The Legislature is authorized to vest in the corporate authorities of 
counties, cities, towns, or other municipal corporations the power to 
assess and collect taxes for their own use. This has been taken to mean 
that such units do not otherwise hold the power to tax. The state 
cannot impose taxes on local governments for local government 
purposes. 

Permits the formation of combined city-county, and expands taxing and 
debt powers of such entities. This section was added in 1948 for King 
County but did not provide enabling language, and amended in 1972 to 
enable any county to elect freeholders to create a charter for a 
combined city-county. 
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APPENDIX G 
A HISTORY OF MAJOR CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS AND STATE LEGISLATION 

FOR TOWNS, CITIES, AND COUNTIES FROM STATEHOOD TO 1980 

YEAR STRUCTURE 

1890 RCW 35.01 sets up general laws for organi­
zation, classification, incorporation and 
government structure of municipal corpo­
rations. 

RCW 36.13 classified counties into 
twenty-nine classes based upon popula­
tion. (In 1919 counties reclassified into 9 
classes). 

FUNCTION 

RCW 35.22, 35.23, 35.24 and 35.27 enu­
merates functions for each of the 4 classes 
of cities and towns. 

(H.CW 36.32 enumerates functions for 
county commissioners - these are based 
upon 1854 statutes and were not changed 
in 1890 although changes were made in 
other years prior to statehood.) 

1901 H.CW 27.12.030 permits cities and counties 
to run public libraries. 

REVENUE 

RCW 84.52 permits use of property tax for state 
and local government entities and sets total 
millage rate at 24. 

Cities could levy their own property tax up to 
1% of property value for general purposes (and 
another 1% for bond indebtedness). Cities also 
had the power to levy taxes on businesses and 
utilities through their licensing powers and to 
levy special assessments on property specially 
benefitted. 

1921 RCW 46.68 provides counties and cities a por­
tion of the state motor fuel tax to maintain pri­
mary roads. 

1923 RCW 36.40 required counties to adopt a formal 
budget procedure. 

1924 Constitutional Amcl.12 permits county 
consolidation of offices. 

1932 

1933 RCW 77.04 (Voter Initiative 62) creates 
state Department of Game and removes 
county role in managing game. 

RCW 66.08 creates state liquor board to 
control sale of liquor (formerly a local gov­
ernment function until Prohibition.) 

RCW 84.52.050 (Voter Initiative 64) limits 
property tax levies to 40 mills. Reenacted every 
2 years until 1944 when placed in constitution. 

RCW 46.68 diverts part of the state gas tax to 
counties and first class cities for road construc­
tion. 



YEAR 

1935 

1937 

1939 

1943 

1944 

STRUCTURE 

RCW 41.08 created a civil service system 
for fire fighters in cities with fully pnid fire 
departments. (First civil service system 
mandated by stale) 

RCW 41.12 created a civil service system 
for police officers in cities with fully paid 
police offices. 

RCW 35.18.010 authorizes first class cities 
to adopt a council manager plan of govern­
ment. 

FUNCTION 

RCW 35.63 authorizes the formation of 
city, county, or regional planning commis­
sions for the purposes of municipal plan­
ning and regulation of private 
development (marks the beginning of leg­
islative recognition of zoning). 

Tille 47 Legislature adopts a comprehen­
sive highway code and formalizes the in­
terrelationships of the road program 
between state, county and city. 

RCW 36.68 authorizes counties to run 
park facilities. 

RCW 74.04.040 authorizes state to assume 
major responsibility from county for ad­
ministering public assistance (this trend 
began in 1933 at the height of Lhe Depres­
sion and is completed in 1951 when the 
state assumes the earmarked millage for 
public assistanc). 

RCW 36.58.020 authorizes counties to op­
erate solid waste disposal sites. 

APPENDIX G CONT. 

REVENUE 

RCW 70.12.015 authorized an earmarked 0.4 of 
a mill for public health for counties. 

RCW 35.21.280 and 36.38.010 permits cities and 
counties to charge an admissions tax. 

Constitutional Amd. 17 limits property tax lev­
ies to 40 mills. Assessed valuation shall be 50% 
of true and fair value. 

