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LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCE IN IOWA, 1965-70

Summary

Iowa Tax and Income Comparisons

Iowa tax collections for state and local government have gone up about

50 percent in the last five years. But the increase has not been as

rapid as the national average. When compared to ability to pay, Iowa's

state and local taxes are just slightly above average . « « « ¢ « « « o & 1

Two Major Spending Programs

Both of Iowa's major spending programs--public education and transporta-
tion --are higher than average in cost per person, with logical

reasons in each case, Educational costs per person are high because

of the larger than average proportion of Iowa's population in public
secondary schools. Spending per student is not out of line with other
states, Transportation costs are high primarily because of high road

costs per person associated with a well-developed road network in a

low density population BLACE: . & & o & & & o o & o % % 6 & 4 8 4 s 5w e 4

Population Density and Total Government Costs

Over all, local government costs per person increase as population

declines, primarily because of high road costs per person in sparsely

settled areas. General government, other than roads, is only slightly

more expensive per person in the sparsely settled areas of the state. . . 6

Population and Cost of Specific Governments

Per person costs for municipal governments tend to increase with
increasing population. However, county government tends to be less
costly per person as population increases and the fixed annual cost can
be spread over more people. Economic studies indicate that the 1970
fixed cost per county was $175,000, Additional cost is estimated as
equal to $31.27 per person. Preliminary estimates for school districts
indicate a 1968-69 minimum fixed cost of $200,000 per year for a
district of lowest quality. Additional cost is estimated at $400

per students <« & & & v @ o o s 8 @ s s = s
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Potential Savings of Government Consolidation

A merger of two typical small counties might reduce taxes for county-
wide programs by 22 percent per year. However, this savings would

be only four percent of the total property tax levies for the two
counties. If Towa's 99 counties had operated from 16 regional head-
quarten?’in 1970 total savings for the state might have been $14%
million. However, the $14% million represents less than two percent
of total state and local tax collections in Iowa. Mergers of school
districts will tend to produce savings of $200,000 or more for each
district eliminated, not including transportation cost changes. The
savings of past school mergers have often been used to upgrade quality
In merged diSELICES o n ol 0 @ n 3! Fusiie oo ns, 180 ) 8 5 an B e % e ) es s e el we 13

State and Local Revenue Sharing Considerations

When tax funds are collected by the state and re-distributed locally,

the method of distribution becomes a subject of controversy. If

sales taxes are returned to the municipality where collected, municipal-

ities benefit through taxes paid by residents outside the city who

shop there. Income tax sharing on a per pupil basis tends to return

more money to rural areas than they pay. But rural areas tend to lose

out on property tax money paid back through a county equalization fund,

where more money tends to go to the urban school districts. . « . « « « & 14

Introduction

This publication is intended to focus on the finances of local government.
However, where comparisons are made between states, it is necessary to compare
combined finances of state and local government., This is so because states
vary in the division of functions and costs between state and local levels.

* No specific proposals for consolidation of Iowa counties into regional

units are known to the author. However, county consolidation and multi-county
governments have been discussed in general terms by many people and advocated
by some groups. Research on the financial effects of consolidation required
some particular delineation of the state into multi-county units, The present
regional delineation of the state for planning purposes was chosen, but this
does not imply that the present delineation was made for consolidation pur-
poses or that anv official plan for consolidation is presently in existence.
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Iowa Tax and Income Comparisons

State and local tax collections nationally went up 70 percent between
1965 and 1970, from a total of $51 billion in 1965 to an estimated $87 billion
in 1970. On a per person basis, the national increase was from $264 in 1965
to $427 in 1970--slightly more than a 60 percent increase. Inflation cheapened
money by about 20 percent during this period, so the real cost per person of
operating state and local governments increased about 40 percent.

In Iowa, tax collections increased about 50 percent from 1965 to 1970
for state and local government. Since Iowa's population did not change
appreciably during this period, the per capita increase also was about 50
percent before adjustment for inflation. By both total collections and per
capita measures, Iowa's state and local tax collections did not increase
quite as rapidly as the average for the nation during this period.

The Tax Burden

An indication of the relative tax burden in Iowa can be obtained by

comparing the state's personal income along with state and local tax collections.
This provides a measure of the tax burden according to ability to pay.

In 1968, Iowa was 22nd in rank among all the states in personal income,
Average income per person in Iowa was $3,288, compared with the $3,425
average in the United States (table 1). Connecticut, New York, Alaska, and
California are at the top in personal income and Arkansas and Mississippi at
the bottom. As might be expected, there is some bunching of states in the
middle of the range, so that rankings four or five numbers apart do not show
a large difference in income per person. Iowa was a little below the U.S.

average in income per person in 1968 and has generally maintained this
position over the years.,

When all of the state and local taxes per person are added together to
get a total tax ranking, Iowa is in 15th place at $389 and is just slightly
above the U.S. average of $380 (table 2). Therefore, Iowa is just slightly
below the U.S. average in personal income per person and just above the U.S.
average in total state and local taxes collected per person (as of 1969).

Iowa is in 1l4th place nationally in respect to property taxes collected
per person and is about $25 above the U.S. average for this tax. JTowa's
property taxes average $177 per person, compared to $152 for the national
average. State and local taxes by state are listed in table 2 with a break-
down into property taxes, ''other'" taxes and total taxes. ''Other'" taxes
include sales, income, fuel, liquor, cigarettes, etc., Iowa ranks 25th, or

below the national average on per capita tax collections other than property
tax.

If income is used as a measure of ability to pay taxes, Iowa is slightly
out of line (too high) in its level of state and local taxes per person. But
tax collections are not far enough out of line to suggest much over-spending
in any government functions that use tax money in large amounts,

.t




TABLE 1: Personal income per person, by states, 1968.

Rank in
United States

>*

OCOoOoONOuL bW~

50

State

Connecticut
New York
Alaska
California
Illinois
Nevada

New Jersey
Massachusetts
Delaware
Maryland
Michigan
Washington
Rhode Island
Hawaii

Ohio

U.S. National Average

Indiana
Pennsylvania
Wisconsin
Minnesota
Oregon
Colorado

IOWA

Kansas

New Hampshire
Missouri
Nebraska
Florida
Wyoming
Virginia
Vermont
Arizona

Texas

Montana

Ok lahoma
Maine

South Dakota
Utah

Georgia

New Mexico
Idaho

North Carolina
North Dakota
Louisiana
Kentucky
Tennessee
West Virginia
South Carolina
Alabama
Arkansas
Mississippi

Income

$4,303

4,141
4,053
4,010
3,989
3,971
3,968
3,888
3,842
3,780
3,715
3,674
3,611
3,565
3,480
3,425
3,415
3,394
3,374
3,346
3,325
3,316
3,288
3,283
3,272
3,264
3,200
3,192
3,100
3,074
3,053
3,026
3,019
2,906
2,833
2,830
2,820
2,793
2,791
2,666
2,660
2,658
2,657
2,644
2,630
2,584
2,433
2,391
2,365
2,315
2,074

% The District of Columbia ranks ahead of the states in per capita
income with an average of $4,394.
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TABLE 2: State-local taxes, per person ranked from highest to lowest, 1969.

