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Report 

of the 

Ccmnission on City-county Relationships 

Richroond, Virginia 

January, 1975 

To: Honorable Mills E. Godwin, Jr .• , Governor of Virginia 

and 

The C£neral Assembly of Virginia 

PARI' I 

INI'RCOT.Cl'ICN 

By the terms of Chapter 234 of the 1971 Acts of Assembly, the City­

County Relationships Ccmnission was created to consider and report on 

natters involving city-county relationships, including studies on an­

nexation, the incorporation of certain counties, the independent city 

systan and other natters in connection therewith. The Ccmnission was

continued by Chapter 539 of the 1974 Acts of Assembly which reads as 

follows: 



CHAPI'ER 539 

An Act to amend and reenact Chapter 234 of the Acts of Assembly of 1971, 
relating to the =eation of a ccmnission to study city-county 
relationships and appropriating funds. 

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia: 

1. That Chapter 234 of the Acts of Assembly of 1971 is anended and

reenacted as follows: 

§ 1 .  The General Assembly finds and declares that the econanic,

social and political welfare, and the ability to provide services on a 

planned and continuing basis, are essential to the well-being of the 

counties and cities of this Comronwealth. SUch political subdivisions 

must not only take actions which are designed to further their interests 

but must also give due consideration to the implications of such actions 

upon the camonwealth as a whole. 

The General Assembly further finds and declares that the situation 

currently confronting.the Carrnonwealth involving the counties of Henrico 

and Chesterfield and the city of Richrrond, in particular, and other 

political subdivisions in general, has grave underlying implications which 

far transcend the local interests involved. In this instance, action 

must now be avoided which would have irreversible, and possibly adverse, 

effects upon the developnent of the localities of Virginia. To avoid 

that result is one objective of this legislation. 

§ 2. There is hereby =eated a carrnission on city-county relations.

The Cornnission shall be canposed of thirteen persons of whom six shall be 

appointed by the speaker of the House of Delegates, including not less than 

� from the rnanbership of the House Ccmnittee on Counties, Cities and 

Towns, three shall be appointed by the President of the Senate, including 

2 



not less than two fran the manbership of the Senate Ccmnittee on Counties, 

Cities and Towns, and four shall be appointed by the Governor fran the 

State at large. The Ccmnission shall elect its own Chairman •. The manber­

ship of the Ccmnission as it exists on the effective date of this act shall 

continue insofar as practicable. In the event any manber is unable to 

serve, the successor shall be chosen as in the original appointment.of 

such rcember. The Ccmnission shall rrake an interim report to the Governor 

and General Assembly no later than Decanber one, nineteen huoored seventy­

one, and shall conclude its study and rrake its final report to the Governor 

and General Assembly, upon the matters hereinafter set out, not later 

than December one, nineteen hurrlred seventy-four. 

§ 3. Arcong other matters, the Ccmnission shall consider the following;

(a) Whether annexation is the appropriate technique to use for the

addition of territory to cities and towns, and, if not, what techniques are 

available and might be anployed; 

(b) What changes in the annexation statutes soould be made and

with what purpose in mind; 

(c) Whether counties should be given the right to becare incorporated

as cities as they attain certain characteristics, and by what method and 

criteria such characteristics soould be evaluated and determined; 

(d) Whether the systen of independent cities which exists in this

Camonwealth should be modified or abolished and, if so, how such could be 

accarplished. 

In all of the foregoing, the Ccmnission shall give particular con­

sideration to the carplexities and essential :inpiications of the Henrico­

Chesterfield-Riclmond county-city problems and it shall consider how its
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findings might apply in other political subdivisions of the State, in 

particular, the metropolitan areas of Northern Virginia, Roanoke Valley 

and Harrpton Roads. 

§ 4. All agencies of the State shall assist the Ccmnission upon

request and the several colleges and universities supported by the State 

are requested to make available staff and services to it in order that the 

Ccmnission will be well supplie:l with infonra.tion and propose:l solutions 

to the problems M1ich it must consider. 

Ill 5. The members of the Ccmnission shall receive a per dian allowance 

of thirty-five dollars for each day or any part·thereof devoted to their 

duties as menbers of the Ccmnission and, in addition, shall be reimburse:l 

for their expenses incurred in the discharge of their duties. 