RCW 84.52.010 guarantees full levy rates of 
property tax to state, county, city, school dis­
tricts and county road districts. 



YEAR 

1948 

STRUCTURE 

Constitutional Amd.21 permits counties to 
adopt home rule charters through voter 
approval. 

Constitutional Amd.22 permits county of­
ficers to hold more than 2 terms of office. 

1949 RCW 70.08 authorizes combined city­
county health department for cities over 
100,000. 

FUNCTION 

Constitutional Amd.23 permits Seattle 
and King County to consolidate through 
voter approval. (No enabling legislation 
provided.) 

APPENDIX G CONT. 

REVENUE 

1951 RCW 84.52 state assumes 2 mills of property 
tax for public assistance from the county. 

1957 RCW 35.81 authorizes cities to undertake 
urban renewal projects. 

1958 RCW 41.14 (voter initiative 23) establishes 
a civil service system for county sheriff 
employees. 

1959 RCW 36.70 authorizes planning function for 
county and regional bodies. Recognized the 
need for counties to become more involved in 
land use planning and regulation. 

1963 RCW 36.36.400 authorizes counties to create 
park and recreation service areas to finance 
services. 

1964 Constitutional Amd.40 permits cities of 
10,000-20,000 population to form their 
own charters. (Originally only cities of 
20,000 or more could form their own char­
ters) 



YEAR 

1965 

1967 

1968 

STRUCTURE 

RCW 35A extends broad powers of self­
government to non-charter cities, previ­
ously offered to only first class cities. 
Eliminates the need for a city to function 
based on a particular class designation. 
(Optional Municipal Code) 

RCW 70.94 authorizes counties to set up 
regional air pollution control bodies. 
(Clean Air Act) 

RCW 35.14 permits creation of commu­
nity municipal corporations when a service 
area which is a city or could be a city is 
annexed to a larger city. This community 
municipal corporation has the power tore­
view, approve or deny land use controls or 
zoning ordinances proposed by the city 
they have joined. 

RCW 70.05 requires cities and towns to set 
up local health board if they have no other 
formal arrangement with the county or 
health department. 

FUNCTION 

RCW 36.94 authorizes counties to operate 
water and sewer systems. Marks the begin­
ning of statutory authority for counties to 
provide urban services. (County General 
Services Act) 

RCW 39.34 Interlocal Cooperation. Autho­
rizes cities, towns, counties, and some spe­
cial districts to contract with each other to 
provide services cooperatively or individu­
ally on a regional basis. (Amended in 1975 
and again in 1979 to include all entities of 
local government). 

RCW 36.93 establishes a boundary review 
board to guide and control the creation 
and gro~th of municipalities in metropoli­
tan areas. 

RCW 70.10 encourages the provision of 
community and mental health services at 
the local level. 

APPENDIX G CONT. 

REVENUE 

RCW 36.67.510 authorizes counties to issue rev­
enue bonds for general purposes. 

Chapter 143 p. 2278 authorized $25 million for 
state general revenue sharing to cities and coun­
ties. (This appropriation was the only time the 
state has provided general revenue sharing 
funds.) 

RCW 47.26 creates an urban arterial trust ac­
count in motor vehicle fund to allocate money 
to cities and counties for urban arterials. 

Constitutional Amd.53 permits farms, timber 
and open space to be taxed on current rather 
than highest use. 



YEAR STRUCTURE 

19G9 

I ~l70 

1971 

FUNCTION 

RCW 70.95 establishes a comprehensive 
statewide program for solid waste manage­
ment, assigns the responsibility for solid 
waste handling to local governments, and 
provides basic minimum standards for 
such handling. 

RCW 58.17 establishes uniform statewide 
procedures for cities and counties to follow 
when land is subdivided. Public hearings 
must be held to review proposals to subdi­
vide lnnd in lots of acres or less. 