Ranking of States

Property Taxes Other Taxes Total Taxes

1. Calif. $249 1. Hawaii $393 10N OY. 5576
2. N. J. 227 s N Xs 364 2. Calif. 540
3. Mass. 225 3. Nev. 302 3. Hawaii 480
e NS VYL 211 4. Del, 295 4, Nev, 466
5. Conn, 210 5.  Calif, 291 5. Mass. 453
6, S. D, 204 6. Alaska 287 6. Wis. 439
7. Nebr, 201 7. Wash. 275 7.. Mich, 428
8. Wyo. 196 8. Md, 265 8. Wyo. 414
9. Mont. 194 9, Mich, 263 9. Md. 411
10. Wis, 193 10, Minn, 250 10, Wash. 410
11. N. H. 185 11, N. M. 247 11, Minn, 406
12, Oreg. 181 12, Wis. 246 125 N, F. 406
13. Kans, 179 13. Ia, 238 13, Conn, 392
14, TIOWA 177 14, Pa. 233 14. Alaska 390
1%, Fr1, 173 155, « Vs 233 15, TOWA 389
16, Colo. 171 16,. Ariz. 232 16. Oreg. 387
17, Ind. 165 17. Va, 231 1l ATiZ. 387
18. Mich. 165 18. Mass, 228 18. Colo. 386
19. Nev. 165 U. S. Average 228 19, V&, 384
20. N. D. 163 195 RS T, 222 U.S. Average 380
21, R [Ix 157 20. Wyo. 218 200 R ST 379
22, Minn, 156 21, FEla. 216 P b LTS 373
23. Ariz, 155 22. Colo, 215 22. Del. 372
U. S. Average 152 23. Ky. 213 23. Nebr, 362
24, Vt. 151 24, 1Idaho 211 24, Sa D 353
25. Me, 149 25. IOWA 211 25, Mont. 3571
26. Ohio 146 26. Oreg. 206 26. Kans, 346
27. Md. 145 27, 'Tll. 200 27. Pa, 340
28. Wash, 135 28, W. Va, 199 28. N. D. 338
29, Utah 130 29, Okla. 198 29, 1Ind. 334
30. Mo. 122 30. Utah 197 30. Fla, 330
31. Texas 118 31. N. C. 191 31. 1Idaho 328
32, Idaho 117 32. Ala, 188 32, Utah 327
33. Fla, 114 33. Ga. 188 33. N. M. 324
34, Pa, 106 34, Tenn. 184 34, Va. 314
35. Alaska 104 35. Conn, 182 35. Me. 308
36. Okla, 89 36. Miss. 182 36. Ohio 306
37. Hawaii 87 37. Mo. 179 37. Mo. 301
38. Va. 83 38. N. J. 179 38. N. H. 299
39. Ga. 82 395 Sk 6 176 39 LA, 298
40. Del. 77 40. N. D, 175 40, Okla, 287
41. N, M. 7Ar; 41, 1Ind. 169 41. Ky. 278
25 NG LGS 68 42. Kans, 167 42. Texas 276
43, Tenn. 68 43. Ark. 162 43, Ga. 270
44 . Ky. 64 44, Nebr, 161 44, W, Va. 263
45. W, Va. 64 45, Me. 159 45. N. GC. 259
46, la, 60 46. Ohio 159 46. Tenn. 252
47. Miss. 60 47. Mont. 157 47. Miss, 242
48. Ark. 58 48, Texas 157 48. S. C. 225
49, S. €. 49 49, S. D. 149 49, Ala, 224
50. Ala, 36 50.. N. H. 114 50. Ark. 221




Two Major Spending Programs

Further understanding of Iowa's taxes and spending can be obtained by
comparing two of the major program areas with spending in other states.
Educational costs are a major part of total government spending in Iowa, as
they are in most states. School spending can be analyzed in two ways--by
spending per capita on primary and secondary education, or by spending per
student, In Iowa, the two methods give slightly different results.

Iowa ranked 17th in primary and secondary education costs per person in
1966-67. These costs averaged $153. TIowa ranks higher in this manner of

comparison because a larger proportion of Iowa's population is in public
secondary schools,

Table 3: State and local spending per student for public elementary and
secondary schools for selected states, 1959-60 and 1967-68.%*

1959-60 1967-68

Av, Av.,

Rank State Spending Rank State ______Spending
1. New York $551 | i New York $944
8. Minnesota 412 3. Minnesota 691
9. California 408 7e Wisconsin 659
1%k Wisconsin 401 1:2. California 611
280, TOWA 353 2% IOWA 538
28. Missouri 329 32. Missouri 489
30, Nebraska 321 37 s Nebraska 450
46, Arkansas 205 46, Arkansas 349

* Average spending figures do not include federal aid of various kinds which
is allocated to schools usually through a state department of public
instruction or its equivalent,

On spending per student, Iowa ranked 25th in 1967-68 (table 3), compared
to its 15th ranked placing on total tax collections for state and local govern-
ment. JTowa apparently is not out of line with other states or with its
income level in spending per student for elementary and secondary schools.

Highway Spending

When compared with other states, Iowa ranks nearer the top in spending
per person for highways, including both primary and secondary roads. Table 4
provides a comparison of highway spending for selected states. This informa-
tion is about four years old, but relative positions do not appear to have
changed much.