2. Beginning February one, nineteen hundre:l seventy-one and tenninating

January one, nineteen hundre:l seventy hundre:l seventy-six, no city charter 

shall be granted or care into force in any county Ml.ich adjoins a city of 

ITCre than one hundred twenty-five thousand population, and for and during 

such time, no annexation suit shall be instituted against such county; 

an annexation suit against such county institute:l during such time shall 

be staye:l; provide:l, hc,,,/ever, that an annexation suit against such county 

institute:l and pending prior to February one, nineteen hundre:l seventy-one, 

shall not be staye:l and such procee:lings may continue in any such suit; 

prov:ide:l, h:Mever, that the foregoing shall not prohibit the institution 

of an annexation proceeding for the purpose of :inplementing annexation 

involving such county, the extent, terms and conditions of Mlich have been 

agree:l upon by such county and a city or by such county and a town. 
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3. In order to provide funds for the purposes of this act, there is hereby

appropriated fran the General Fund of the State treasury the sum of fifty 

thousand dollars to be expended for the purposes set forth herein. The 

Conmission is authorized to employ and compensate therefran such professional, 

expert and secretarial services as it may require. 

4. An anergency exists and this act is in force fran its passage.

Pursuant to the terms of. the study directive; thirteen irembers were

appointed to the Ccmnission. The irembers appointed by the Governor to 

serve on the Ccmnission were Wiley F. Mitchell, Jr., Alexandria; Millard B. 

Rice, Phenix; Wendell P. Russell, Petersburg; and Ronald R. W::>rkrnan, 

Lynchburg. Dr. Wendell P. Russell resigned during the course of the 

deliberations of the Ccmnission. Mr. Edward L. Felton, SUffolk, was 

appointed to. serve on the Ccmnission and fill the vacancy. The Speaker of 

the· House of Delegates appointed Delegates Willis M. Anderson, Roanoke; 

Robert B. Ball, Sr., Richm:md; c. Russell Burnette, Rustburg; L. Cleaves 

Manning, Portsrouth; Thanas J. Michie, Charlottesville; and G. R. C. Stuart, 

Abingdon. Messrs. Anderson, Burnette and Stuart did not return to the 

House of Delegates during the course of the study but continued to participate 

in the deliberations of the Ccmnission. The President of the Senate appointed 

Senators Peter K. Baba.las, Norfolk; William A. Truban, W::>odstock; and 

George M. warren, Bristol. Senator Baba.las resigned during the course of 

the study and Senator Russell I. Townsend, Chesapeake was appointed to 

fill the vacancy. 

Mr. G. R. C. Stuart was elected to serve as Chairman of the Ccmnission, 

and Senator George M. Warren, Jr., served as Vice-Olairman of the Ccmnission. 

5 



Fran the, outset, members of the Corrmission were aware that the

complexity of the matters designated by the Act of Assembly creating the 

Corrmission and the :impact of the carrnission' s study were of such magnitude 

and :importance that a full-time staff should be al\Ployed to assist the 

Corrmission in its study. This full-time staffing was provided by Dr. 

Clifton McCleskey, Director, Institute of Governrrent of the University of 

Virginia; Michaux H. Wilkinson, Research Assistant, Institute of Governrrent; 

and G. Gregory Raab, Resea=h Assistant, Institute of Governrrent. 

G. William White, Jr., c. M. conner, Jr. and Cheryl c. Booker of the

Division of Legislative Services were assigned to provide additional 

assistance to the carrnission in carrying out its directives. 
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PARI' II 

THE COMMISSION AND ITS CHARGE 

By act of the General Assanbly in 1971 this Carrnission was established 

to consider again the status of relations between Virginia's cities and 

counties. It is not surprising that since 1950 the Ccrmonwealth has re­

peatedly studied the status of interlocal relations in the state, for the 

rapidity of social, political, and technological change in this era has 

constantly denanded a reassessment of our goverrmental institutions.1 The

continuous attention devoted by Virginia to the study of its local govern­

ments attests to the state's recognition of their vital role in contemp:,rary 

society and to the state's detemri.nation to facilitate their adaptation to 

=ent needs. 

This Carrnission was directed by the General Assanbly to consider prin­

cipally four questions: 

1. whether annexation is the appropriate technique to use for the
addition of territory to cities and towns, and if not, what
techniques are available and might be employed;

2. what changes in the annexation statutes should be made and with
what purpose in mind;

3. whether counties should be given the right to bec:cme incorporated
as cities as they attain certain characteristics, and by what
nethod and criteria such characteristics should be evaluated and
determined; and

4. whether the system of independent cities which exists in this
Ccrmonwealth should be m:xlified or abolished and, if so, how
such could be accarplished.2 

1since 1950 the General Assembly has created a number of study groups
to consider the question of boundary change and interlocal relations in 
Virginia. Four of those study groups were: the Carrnission to Study Urban 
Growth (1950) , the Virginia Advisory Legislative Council study of annex­
ation statutes (1962), the Virginia Metropolitan Areas Study Carrnission 
(1966), and the Carrnission to Study Problems of the Expansion of the 
Boundaries of Richrrond (1969). 