RCW 4:1.21 Requires local governments to 
determine which development projects 
will require environmental impact state­
ments. (State Environmental Policy Act) 
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REVENUE 

llCW il-J.:Jtl permits open space, fnrm, ngricul­
Lural, and J.irnher lnnd l.o he t.nx£~d on the cur­
rent. use rnther !.han t.he highest. use. Effort to 
preserve these clnsscs of land rather than turn 
J.lu,m into dev!~lopmenl.s. (Open Space Act) 

l{CW H2.1t!.O:JO permits cities and counties l.o 
levy n snlcs tnx up to O.fi'}f, (addit.ionnl 0.5% 
grnnled in 1982). '!'he originnl law contained n :\ 
year sunset provision. 

RCW 90.50 nuthorizcd $25 million in bonds for 
water pollution control facilities. 

RCW 84.55.010 limits annual increase ;n prop­
erty tax levy to lOG% of regular property tax 
levied in highest of 3 most recent years not in­
cluding new construction. This measure signifi­
cantly reduced the revenue raising capability of 
local governments. 

RCW 82.14.045 permits cities, counties (and 
special districts in transit business) to levy up 
to 0.3% of the sales tax for transit purposes. 
Increased to 0.6'){, in 1980. 



YEAR STRUCTURE 

1972 Constitutional Amd.58 permits any county 
to consolidate with a city (or cities). Previ­
ously it was limited to King County. Free­
holder procedure included to design 
city/county charters. No need for enabling 
legislation. 

1973 

1974 

1975 

FUNCTION 

Constitutional Amd.57 permits counties 
(instead of legislature) to set salaries of 
county officers. 

RCW 36.01.100 permits county to run am­
bulance service. 

RCW 90.58 requires local governments to 
develop inventories and master plans to 
regulate the use of their shorelines. 
(Shorelines Management Act) 

RCW 36.57.020 authorizes counties to per­
form public transportation functions. 

RCW 35.21.766 authorizes cities to set up 
ambulance services. 

RCW 36.01.095 authorizes county to es­
tablish an emergency medical service sys­
tem. 

RCW 36.58 authorizes county to establish 
a solid waste disposal system in unincor­
porated area. 
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REVENUE 

Constitutional Amd.55 limits all property tax 
levies to 1% (or $10.00 per $1000) of their true 
and fair value. 

RCW 43.83A authorizes $225 million in bonds 
for waste disposal facilities. 

RCW 36.33.220 authorizes the county to spend 
county road revenues for any service, not just 
roads in the unincorporated area. 

RCW 84.52.043 limits total property tax to 
$9.15 per $1000. This limit reduced govern­
ments tax rate by 10%. 

RCW 84.40.400 reduced over a 10 year period 
the amount of property assessed by excluding 
business inventories. 



YEAR STRUCTURE 

1977 

1979 

FUNCTION 

RCW 70.48 state mandated standards for 
custodial care required for all city and 
county jails. Created heavy financial bur­
den on local governments. 

RCW 13.40 requires youth offenders to 
have some rights as adults in criminal 
cases; counties must establish separate ju­
venile incarceration facilities. 

RCW 70.116.040 permits county to estab­
lish critical water supply area. 

RCW 36.01.125 and RCW 35.21.800 per­
mits counties and cities to establish for­
eign trade zones. (Tourist promotion 
activitie8 granted in 1971). 
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REVENUE 

RCW 27.12.360 permits cities of 8,500 or less to 
be annexed by library districts. (Amended in 
1982 to permit cities of 100,000 or less). Enables 
libraries to levy taxes directly for services and 
to free up money in cities' general fund for 
other purposes. 

RCW 43.132 requires the preparation of fiscal 
notes on fiscal impact of proposed legislation on 
local government. 

RCW 70.12.015 dropped public health property 
tax levy earmark for counties. 

RCW 52.04.170 permits cities of 10,000 or less 
to be annexed by fire districts. Enables fire dis­
tricts to levy taxes directly for services provided 
and to free up general fund money for cities to 
spend on other purposes (amended in 1985 to 
100,000 population). 

RCW 43.135 (Init.G2) prohibits state from man­
dating new program responsibilities to local 
governments without sufficient funding to pro­
vide said services. 

RCW 36.32.480 permits counties to collect a tax 
levy for EMS not subject to the $9.15 limit. 