In spending for highways, Iowa is $40 above the U.S. average on a per
person comparison. It is costly to provide transportation facilities in a
sparsely settled state. Most of the states that rank higher than Iowa in
per capita spending for highways are even more sparsely populated than Towa.
It is difficult to avoid higher spending per person for highways under Iowa's
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population density. The need for transportation facilities and its resulting
higher cost per person with a sparse population is the major cause for Iowa's

taxes being slightly out of line on tax costs per person, compared to personal
income per person,

Table 4: State and local spending for highways, per person, selected states, 1967

Highway Rank in Rank in

Spending Highway Income
State 7 Per Capita Spending | Per Person
Alaska S440 1 3
Wyoming 219 2 28
Vermont 163 3 30
Nevada 146 4 6
Montana 136 5 33
Delaware 134 6 9
South Dakota 133 7 36
North Dakota 124 8 42
IOWA 110 9 22
Nebraska 98 13 26
Minnesota 96 14 19
Wisconsin 89 18 18
U.S. average 70 -- 8
California 70 33 4
Arkansas 67 35 49
Missouri 61 41 25

New York 60 44 2

Changing State and Local Tax Burdens

A measure of change in state and local tax burdens is provided by
comparing personal income changes to tax collection changes at the county
level, Table I in the appendix gives this comparison plus additional informa-
tion for the state and for all counties. On the average, the tax burden
increased during 1963-68 since the combined total of property, income and
sales taxes for Iowa increased 55 percent while total personal income increased
44 percent. However, changes in income and taxes varied by counties. Most
counties had an increasing tax burden (percentage change in combined taxes
higher than percentage change in personal income), but some had an approximately
constant burden, and a few counties had a decreasing burden.

Percentage changes of income, sales and property taxes by counties are
also given in Table I of the appendix,

The income tax of a countyis the amount of tax paid by residents of
the county--though it is possible some of the money was earned outside the
county to which it is credited. Sales taxes are credited to the county
where the tax is collected, With the sales tax, it is possible that some

of the tax was paid by people who did not live in the county where it was
collected.




Appendix Table I also shows percentage changes in the property tax pay-
able for two periods--1963 to 1968, and 1968 to 1970. Property tax payable
includes property tax credits (agricultural land tax credit, homestead
exemptions, personal property tax replacements and other credits) which
average 12,5 percent of the total property tax levy statewide, This 12.5
percent is paid by the state from other tax revenues and property tax owners
as a group pay the remaining 87.5 percent of the property tax levy,

The personal income change for each county was estimated from information
on Iowa income tax returns. Total amount of adjusted gross income reported
on both pay and no-pay returns was used to obtain income estimates for 1963
and 1968, so that a percentage change could be computed.

Population Density and Total Government Cost

In a government study for county areas, it was found that the high
over-all local government cost per person of sparsely populated areas results
largely from high road costs. Local government other than for roads is not
unusually expensive per person in these areas (table 5).

Counties were grouped in population size brackets with the smallest being
those counties under 10,000 population. The largest group is that over
250,000 population which includes only Polk County in Iowa. General spending
figures used in the analysis included all spending, except for hospitals and
public education. These two items were excluded from the analysis because
the mix of public and private hospitals and the percentages of students in
private and public schools varies greatly among counties. Including these two
spending programs would have distorted some of the figures in the middle range
of population size groups.

Analysis of general spending for all local government (table 5) indicates
that sparse population areas are generally expensive to govern; that costs
per person fall as population becomes more dense; and that costs again rise
as we get into the large metropolitan areas.

Table 5: Per person spending of Iowa local governments (municipal, county,
most special districts) by county population groups, 1967

General
General Highway Less
Population Spending* Spending Highway
$ $ $
0-9,999 132 77 55
10,000-24,999 110 60 50
25,000-49,999 101 43 58
50,000-99,999 99 38 61
100,000-249,999 106 32 74
250,000 or more 128 46 82

* Does not include hospitals or public education




The highway spending column of table 5 shows the cost per person is
noticeably higher in the sparsely populated counties. The cost per person

decreases as population increases, but costs rise again as population goes
above 100,000,

The local government cost per person for programs other than highways
is shown in the last column of table 5. Cost is almost constant for programs
other than highways in populations from 10,000 to 100,000, Since the lowest
population group is still about 10 percent more expensive than the 10,000 to
25,000 population group, this indicates fixed costs are spread over too few
people. The lowest cost per person for programs other than highways is at
the 10,000 to 25,000 population group, rather than the 50,000 to 100,000
group in the general spending column.

If spending for public education had been included in the analysis, the
lowest population group would have been the least expensive per person when
everything except highways was considered. This is not because education is
low in cost per student in these areas, but rather because the young people
are a small proportion of the population. Therefore, their school costs are
less when spread over the total number of persons in the area,

Proposals have been made to merge governments over large areas in
sparsely settled territory. Some proponents say that economies of over-all
government of densely settled counties could also be obtained by enclosing
enough territory of sparse population. However, if the same road network
is kept, there will be little or no reduction in highway spending per person.
Without a reduction in highway spending there is little chance that over-all
spending will be reduced substantially by merging governments over much larger
areas to gain a substantial population base.

Population and Cost of Specific Governments

In some Iowa State University Extension Service studies, we looked in
more detail at groups of institutions. Separate studies were made of
municipalities by size groups, of the set of county-wide programs for all
counties, and of school operations. In each of these studies, total costs
were compared to the population served by the institution to see if there
were consistent cost patterns related to population.

The population served by the institution groups differed in each case.
For municipalities, the population consists only of those people living in
the incorporated towns and cities. For the set of county-wide programs,
the total population of the county was used including both residents of

incorporated and unincorporated areas. For schools the appropriate popula-
tion is the number of students enrolled,

Municipal Government Costs

Municipal government costs do not follow the pattern of over-all local
government costs when related to population. Instead of following the "U"
shaped cost curve in relation to population (high costs per person with small
populations, declining as population increases and rising again with dense
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metropolitan populations), municipal costs per person increased consistently
as size increased (table 6). The per person spending by municipalities for
various population groups, except capital outlay, hospitals and utilities,

is shown in table 6, Capital outlay is omitted because it tends to be higher
in rapidly growing cities, While capital outlays are usually spent in one
year, they are usually paid for by borrowing so the taxpayer pays back over

a period of years, Hospitals and utilities were omitted because the money

for spending in these programs is raised almost entirely through charges to
the users, rather than through taxes.

Table 6: Per person spending* by Iowa municipalities by population size
__groups, 1966-67

Municipal Number of Per Person

Population Municipalities Spending*
0-2,499 841 $40
2,500-4,999 47 47
5,000-9,999 32 50
10,000-24,999 11 55
25,000-49,999 7 66
50,000-99,999 6 70
100,000 or more 1 90

* Not including capital outlay, hospitals or utilities.