2va. Acts, 1971, ch. 234, pp. 466-67. 



While the Ccmnission was requested to give particular consideration 

"to the corrplexities and essential implications of the Henri=-Chesterfield­

Richm::md county-city problems," it was also asked to consider how its pro­

posals for that area might apply throughout the state in general. To 

provide an environrrent conducive to the Ccmnission's study, the General 

Assembly prohibited city-initiated annexations and the granting of city 

charters to counties contiguous to cities until January 1, 1976.3

Although this Ccmnission was authorized by the General Assembly in 1971, 

a delay in the selection of the governor's appointees resulted in the post­

ponerent of its actual establishr!Ent for a full year. Due to this delay and 

to the magnitude of its responsibilities, the Ccmnission requested in its 

interim report, sul:rnitted to the preceding session of the General Assembly, 

an extension of its final reporting date until December 1, 1974. The 

extension was granted and,accordingly, this report is now sul:rnitted.4

Current Status of City-county Relations in Virginia 

For two years this Ccmnission has heard test:i.rrony fran public officials, 

professionals involved in many aspects of interlocal relations in Virginia, 

noted authorities on local governm:mt fran other states, and other interested 

parties. While the Corrmission rrenbers themselves have had long and varied 

involverent in the public affairs of the camonwealth, the deliberations of 

this body have afforded them an increased awareness of the carplexities and 

political realities of interlocal relations in Virginia. The Ccmnission wishes 

3The 1971 act provided a rroratorium on annexation and the granting of
city charters to counties only in those areas where counties adjoined cities 
having a population of nore than 125,000. A 1972 enactment extended the 
noratorium to cover all counties and cities with the exception of those 
localities with annexation suits in progress (Acts, 1972, ch. 712). 

4 
Acts, 1974, ch. 539. 
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to acknowledge its debt to the many public officials and citizens who have 

shared their =cems and per,spectives with it. 

The carmission �11 l.lllderstands the imrensity of its char.ge, for there 

are few aspects of local goverment and public policy that are not affected 

by the questions it has been asked to consider. The continuance of the 

independent city system, the propriety of annexation as a rrethod of boundary 

change, the suitability of the judicial process for evaluating proposed 

annexations, and the appropriateness of the incorporation of COl.lllties as 

cities are issues of considerable magnitude. These issues have dananded and 

have received careful analysis by this carmission. 

The general problens and conditions which currently impinge upon inter­

local relations in Virginia, and which gave rise to this carmission, were 

reviewed in our interim report. However, it may be appropriate to note again 

here sane of these conditions. The adaptation of COl.ll'lty government and its 

acquired capacity to provide urban services, the social and econanic problems 

confronting a number of Virginia localities, the protracted and costly nature 

of sane recent annexation suits, the increased suspicion regarding the 

purpose of boundary change, and the continuing emergence of new problems 

requiring regional consideration·and interlocal cooperation all made it 

apparent to the General Assembly that it was necessary to examine again ·the 

status of interlocal relations in the Ccmronwealth. In sum, this Conmission 

has been asked to consider how our institutions and political processes 

might be beneficially adapted in response to these conterrporary conditions. 

An Approach to the.Problem 

The rec:cmrendations of this carmission, presented in the pages 

which follow, are founded upon several premises. It is important 
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that these premises be explicitly stated in this report so that the fundarrental 

principles which have guided this Conmission' s inquiry are made known to the 

citizens of the Camonwealth. The Conmission feels that these 

premises provide sound direction to the state for addressing the problems 

of interlocal relations in Virginia. 

First, the Conmission believes that the social and econanic well-being 

of Virginia localities cannot be left solely to local capacity and initiative. 

The state, having the ultimate constitutional responsiliility for local 

goverrnrent, is obligated to guide and assist the develoi:m=nt of its political 

subdivisions. It is evident to this Conmission that, as expressed in the 

act authorizing this body, problems conf=nting localities may well have 

"grave underlying implications which far transcend the local interests 

involved." The state should not, and indeed cannot, rerrain aloof fran the 

problems of its localities. 