APPENDIX H 

CONTRASTS IN POWERS OF CITIES AND COUNTIES 

STRUCTURE 

Formation: 

Governing Body: 

Capacity to change 
form of 
government: 

Capacity to change 
boundaries: 

CITIES 

1) Initiated by residents 

1) Mayor-Council 

2) Council-Manager 

3) . Commission 

4) Charter cities may adopt their 
own governmental structure 

1) Become a "code" city: adopt 
RCW 35A (122 code cities) 

2) Adopt a charter (10 first class, 
"non-code" cities have charters, 
no chartered "code" cities) 

3) Consolidate with cities or a 
county (none to date) 

1) Annexation (Simple majority of 
voters must approve or owners 
of 75% of assessed property 
must agree) 

2) Consolidation (need 10% or 
20% of people in a city to 
petition or one of the legislative 
bodies to initiate and simple 
majority approval by voters in 
each city) 

3) Incorporation (need 300 or more 
inhabitants to form; petition of 
10% of people living in area to 
initiate and 51% approval by 
voters in area) 

COUNTIES 

1) Initiated by government 
representatives 

2) Initiated by citizen petition 

1) Commission 

2) Charter counties may adopt 
their own governmental 
structure 

1) Adopt a Home Rule Charter (5 
charter counties) 

2) Consolidate with a city (none to 
date) 

1) Creation (need a population of 
at least 2,000 and may not 
reduce a current county to a 
population of less than 4,000; 
petition of majority of voters m 
area to create county) 
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FUNCTIONS 

Functions 
performed that are 
not explicitly within 
the powers of the 
other unit: 1 

CITIES 

1) Fire fighting 

2) Generate & distribute electricity 

COUNTIES 

1) Superior & district court 
systems 

2) Coroner services 

3) Public Assistance 

4) Broader public health services 

5) Assess & collect property taxes 

1 The contrasts here are primarily between the cities as municipal service providers and the 
counties as subdivisions of state government. Counties possess many municipal-type powers, 
although they do not exercise them as often as cities. 
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APPENDIX I 

COUNTIES BY CLASSIFICATION/AND FORMS OF GOVERNMENT 

CLASSES, PER 
RCW 36.13<c> 

Class AA 
(500,000 pop or over) 

Class A 
(210,000-499,999 pop) 

First Class Counties 
(125,000-209,999 pop) 

Second Class Counties 
(70,000-124,999 pop) 

Third Class Counties 
(40,000-69,999 pop) 

Fourth Class Counties 
(18,000-39,999 pop) 

Fifth Class Counties 
(12,000-17,999 pop) 

Sixth Class Counties 
(8,000-11,999 pop) 

Seventh Class Counties 
(5,000-7,999 pop) 

Eighth Class Counties 
(3,300-4,999 pop) 

Ninth Class Counties 
(Less than 3,300 pop) 

TOTALS 

HOME 
RULE 

CHARTER<a> 

1 

2 

134 

5 
(12.8%) 

COMMISSION TOTAL 

1 

1 3 

3 3 

8 9 

6 6 

5 5 

2 2 

4 4 

2 2 

0 0 

34 39 
(87.2%) (100%) 

<•> Home rule charters permit counties, through the election of freeholders, to restructure their form 
of government, subject to voter approval. With some exceptions described below, home rule 
counties may adopt any laws as long as they do not conflict with those of the state. Home rule 
charter counties are still classified because a few statutes refer to the classification regardless of 
home rule status (e.g. Boundary Review Board, Director of City/County Health District). The 
home rule counties are: King, Snohomish, Whatcom, Pierce and Clallam. 

<bl Clallam County retained its 3 Commissioner form of government. 

<c> Population based on the 1980 Federal census. 
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DATE 

1890 
1895 
1895 
1895 
1903 
1907 
1909 
1911 
1911 
1913 
1915 
1917 
1919 
1921 
1927 
1931 
1933 
1933 
1937 
1939 
1939 
1939 
1939 
1941 
1941 
1945 
1945 
1945 
1947 
1947 
1957 
1957 
1957 
1957 
1959 
1961 
1961 
1963 

APPENDIX K 

HISTORY OF SPECIAL PURPOSE DISTRICTS 
BY DATE OF ENABLING LEGISLATION 

DISTRICT STATUTE (RCW) 