The last column of table 6 shows a consistent increase in spending per
person as community size increases. This picture of increasing costs with
increasing population is found in national studies as well as in this one
of Towa municipalities. Town and city government generally is more expensive
per person as towns and cities get larger, at least from about 2,000 popula-
tion and up. The information is not broken down enough in the smallest size
class to tell whether costs continue to decrease as towns get very small,

It is doubtful if these findings can be used to support a general
"back to the small town' movement. Many observers say the small towns
cannot provide the same level of government services as the cities. Others
say much less government is needed in the small towns. It is probable
that small town residents are spending about the same proportion of their

incomes on government as those of larger cities since small town incomes
generally are lower,

Small town residents also may pay as much for services as residents of
larger cities, but more of the cost may be in the private sector. They may,
for instance,provide their own trash disposal or utility services that are
not provided by small town government. The cost then becomes a private,
rather than a public one.

On the other hand, the analysis of municipal government costs indicates
that moving people from small towns to medium sized cities would not cut down
the amount of government spending in the state. Such a movement probably
would increase the amount of total spending by municipal governments.

s
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Costs of Specific Municipal Programs

Costs of Towa municipal programs were further analyzed by specific
programs and services to see the relationship of population to cost. Informa-

tion on police, fire and parks and recreation programs spending by Iowa
municipalities is shown in table 7.

For Iowa municipalities, police service tends to cost more per person
as municipalities get larger, although between 5,000 and 50,000 population,
the cost does not appear to change greatly.

In fire protection programs, costs remain rather low up to 10,000
population and then go considerably higher, continuing to increase with
the population scale. The break in cost for fire protection at the 10,000
population group is due largely to the shift from volunteer departments to
paid or partly-paid departments. The increasing costs beyond that break are
probably due to the expensive, high capacity equipment needed for fire
service in congested business districts. The low-cost fire protection in
the small towns also may partly reflect the support of rural fire protection
districts that purchase equipment and donate it to the small town in exchange
for fire protection service.

Spending for parks and recreation also is greater on a per person basis
as municipalities increase in size. A number of factors explain this dif-
ference, including lower land cost, greater availability of open space, greater
proportion of support by non-government clubs and groups, and perhaps, less
need for designated park space in the smaller population centers,

Table 7: Per person spending for Iowa municipal programs by city size
groups, 1966-67

Population Police Fire Parks
0-2,499 S 4,17 S 2523 $2.26
2,500-4,999 6.73 2,86 5.90
5,000-9,999 8,04 2.96 6.12
10,000-24,999 7.98 6.13 6.35
25,000-49,999 1692 8.40 1555
50,000-99,999 10.06 10,08 8.73

100,000 or more 14.04 14,65 8.10

Costs for two municipal services tend to stay rather constant over all
population sizes -- sewerage and highway operations. Capital outlay costs
are not included in either of these cost analyses (table 8). For both
sewerage and highways, the cost per capita is lowest in the smallest popula-
tion groups. However, the lower sewerage cost is largely because many of
the smallest communities provide no such facilities at all. Sewerage costs
in these areas do not appear in government accounting, but are private costs
incurred in servicing individual sewage systems.

The lower highway costs in the smallest population group partially result
from the greater proportion of the municipal roads that are cared for by the
state highway system, because the main street is part of a primary highway
system in many instances,
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Sanitation program costs are more like those for police, fire and
parks. ?hey.become more expensive per capita as community size increases,

Table 8: Per person spending for Iowa municipal programs by city size
__groups, 1966-67

Population Sewerage¥ Highways* Sanitation
0-2,499 $3.03 S 9.37 2 R |
2,500-4,999 v 4423 13 37 2,65
5,000-9,999 4,98 11533 3.46
10,000-24,999 4,41 12:71 4.29
25,000-49,999 3.39 11.80 3.04
50,000-99,999 3.96 10,07 4,82
100,000 or more 3.83 17.66 6.19

* Capital outlay not included.

County Government Costs

A second major institution of local government is the county. For
analysis of county government costs, all programs for which property taxes
are collected uniformly on a county-wide basis are included. Costs for
municipalities, school districts and rural roads were not included since none
of these are county-wide, The remaining programs, however, include much more
than just the operation of a county courthouse., The programs involved and
the total amount of property taxes collected state-wide for these programs
are listed in table 9. The '"'general county'" program (line 1, table 9) and
the county assessor program are the only ones many people think of as court-
house operations, and these account for less than 25 percent of the total
taxes raised for county government. Expenditures from local tax money for
county governments in Iowa totaled $110 million in 1970 (table 9).

Table 9: County-wide taxes for county government paid in 1970,

County Taxes State Total
General County Tax $ 21,280,324.47
Court Expense Tax 8,628,246,.71
County Hospital Tax 7,336,830,80
Poor Tax 18,788,169,25
State and County Institutions 19,511,027.90
Agricultural Extension District 1,946,206,11
Soldiers Relief 1,795,122.05
General County Bond 1,337,604,09
County Assessor 4,416,269.85
Special Appraisers 344,683,69
Health Center 994,355.75
Emergency 3,263,220.56
Bang's Disease 744,124,82
Bovine T. B. Eradication 306,271.60
County Fair 1,205,544.,01
County Conservation 4,351,669,84
Miscellaneous 12,159,004, 25
Employee Retirement Systems 1,578,901.58
Total $109,987,577.33
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Counties have a fairly rigid structure in their operations because the
state provides few options in the ways programs are to be operated. A
certain number of officials must be elected and there is no easy way to combine
offices or to exchange duties among personnel. This rigid structure would be
expected to produce a fixed cost level for county operations which could not
be reduced easily even if there were almost no people to serve. The analysis

of county governments, therefore, was designed to determine if such a fixed
cost level does appear to exist.

For this analysis, the amount spent in each TIowa county was plotted on
a graph according to population of the county (fig. 1). Each dot on fig. 1

represents a county and is placed so that it is above its population level
and across from its tax cost,

The dots on the graph form a fairly tight elongated pattern, indicating
there is a close relationship between population and local tax cost of county
government, A straight line drawn through the pattern of dots will intersect
the cost axis (vertical scale) at about $175,000., Analysis by mathematical
techniques also indicates the fixed cost of county government operation is
about $175,000 at zero population,

This analysis does not identify the specific items that make up the
fixed $175,000 cost of county operations. But logically, it would consist of
a courthouse and its required officials ready to serve the first person who
might come through the door for help of some kind, In addition to elected
officials, such as auditor, sheriff and treasurer, there must be a court
system ready to operate if a case had to be tried locally, a county extension
office ready to receive a caller, a county fair system that could operate a
fair, the minimum number of people required to administer a welfare program
should a recipient appear, and other county-wide operations readyto operate.
This analysis suggests that this system would require about $175,000 per year
to keep in operation.