Irrigation Districts Title 87 
Diking Districts! Ch. 85.05 
Drainage Districts! Ch. 85.06 
Townships Ch. 46.08 
River & Harbor Improvement Districts Ch. 88.32 
Metropolitan Park Districts Ch. 35.61 
Inter-County Diking & Drainage Districts Ch. 85.24 
Port Districts Title 53 
Public Waterway Districts Ch. 91.08 
Water Districts (domestic) Title 57 
Diking, Drainage, Sewerage Improvement Dists. Ch. 85.08 
Ferry Districts Ch. 36.54 
Agricultural Pest Districts Ch. 17.12 
Weed Districts Ch. 17.04 
Reclamation Districts Ch. 89.30 
Public Utility Districts2 Title 54 
Sanitary Districts Ch. 55.04 
Cemetery Districts Ch. 68.16 
Flood Control Districts Ch. 86.09 
Fire Protection Districts Title 52 
Industrial Development Districts (Ports) Ch. 53.25 
Housing Authorities Ch. 35.82 
Soil Conservation Districts Ch. 89.08 
Sewer Districts! Title 56 
County Rural Library Districts Ch. 27.12 
Health Districts Ch. 70.46 
Public Hospital Districts Ch. 70.44 
County Airport Districts Ch. 14.08 
Intercounty Rural Library Districts Ch. 27.12.090 
Cemetery Districts Ch. 68.16 
Park & Recreation Districts Ch. 36.69 
Air Pollution Control Districts Ch. 70.94.070 
Mosquito Control Districts Ch. 17.28 
Metropolitan Municipal Corporations Ch. 35.58 
Inter-county Regular Weed Districts Ch. 17.06 
Flood Control Zone Districts Ch. 86.15 
Irrigation & Rehabilitation Districts Ch. 87.84 
County Park & Recreation Service Areas Ch. 36.68.400 

NOTE: Several districts have been formed by merging two or more special districts such as 
"diking and drainage improvement districts." These have been deleted from this list. 
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DATE 

72 

1969 
1971 
1971 
1974 
1975 
1975 
1979 
1982 
1982 
1983 
1983 
1983 
1985 

1986 

DISTRICT 

Education Service Districts 
Solid Waste Collection Districts 
TV Reception Improvement Districts 
County Transportation Authority Districts 
Public Transit Benefit Area Districts 
Unincorp. Transportation Benefit Area Districts 
Emergency Medical Districts 
Solid Waste Disposal Districts 
Cultural Arts Districts 
Legal Authority Districts (Hydro) 
County Rail Districts 
Roads & Bridges Service Districts 
Aquifer Protection Districts 

Lake Management Districts 

STATUTE (RCW) 

Ch. 28A.21.020 
Ch. 36.58A 
Ch. 36.95 
Ch. 36.57 
Ch. 36.57A 
Ch. 36.57.100 
Ch. 36.32.480 
Ch. 36.58.100 
Ch. 67.38 
Ch. 87.03.825 
Ch. 36.60 
Ch. 36.83 
Ch. 35.21.403 & 

36.61 
Ch. 36.36 



APPENDIX L 

CHARACTERISTICS AND POWERS OF MAJOR SPECIAL DISTRICTS 

PORT DISTRICTS 
Functions: 

Revenue: 
Governing Body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 

Dissolution: 

WATER DISTRICTS 
Functions: 

Revenue: 
Governing Body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 

Dissolution: 

PUBLIC UTILITY 
DISTRICTS 
Functions: 

Revenue: 
Governing Body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 
Dissolution: 

Title 53 RCW (1911) 
Provide a system of harbor improvements, belt line railways, water and 
land transfer and terminal facilities, airports, and construct toll bridges 
and tunnels and economic development 
P, plus special levy outside 106% limitation, B, C, L 
3 or 5 elected commissioners 
1 or 3 
1, port commissioner petition, consolidation of port districts within one 
county, or joint resolution 
3 or via petition by port commission 

Title 57 RCW (1913) 
Provide domestic water, fire hydrants and fire fighting systems, street 
lighting, and construct sewer systems 
P, B, E, L, C 
Three mem her elected board 
1 
1 or 2 or 3 or 4. Also, water districts may merge with sewer districts or 
consolidate with water districts in other counties 
1 or via court proceedings similar to ports 

Title 54 RCW (1931) 
Supply public utility services: hydroelectric power, domestic water, 
irrigation, and sewerage systems 
L, B, P plus special levy outside 106% limitation, C 
Three or five elected commissioners 
1 or 3 
1 
1 or 3 

REGIONAL LIBRARY DISTRICTS Ch. 37.12 RCW (1935) 
Functions: 
Revenue: 
Governing Body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 
Dissolution: 

Provide free public libraries 
Appointment between contracting parties 
By contract provisions 
Units of local government may join under terms of a contract, or 6 
No provisions 
Per contract provisions 

FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICTS Title 52 RCW (1939) 
Functions: 

Revenue: 
Governing Body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 

Dissolution: 

Eliminate fires and fire hazards, maintain fire equipment, and issue fire 
permits 
P, B, C, L 
Three elected commissiOners 
1 (3/5 majority) 
Same as formation, plus ability to jointly operate with fire districts m 
other counties 
Via special election 

73 



APPENDIX L CONT. 

SEWER DISTRICTS 
Functions: 

Revenue: 
Governing Body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 

Dissolution: 

Title 56 RCW (1941) 
Construct and maintain sewer systems and treatment plants, provide 
domestic water and irrigation 
B, C, E, L 
Three elected commissioners 
1 or 3 (3/5 majority) or 4 
1 or 4. Also, sewer districts may merge with irrigation districts, water 
districts, or other sewer districts 
1 (same as 3rd and 4th class cities) 

COUNTY RURAL LIBRARY DISTRICTS Ch. 27.12 RCW (1941) 
Functions: 
Revenue: 
Governing Body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 

Dissolution: 

Provide free public libraries 
P, E, B 
Appointed board of trustees (5 or 7 members) 
1 or 6 
Cities under 8,500 population may be incorporated into other library 
districts via a majority vote 
1 or by majority vote 

INTERCOUNTY RURAL 
LIBRARY DISTRICTS Ch. 27.12 RCW (1947) 
Functions: 
Revenue: 
Governing Body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 
Dissolution: 

Provide free public libraries 
P, E, B 
Five to seven appointed trustees 
1 or 3 or 5 or 6 
Same as creation or by majority vote 
By majority vote 

METROPOLITAN MUNICIPAL 
CORPORATIONS Ch. 35.58 RCW (1957) 
Functions: 

Revenue: 

Governing body: 
Formation: 
Annexation: 
Dissolution: 

74 

Provide urban services (e.g., water supply, public transportation, garbage 
disposal), parks and parkways, water pollution abatement, and 
comprehensive planning 
E, B, C, sales tax, motor vehicle excise tax, household and B & 0, excise 
tax, L 
Metropolitan Council: made up of appointed people 
1 or 3 
1 or 3 or by ordinance 
No provisions, but may merge into county 



APPENDIX L CONT. 

PUBLIC TRANSIT 
BENEFIT AREAS 
Functions: 

Revenue: 
Governing Body: 

Formation: 

Annexation: 
Dissolution: 

CODES: 

Revenues 
B) Bonds 
C) Charge for Services 

Ch.36.57 A RCW (1975) 
To design, construct and operate public transportation systems, including 
comprehensive transit planning, other types of people-moving systems, 
and parking structures 
B, C, and amounts agreed upon by contracting parties 
Made up of elected officials from the contracting parties, as appointed by 
each governing body of component city or county within the area 
3, a conference, then a hearing; cities must be wholly included or 
excluded from the district; only one district allowed in each county 
1 or resolution by district governing board 
1, 3, or via resolution by district governing board 

E) Special Levy (voted-upon property tax apart from regular property tax) 
L) Local Improvement District (LID) or Benefit Assessment Tax 
P) Property Tax 

·Formation, Annexation, Dissolution 
1) Petition of voters + election (majority vote) 
2) Petition of landowners + election (majority vote) 
3) Resolution of County Commissioners + election (majority vote) 
4) Direct petition (no election) 
5) Direct vote of County Commissioners 
6) May contract under provisions of the Interlocal Cooperation Act 
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FUNCTIONS PERFORMED BY MORE THAN ONE UNIT OF GOVERNMENT 
BY DATE AUTHORITY ACQUIRED 