Above the $175,000, the average additional cost for county programs is
$31.27 per person residing in the county. The $31.27 is the variable part
of county government cost. For any one typical county, the variable cost
($31.27) multiplied by the number of people served plus the fixed cost of
$§175,000 will give a close estimate of the total cost of that county govern-
ment in local tax funds for 1970. No county matched the formula exactly, but
large numbers of counties are close to the formula in their total property
tax levy. The few counties that deviate greatly from the formula tend to be
those that are either high or low in the number of optional servigces offered.

The cost pattern of county government differs from that of municipalities.
Counties are more expensive per person as population size decreases, while
smaller municipalities were less expensive per person than larger ones. It
appears that the slightly higher cost of small population counties for all
local governments after highway costs have been deducted (table 5) is due to
this higher cost per person for county government for the small population
counties., Still, in the counties with small population, the road cost burden
is the more serious problem.
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FIG. 1. Local property tax costs of countywide activi-
ties of county government in lowa in 1970.
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The county government cost formula can be used to estimate potential
savings from consolidation of counties. Each county eliminated could
produce a yearly operating savings of $175,000. One merger example is a
minimum change situation with only two typical small counties consolidating.
If these counties each had 7,000 population the cost of the specified func-
tions in each would have been almost $394,000 or almost $788,000 for the two
counties., The cost of the two-county operation would be almost $613,000
according to the formula. The computed saving 1is $175,000, which agrees
with the assumption that the fixed cost of one county operation is eliminated.
The saving 1is slightly over 22 percent of the total of two separate
operations. However, this saving is still only about four percent of the

total property tax levies for the two counties (if their other tax needs
are about average for their sizes).

A more extreme example is to assume consolidation of all Iowa counties
into 16 super-county or regional units. There would still be 16 fixed
cost amounts, but 83 of the 99 fixed cost amounts would be saved for a
total savings of $14.5 million. This seems a substantial amount, but it
is only slightly over 13 percent of the state total of the specified county

taxes paid in 1970. It is barely over 2 percent of all property taxes for
all purposes paid in Iowa in 1970,

Of course, other considerations are involved if county mergers are
contemplated. Private costs will be higher for those individuals who are
forced to travel farther. Former county seat towns will lose a payroll.

The county political party organizations may deteriorate. Finally, the merger
savings will not apply equally to all taxable property unless special
equalization arrangements are made.

School District Costs

An analysis of school programs, specifically elementary and secondary
education in the public schools, suggests a fixed cost and variable cost
formula similar to that for counties. Results of this analysis are still
preliminary and subject to revision, but the existence of a fixed cost
element seems certain.

The preliminary formula for school costs per district (1968-69 conditions)
is $200,000 fixed costs plus $400 variable costs per student. This formula
gives the 1968-69 minimum cost for a system with the lowest possible level
of teacher training and experience. Both the fixed and variable costs
increase as the level of teacher training and experience goes up.

This cost formula suggests possibilities for savings through school
reorganization, particularly if the school districts are small in student
numbers. Each district eliminated could produce a savings of about $200,000.
This formula does not consider transportation costs, however, which might
be increased after reorganization. In addition, the reorganized district
might use the savings to upgrade quality of teaching and equipment in the
new district rather than reduce costs. Though not yet complete, the education
study indicates school districts, like counties, tend to be more expensive
per person as size (number of students) decreases.
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Government Spending Versus Local Tax Burden

Local government finance may be studied from the standpoint of either
money spent or the local tax burden, Money spent for each service may be
a good measure of various government services produced, It may not be a good
measure of the cost of services to taxpayers of the local government unit,
Money spent may include other sources of revenue besides tax money raised
in the local district, There are three general sources of funds for govern-
ment--taxes from the district; charges, assessments and fees; and transfers
from other governments.

In Iowa, property tax is almost the only type of tax levied by local
governments, However, sales, income or other taxes could be levied locally
with appropriate changes in state laws, Charges to the users of a service
are the major source of revenue in operations such as county and city hospitals
and city-owned utilities.

Examples of transfers from other government are secondary road building
funds (state to local transfer), equalization aid for education (state to
local), special education services to surrounding school districts (local to
local) and care of county residents in state institutions (local to state).

Other examples of transfers are homestead and agricultural land tax
credits and grantsand aids of many kinds from state and federal government,
In some instances, there is a fine line between transfers and local district
taxes. A tax collected by the state and reallocated to local districts in
proportion to the tax collected is similar to a local tax.

Government spending often involves money from all three sources. However,
local government costs are often interpreted as only the local tax revenue,
or a combination of taxes and transfers. Understanding the three sources
and the possible combinations, may help reconcile conflicting figures that
may appear when comparisons are made between spending on a program and the
cost of operating a program to a local government.

State and Local Revenue Sharing Considerations

Revenue sharing from state to local levels--a subject receiving increas-
ing attention recently--brings about questions of fairness and equalization.
The use of a sales tax for municipal financing to partially replace property
tax has been advocated frequently. Some proponents suggest the tax should
be returned to the municipality where it is collected. Others suggest the
total sales tax for refund should be divided among the municipalities
according to population. Generally, but not always, the largest cities
would receive more money if the tax were returned to the place where it is
collected, Some of the smallest towns and some small cities adjacent to
large cities would do poorly under this allocation method. City leaders
might argue that since costs of government are higher in a city and since the
city must partially serve many rural and small town shoppers, the tax logi-
cally should go back to the point of collection.,
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Small town leaders might argue that most of the costs of government
are where people live and that they should get a return of the tax money
their away-from-home shoppers pay in the large city.

We have not attempted to determine what the method of allocation should
be. However, we have analyzed the potential revenue from a 1 percent
sales tax for all municipal governments over 500 population in Iowa under

the two methods of allocation. Appendix Table II shows the revenue to these
municipalities under 1968-69 conditions.

These are not the only possible allocation systems. A combination of

the two could be used with a portion of the tax to be allocated under
each system.

Income Tax for Schools

A similar problem arises if an income tax is used to finance school
districts., Would a school district be better off to levy its own income
tax for educational purposes? Or would it benefit more from a state equali-
zation aid distribution that includes state income tax money?

Appendix Table III compares the amount of income tax money returned to
each school district in 1969-70 and the amount the district would have
received if it could have kept the share of its income tax that was used
statewide as school equalization aid. Income tax money was returned to
schools by two routes under the state equalization program of 1969-70.

Each county school fund was given 40 percent of the income tax paid from
all districts of a county unit. This money, plus a designated amount of
property tax money, was paid to school districts of the county unit in
proportion to pupil numbers. State equalization aid was paid from the
general fund of the state.

Since this state equalization aid was approximately 25 percent of all
general fund expenditures (other than income tax refunds) it was assumed
that 25 percent of the 60 percent of the income tax that stayed in the general
fund was used for state equalization aid. Twenty-five percent of 60 percent
is equal to 15 percent of all of the income tax. By adding this 15 percent
to the 40 percent of the income tax ear-marked for the county equalization
funds, we calculate that 55 percent of the income tax money was used for
equalization aid to education in 1969-70, The state equalization aid was
distributed to school districts on the basis of relative wealth, pupil
numbers, expenditures per student, relative deficit after county equaliza-
tion aid and other factors. The amount of county and state equalization aid
originating from income tax is known and is reported for each district in
Appendix Table III (1970 formula). The amount of income tax paid from
each district is also known. If each district had been allowed to keep
the share (55 percent) of its income tax that was used for equalization
payments it would have had the amount shown in Table III. Table III gives
both amounts on a per pupil basis.
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Generally, rural districts receive more of the income tax revenue under
the 1970 formula than they pay. This is the opposite of the property tax
situation for educational purposes, where rural districts usually pay out
more than is required through the county equalization fund. Many county
situations are quite unique, varying with the over-all wealth of the county,
the presence or absence of a large private school enrollment, the presence
or absence of a large city district, the location on or away from a state
border which attracts commuters to the other side, and the presence or absence
of one or two districts which are either quite high or quite low in spending
per student,

Again, the research on allocation of revenue for schools is for informa-
tion purposes and does not give guidelines on what the state aid situation
should be or how income tax should be allocated for primary and secondary
education., But the two tables on sales and income tax allocation do illustrate
that local districts may have as much concern with the formula used in re-
allocating tax money as they have over the type of tax or what the rate should
be.

Some Possible Implications

A study such as this that looks only at the cost of government operation
cannot produce absolute conclusions. It would be necessary to know much
more about the quantity and quality of government output at various cost
levels, The cost information here is useful only if the reader has some
feel for the quantity and quality of varying sizes of local governmental
units,

In general, it appears that people who buy more services through govern-
ment are those who have higher incomes on the average. High income states
have higher government costs than low income states. Large cities, where
incomes are high, have higher costs than small towns where incomes are low.
It may be that people indirectly are demanding higher taxes in proportion
to the increased incomes. Or put another way, they are buying as many
services through government as they feel they can afford.

Sparsely populated areas face difficult decisions. County government
fixed costs per person could be reduced by $10 to $15 by mergers of two or
more counties. However, walk-in service would be farther away from many
people and some towns would lose the ''local courthouse industry.' The main-
tenance of small towns might keep local municipal government costs at the
lowest levels, but a collection of small towns does not provide a wide
range of retail, professional and community services which are already too
scarce in rural areas.

School districts are costly per pupil when pupil numbers are low, and
the range of educational offerings in small districts is narrow. A merging
of districts can produce some savings of fixed costs per pupil, although the
dollar savings probably will be put back into the school system to buy
more quality.
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Government cost patterns will continue to encourage suburban develop-
ments around major cities., Residential areas can escape sharing high govern-
ment costs of central business districts by being incorporated separately.
Unless some differential cost sharing arrangement between commercial and
residential property is made available, it is not likely that suburban
municipalities will have any interest in merging with major cities.,
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Sources of Statistical Information

The statistical information and analysis presented in the nine tables
of the main body and three tables of the appendix was obtained from the
sources listed below:

Table 1 U.S. Census Bureau Survey of Current Business

Table 2 National Tax Foundation and Iowa Department of Revenue

Table 3  Agricultural Experiment Station, Oklahoma State University
Table 4 U.S. Census Bureau Census of Governments

Table 5 U.S. Census Bureau Census of Governments

Table 6 U.S. Census Bureau Census of Governments

Table 7 U.S. Census Bureau Census of Governments

Table 8 U.S. Census Bureau Census of Governments

Table 9 Iowa Department of Revenue

Fig. 1 Iowa Department of Revenue and Extension Service, Iowa State

University

Table 1 Iowa Department of Revenue and Extension Service, Iowa State
University

Table II Iowa Department of Revenue, U.S. Census Bureau, Extension
Service,lowa State University and League of Iowa Municipalities

Table III Iowa Department of Revenue, Extension Service,lowa State
University, and Iowa Department of Public Instruction.
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Table I. Personal income changes and tax collection changes, by counties,

County

Percent Change
Personal
Income

1963 - 68

Percent Change

Income + Sales

+ Property Tax
1963 - 68

State

Adair
Adams
Allamakee
Appanoose
Audubon
Benton
Black Hawk
Boone
Bremer
Buchanan
Buena Vista
Butler
Calhoun
Carroll
Cass

Cedar
Cerro Gordo
Cherokee
Chickasaw
Clarke
Clay
Clayton
Clinton
Crawford
Dallas
Davis
Decatur

De laware

44

27
34
49
48
36
43
35
32
71
41
38
37
34
27
42
57
32
43
39
48
31
50
42
56
47
37
60
61

un
un

3.7
51
52
49
50
60
43
51
45
40
47
38
53
46
42
43
54
46
36
55
46
65
o
61
30
23
61

Percent Change
State Income

Percent Change
Sales Tax

1963-1968

Tax Paid Paid
1963 - 68 1963 - 68
134 133
146 125
163 108
163 118
132 2]
154 105
257 L15
112 144
120 105
203 141
166 134
148 115
164 117
149 123
121 108
145 116
189 138
122 120
172 118
155 j (6 B |
L5 129
115 119
179 135
127 140
189 118
144 125
141 i
169 106
197 129

Percent Change
Property Tax

Payable
1963 - 68 1968 - 70
(2 years)
31 21
21 16
23 17
33 6
33 22
38 0.2
31 25
33 21
25 20
21 21
22 35
15 14
28 23
18 20
28 22
22 17
19 21
17 25
33 16
25 27
16 17
34 20
27 17
39 31
20 33
41 18
14 21
7 10
41 15



Table I. Personal income changes and tax collection changes, by counties, 1963-1968, cont'd.