LAND EMER 
UNIT OF SOLID PARKS PUBLICi USE PUBLIC MED ECON 
GOV'T FIRE WATER SEWER WASTE LIBRARY & REC TRANSIT ROADS PLANNING HEALTH SERVICEh DEV 
County 1967 1967 1943 1901 1937 1974 1889• 1935 1889··~ 1979 1977 

1935" 

City/ 1889• 1889° 1889° 1889° 1901 1907 1890 1889° 1935 1889c,g 1979 1977 
Town 1935" 

Port 1972 1972 1911 

PUD 1931 1975 

Fire 
District 1939 1979 

Water 
District 1913 1963 

Sewer 
District 1977 1941 

Library 1935" 
District 194}< 

1947" 
Hospital 
District 1945 1979 

METRO 1957 1957 1957 1957 1957 1957 

"Joint libraries authorized. R Cities & counties may join together to form a health 
h Regional library district. district or combined city-county health department. 
'Rural library district. " Emergency medical service districts may also perform 
d Intercounty rural library district. these services. 
• These functions granted prior to statehood. i Public transportation benefit areas may also perform 
r Parks & recreation may also perform these services. these services. 

i Counties obtained their own planning act in 1959. 

APPENDIX M 

LAW SOCIAL 
ENFORCE SERVICES 

1889° 1889• 

1889• 1889• 

1974 



APPENDIX N 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT MAJOR TAX AND BOND SOURCES 
BY DATE AUTHORITY ACQUIRED 

TAX SOURCES 

UNIT OF 
GOV'T PROPERTY SALES 

County 1889• 1970 

City 1889• 1970 

Port 1911 

PUD 1930 

Fire District 1939 

Water Districtc 

Sewer Districtc 

Library District 1941 

Metro 
Muni.Corp. 1957 1969 

Hospital Districts 1945 

PTBA 1975 

• Permitted prior to statehood. 
bDerived through authority to license businesses. 

B&O UTILITY 

1889b 1889b 

BONDS 

GENERAL 
OBLIG. 

1889• 

1889• 

1911 

1931 

1951 

1913 

1941 

1955 

1957 

1945 

REVENUE 

1965 

1895 

1949d 

1941 

1939 

1941 

1957 

1945 

cThese districts rely primarily on issuing revenue and general obligation bonds and charging rates 
for the services they provide. 

d Revenue bonds for national defense were authorized in 1941. 
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APPENDIX 0 

LEADING DECISIONS ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS' POWERS 

PRO HOME RULE 

Smith v. Spokane - In all matters relating to the 
public health, nearly all if not the entire police 
power of the state is vested in charter cities. (55 
Wash. 219) 

State Ex. Rel. Webster v. Superior Court - Cities 
can act concurrently with the state where the 
state has asserted its jurisdiction over a subject 
matter, unless there is no room for concurrence. 
(67 Wash. 37) 

Malette v. Spokane - Charter cities have the 
largest measure of self government compatible 
with the general authority of the state. (77 Wash. 
205) 

Detamore v. Hindley - Article 11 Sec. 11 is self 
executing and needs no legislative sanction. (83 
Wash. 322) 

State Ex. Re. Carroll v. King County With re­
gard to purely local affairs that are not of broad 
concern, a charter county may act contrary to ex­
press state statutes. (78 Wash.2d 452) 

State Ex. Re. Schillberg v. Everett District Jus­
tice Court - (1) The broad grant of home rule in 
Article 11, Sec. 11 applies to all counties, cities 
and towns, not just charter cities. (2) When the 
state enacts legislation in a subject area, counties, 
cities and towns are not pre-empted from acting 
concurrently unless a statute clearly and ex­
pressly states its intent to pre-empt; i.e., they 
may act concurrently with the state unless clearly 
and expressly prohibited. (92 W ash.2d 106) 

Elect. Contractors v. Pierce County Charter 
counties have as broad power as the state, except 
where expressly limited. (100 Wash.2d 109) 

DATE 

1896 

1910 

1912 

1913 

1915 

1939 

1970 

1974 

1979 

1983 

1983 

CONTRA HOME RULE 

State Ex. Rel. Fawcett v. Supreme Court -
Municipal corporations, even charter cities, 
only have power to act in an area if granted 
express authority to act by the State Legis­
lature. (14 Wash. 604) 

Yakima v. Gorham- Where the Legislature 
enacts legislation in a given subject matter, 
cities (even charter cities) are precluded 
from adopting ordinances acting concur­
rently with the state. (200 Wash. 564.) 