Percent Change  Percent Change Percent Change Percent Change Percent Change
Personal Income + Sales State Income Sales Tax Property Tax
Income + Property Tax Tax Paid Paid Payable

County 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1968 - 70

(2 years)
Des Moines 45 57 128 133 27 34
Dickinson 46 48 142 140 29 22
Dubuque 40 96 113 164 69 35
Emme t 34 53 128 107 36 11
Fayette 47 39 163 128 15 31
Floyd 33 31 123 117 9 27
Franklin 16 37 125 113 18 29
Fremont 34 36 104 80 27 11
Greene 29 28 122 104 11 36
Grundy 45 50 179 129 30 24
Guthrie 54 31 186 94 14 11
Hamilton 34 40 138 98 23 18
Hancock 44 46 190 127 28 16
Hardin 55 36 204 132 2 36
Harrison 40 44 132 98 29 22
Henry 59 67 174 127 40 22
Howard 57 45 186 119 23 41
Humboldt 33 56 124 112 42 16 |
Ida 34 35 163 97 17 20
ILowa 47 55 158 130 33 22
Jackson 38 50 152 115 30 17
Jasper 33 58 116 127 38 20
Jefferson 30 60 113 98 46 8
Johnson 61 94 154 180 65 44
Jones 49 44 177 127 19 26
Keokuk 42 39 167 86 23 15
Kossuth 26 47 127 115 30 14
Lee 37 51 121 123 29 13
Linn 44 71 125 133 48 16
Louisa 52 52 159 114 34 21

Lucas 30 40 105 118 21 23
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Personal income changes and tax collection changes, by counties,

Table T.
Percent Change

Personal

Income
County 1963 - 68
Lyon 40
Madison 49
Mahaska 27
Marion 40
Marshall 42
Mills 35
Mitchell 41
Monona 32
Monr oe 33
Montgomery 34
Muscatine 48
O'Brien 27
Osceola 9
Page 30
Palo Alto 3§
Plymouth 50
Pocahontas 26
Polk 39
Pottawattamie 38
Poweshiek 37
Ringgold 49
Sac 39
Scott 46
Shelby 52
Sioux 39
Story 47
Tama 42
Taylor 60
Union 43
Van Buren 40
Wapello 26
Warren 55

Percent Change
Income + Sales

Percent Change
State Income

Percent Change

Sales Tax

1963 - 1968, cont'd.

Percent Change
Property Tax

+ Property Tax Tax Paid Paid Payable
1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1968 - 70
| (2 years)
37 175 100 20 24
44 153 113 28 27
50 121 109 31 18
43 134 116 18 20
52 125 120 29 29
43 111 102 31 13
52 164 105 33 24
20 129 101 2 33
41 137 92 28 19
43 135 114 19 18
63 137 129 38 29
54 114 88 41 5
41 97 87 29 26
48 1517 100 28 18
49 152 94 36 20
56 180 109 35 21
45 126 113 28 13
56 117 138 28 19
51 74 114 37 20
49 145 113 30 15
30 173 102 16 16
49 167 125 28 21
70 121 136 45 29
61 204 126 39 29
55 160 119 34 14
/1 138 153 43 28
62 161 116 46 17
22 190 98 7 12
52 142 122 30 17
35 158 92 19 14
39 88 111 19 8
43 166 141 20 31



Table I. Personal income changes and tax collection changes, by counties, 1963 - 68, cont'd.

Percent Change Percent Change Percent Change Percent Change Percent Change
Personal Income + Sales State Income Sales Tax Property Tax
Income + Property Tax Tax Paid Paid Payable
County 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1963 - 68 1968 - 70
A (2 years)
Washington 47 58 159 128 37 *.5
Wayne 36 32 128 98 17 22
Webster 26 59 96 131 38 3
Winnebago 78 45 257 109 17 24
Winneshiek 37 47 149 120 27 32
Woodbury 32 44 104 124 17 18
Worth 28 37 146 95 25 16
Wright 32 45 130 113 25 20
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TABLE II. Potential yield of a one (1) percent sales tax for Iowa municipal
governments under two methods of allocation, 1968-69 conditions.

Tax Uniform Statewide
Allocated Where Per Capita
Collected 7 Allocation
County; Town Per Millage Per Millage
or City Capita Equivalent Capita Equivalent
Yield Yield
ADAIR
Adair $26.15 21.749 S21.57 17.933
Fontanelle 17.96 17327 4 RS 20,805
Greenfield 30.06 21,480 2157 15.409
Other Towns 18.83 2159
AD AMS
Corning 25.12 22.546 2107 19.354
Other Towns 4.49 21.57
ALLAMAKEE
Lansing $17.45 20.113 $21.57 24,861
New Albin 14.87 19.249 2L a5 27 .920
Postville 31,72 21.441 2Ea57 14,576
Waukon 24,29 20.115 21,57 17.861
Other 8.99 21,57
APPANOOSE
Centerville $23.76 17..197 S21. 57 15.608
Cincinnati 5.02 14,668 21.57 62.991
Moravia 12,08 14.797 2157 26.419
Moulton 9.62 18.726 2L, 57 41,968
Mystic 350 10.358 21.57 63.914
Other Towns Y75 21,57
AUBUBON
Audubon $25.48 16,456 S21.57 13.927
Exira 14,22 10.615 21 :57 16,097
Other Towns 13.00 2157
BENTON
Atkins $ 8.42 7.349 $21:57 18.826
Belle Plaine 19.78 15::581 2157 16 .984
Blairstown 20.76 14,507 21,57 15.069
Keystone 28.98 16,958 215 57 12.619
Norway 1277 12.441 2157 21.018
Shellsburg 5.99 6.720 2157 24,213
Urbana 8.62 11.878 21,57 29,733
Van Horne 11.74 8.258 2157 15,175
Vinton 22,64 16.823 21557 16.023
Other Towns 10,56 21,57

=94 =



TABLE II. Potential yield of one (1) percent sales tax for Iowa municipal
governments under two methods of allocation, 1968-69 conditions,

s continued. s ed e S
Tax Uniform Statewide
Allocated Where Per Capita
Collected Allocation
County; Town Per MiTlage Per Millage
or City Capi ta Equivalent Capita Equivalent
Yield Yield
BLACK HAWK
Cedar Falls 533,01 10,128 §21.57 16.783
Dunkerton 1 L P 15.524 21557 18.841
Elk Run Hts. .38 5.081 257 287.861
Evansdale 1272 19.068 21.57 32,342
Gilbertville 8.44 10,103 21.57 25,824
Hudson .05 9.553 2157 14.664
LaPorte City 14,62 12,246 2157 18.061
Waterloo 19.91 10.530 21,57 11.408
Other Towns 24,03 2L Dif
BOONE
Boone $17.67 12.899 52157 15738
Madrid 16.21 16.627 21.57 22, 119
Ogden 16.76 11.869 2157 15,278
Other Towns 7.52 21 .57
BREMER
Denver 18.60 |0 | 2157 18.287
Janesville 12,03 11.787 Z 157 21,126
Read lyn 23 v 32 13.966 21,57 12,913
Sumner 22.60 17.429 20857 16.634
Tripoli 18.70 14,048 21.57 16.204
Waverly 20,06 12.409 /i LT 13.342
Other Towns 12,67 21.57
BUCHANAN
Fairbank 18.10 12.360 21 .57 14,723
Hazleton 8.77 13.484 21.5 33.148
Independence 20,27 17.629 21.57 17.874
Jesup 13.82 12,660 21,57 19,761
Lamont 14,72 20.679 21 oD 30,306
Winthrop 16 .42 14.426 23597 18.946
Other Towns 9.74 2157
BUENA VISTA
Albert City $23.11 13,763 B2Y1.87 12,844
Alta 17 .43 12.984 21,57 16,063
Marathon 12, 16 L8157 21.57 24,405
Newell 16.86 12,760 21.57 16,326
Sioux Rapids 18.29 13.465 2159 15.880
Storm Lake 28.25 15.143 21,57 11.562
Other Towns 6.36 21.57
- O
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TABLE II. Potential yield of one (1) percent sales tax for lowa municipal
governments under two methods of allocation, 1968-69 conditions,

continued,

Tax Uniform Statewide

Allocated Where Per Capita
Collected Allocation
County, Town Per Millage Per Millage
or City Capita Equivalent Capita Equivalent
Yield Yield

BUTLER

Allison AT 25.418 | 20557 14.506
Aplington 17.43 13.042 21,57 16.132
Clarksville 14,76 152327 Za s 22,397
Dumont 18.00 15.664 21057 18 271
GCreene 26.37 17.805 2557 14,558
New Hartford 11.82 13.933 2057 25.432
Parkersburg 19.72 14.995 2157 16 .400
Shell Rock 10.81 bl 257 2L 22.461
Other Towns 9.16 24557

CALHOUN
Lake Citvy 222 19,396 21,57 18.783
Lohrville 7.06 6.356 21.57 19,427
Manson 15.76 L1951 2457 16,350
Pomeroy 15.49 14, 146 210257 19,701
Rockwell City 21,06 14,182 21,57 14.523
Other Towns 18.35 23157

CARROLL
Breda 11.36 10,631 2L 20 175
Coon Rapids 22.45 16.301 7 BRES 1T 15.659
Carroll 25.86 15.574 2k 57 12.986
Glidden 15,91 i3 G| 2 1.5 15.959
Manning 19530 13,705 4 DR 15,318
Other Towns 15502 25

CASS
Anita 15.97 15.994 21 ¢ 21.602
Atlantic 30.52 20.380 2157 14,400
Griswold 23.95 2o 2L.51 19,552
Lewis 5 .81 79952 2, 28.013
Other Towns 11.81 2157

CEDAR

Clarence 18.87 11143 2 LS 12,738
Durant 17.88 F1e323 A BT 135657
Lowden 21,07 13,913 2157 14239
Mechanicsville 14, 56 14,483 21.57 21.451
Stanwood 19,19 172225 21 e 19,363
Tipton 27.99 22.623 21.57 17 .429
West Branch 14.81 13.462 21,57 19.602
Other Towns 24,52 51 ST
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TABLE II. Potential yield of one (1) percent sales tax for lowa municipal
governments under two methods of allocation, 1968-69 conditions,

continued. , a
Tax Uniform Statewide
Allocated Where Per Capita
Collected Allocation
County; Town Per Millage Per Millage
or City Capita Equivalent Capita Equivalent
Yield Yield
CERRO GORDO
Clear Lake $18.51 10.838 S21.,57 12,625
Mason City 24 .43 12,808 21.57 11,305
Rockwell 1133 9.456 21,5 17 .999
Ventura 302 19,668 <3 R 120.661
Other Towns 11.70 21,57
CHEROKEE
Aurelia $10.43 7.269 S2L.57 15.029
Cherokee 22,40 16.421 21427 15.810
Marcus 18.80 12.706 21.57 14.579
Other Towns 18.83 2l st .
CHICKASAW
Fredericksburg 20.62 11.068 2057 11,578
Lawler 24X TS 21,181 20,57 21,001
Nashua 14 .60 L2 27 21,57 16,589
New Hampton 25435 18,572 21.57 15.798
Other Towns 12.94 2:1 .57
CLARKE
Murray 8.41 12.264 21.57 31.435
Osceola 25.87 22.969 % P 19,147
Other Towns 4.33 23X, 57
CLAY
Everly 22.61 16.819 205 37 16.041
Peterson i W . 20, 166 2157 18,720
Spencer 28.56 15.856 20 5.5 11973
Other Towns 8.62 4 LT
CLAYTON
Edgewood 3L .67 26 .090 Z1, 57 17.765
Elkader 41.65 30.181 2z 517 15.623
Garnavillo 122 16 9.987 21 o5 L3
Guttenberg 19,32 19,621 257 21.900
McGregor 10.95 12.838 21,57 25, 297
Marquette 8.93 14,627 20, 57 X 1 W
Monona 18.03 13.463 251 16.101
Strawberry Point 17 .86 15.640 /8 T 18,884
Other Towns 9,88 7 Bl s
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TABLE II. Potential yvield of one (1) percent sales tax for lowa municipal
governments under two methods of allocation, 1968-69 conditions,

continued. =
Tax Uniform Statewide
Aljocated Where Per Capita
Collected Allocation
County; Town Per Millage Per Millage
or City Capita Equivalent Capita Equivalent
Yield Yield
CLINTON
Camanche S 6.85 25.076 $21.,57 78.969
Clinton 19.13 10807 21257 13,029
De lmar 3,50 4,898 21,57 30,183
DeWitt 29515 17.833 21,57 15.293
Grand Mound 8.80 7.976 24,57 19. 544
Lost Nation 17.42 16.629 21257 20,591
Wheatland 21.65<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>