Massie v. Brown- At least when the interest 
of the state is paramount to, or joint with, 
that of a municipal corporation (including a 
charter city), the municipal corporation has 
no power to act absent a delegation from 
the state. (84 Wash.2d 490) 

Chemical Bank v. WPPSS - Whenever the 
state legislates on a subject matter, the 
state has at least a joint interest with cities 
on the subject, and cities (even charter cit­
ies) cannot enact concurrent ordinances on 
the general subject area, unless the author­
ity to act concurrently is expressly or im­
plicitly authorized by statute. (99 Wash.2d 
772) 

SOURCE: Steve Lundin, House Counsel for Local Government Committee 
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APPENDIX 0 CONT. 

FISCAL CASES 

1891 Baker v. Seattle - Special assessment bonds are not subject to constitutional indebtedness 
limitations. (2 Wash. 576) 

1882 Middle Kittitas Irrigation District v. Peterson - Irrigation district bonds are not subject to 
constitutional provisions limiting indebtedness of municipal corporations. (4 Wash. 147) 

1895 Winston v. Spokane- Revenue bonds are not subject to constitutional indebtedness limitations. 
(12 Wash. 523) 

1897 Rauch v. Chapman - Constitutional debt limitations on counties do not apply to necessary 
expenditures made mandatory in the Constitution, provided for in statute, and imposed upon a 
county (i.e., those current expenses necessary for the maintenance and life of the county). (16 
Wash. 568) 

1897 Duryee v. Friars - Constitutional debt limitations do not apply to counties borrowing to finance 
expenses necessary to maintain their existence (18 Wash. 55) 

1919 Great Northern Railroad Co. V. Stevens County - Local governments have no inherent powers 
of taxation, and must receive taxing authority from statutory authorization. (108 Wash. 238) 

1932 Rummens v. Evans- During an emergency (e.g., severe unemployment) a county may exceed its 
statutory debt ceiling and borrow money to finance essential government functions (e.g., care of 
the poor), notwithstanding the fact that the county engaged in nonessential functions and pro­
prietary functions. (168 Wash. 527) 

1984 King County v. Algona - One unit of local government may not tax another unit of government 
(at least the second government's governmental functions, and possibly the second govern­
ment's proprietary functions) unless expressly authorized by statute. (101 Wn.2d 789) 

SOURCE: Steve Lundin, House Counsel for Local Government Committee 

MAJOR SPECIAL DISTRICT CASES 

1912 Paine v. Port of Seattle 

a) Legislature can allow local governments to be created regardless of whether or not they are 
specified in the constitution. 

b) Although ports have some of the same powers as cities and counties, they may exist and 
perform those powers within a city or a county.' (70 Wash 294) 

1936 Royer v. PUD #1 

A county-wide PUD may exist in any county.' (186 Wash 142) 

1960 Metro v. Seattle 

The Metropolitan Municipal Corporation statute does not deprive cities of their home rule 
status, nor delegate unlawfully legislative powers, nor equal taxation without representa­
tion. 

1 Common law doctrine that no two municipal bodies can occupy the same territory does not apply. 

SOURCE: Steve Lundin, House Counsel for Local Government Committeee 
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APPENDIX P 

COUNTIES AND CITIES BY 1986 POPULATIONS 

COUNTIES 

Over 1,000,000 
350,000 - 1,000,000 
50,000 - 350,000 
20,000 - 50,000 
Less than 20,000 

Over 100,000 
50,000 - 100,000 
20,000 - 50,000 
5,000 - 20,000 
1,000 - 5,000 
Less than 1,000 

CITIES 

1 
3 
6 
9 

13 

3 
2 

17 
33 

108 
103 