The state must exercise its recognized constitutional authority and 

responsiliility to assure that all of its local governments have the capacity to m:iet 

the needs of their residents. To the extent· that a locality cannot adequately 

house and provide for the basic social welfare needs of its populace, neighboring 

jurisdictions and the state generally are adversely affected. To the extent 

that a locality fails to offer all its citizens an envi=nment conducive to 

the higher hUlll3I1 aspirations, the welfare of that region and the camon-

wealth suffers. Further, where regional p=blems go urnret due to insufficient 

interlocal cooperation or inadequate local resources, the consequences often 

extend far beyond the imrediate localities. This Conmission' s endorse-

rrent of the premise of state responsiliility for local government does not 

.suggest a radical new departure for state policy, since Virginia has long 

recognized and accepted such responsiliility for its localities. The 
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assertion of this premise here is intended only to acknCMledge and to 

reaffinn that state responsibility. 

Second, this Ccmnission holds that the state must deal equitably with 

its local govemrnents. While this principle, too, has long been endorsed 

in Virginia, its continued application may require adjustrrents in various 

state policies and programs. F.quity requires rrore than the equal, identical 

treatrrent of localities; it necessitates allowances for their unique needs 

and circumstances. Thus, the state should be attentive to the significant 

changes which have taken place in sare Virginia localities. First, the state 

rrust recognize that the distinction in the characteristics, services provided, 

and responsibilities bome by cities and certain urban counties in Virginia 

is nCM quite limited. There is little justification for discriminating 

between such.counties and cities with respect to the legal authority they 

are granted or the services and aid they receive from the state. Second, 

the state IIUlSt recognize the inordinate social welfare burdens of sorre 

Virginia localities resulting from.the concentration of the poor and the 

elderly within their boundaries. F.quity suggests that the state continue to pursue 

policies designed to discourage such concentrations. Further, programs for state 

assistance and financial aid to local governments should generally include 

consideration of local need, effort, and ability. This Conrnission believes 

that state attention to the inequities vmich have developed in the treat-

nent of local govemrnents can both reduce the friction associated with 

boundary change and :irrprove interlocal relations in general. 

Third, this Ccmnission believes that there are appropriate population 

levels for the provision of various governmental services and that state 

policy toward boundary change and interlocal relations should be guided 

accordingly. Numerous studies suggest that various public services may be 

rrore efficiently and effectively provided by jurisdictions of different 
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population size. 
5 When governments attempt to provide services for which

they are either too large or too small, inefficiency and ineffectiveness can 

result. The state should endeavor to facilitate the provision of public 

services by jurisdictions of appropriate size. Where services can be I!Dre 

efficiently and effectively provided in larger geographic areas or for 

larger populations, state policy should en=urage functional cooperation 

and consolidation. conversely, this Corrmission believes that local govern­

ments may becorre too large in population to administer properly public 

services and to rreet the needs of their residents. Thus, Virginia policy 

tooard boundary change should seek to avoid the limitless growth of 

localities. Finally, the state, recognizing the growing demands on local 

government and the ever increasing cost of the services it.must provide, 

should require careful consideration of proposals for the creation of new 

units of government. The state should discourage creating new governments 

and avoid rendering existing ones incapable of adequately providing the 

essential public services entrusted to than. Proposed new units of govern­

ment must be critically.appraised with respect to their capacity to perfonn 

essential services and with respect to the irrpact they will have on the fiscal 

ability of existing governments. 

In summary, this Carmission holds that the state should continue to 

exercise its constitutional responsibility for local government, it should 

strive to maintain the equity of state policies and programs with respect 

to its localities, and it should recognize the varying canpetence of local 

5
see Advisocy Corrmission Intergovernmental Relations, Governmental 

Functions and Processes: local and Areawide, Vol. r:v, Substate Regionalism 
and the Federal System (Washington: u.s. Governm2nt Printing Office, 1974), 
particularly Chapter r:v, "conceptual considerations in the Assignment of 
Functions." see also Robert L. Bish and Vincent Ostrom, Understanding 
Urban Government: Metropolitan Refonn Reconsidered (Washington: Anerican 
Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 1973). 
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governments to provide public services. The Ccmnission believes that these 

premises provide appropriate guidance for addressing the current problems 

confronting interlocal relations in Virginia. The specific recamendations 

which follow are founded on these premises. 
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PARI' III 

RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE COMMISSION

The recamendations of the Ccmnission on City-county Relations are 

presented below. A discussion of each recarmendation follows in Part III 

of this report. 

Jrmn.mity fran Annexation and City Incorporation for Qualifying COUnties 

1. The Grant of Irrrnunity

Qualifying counties should be granted:

a. irrmunity fran involuntary city annexation, except that this
inmunity will not preclude annexation by neans of Section 15.1-
1034 of the COde (i.e., by petition of 51 percent of the qualified
voters of an area) ;

b. inmunity fran the incorporation of new cities;

c. the authority, notwithstanding Section 15.1-967 (6) of the COde,
to pennit a comnunity of 10,000 persons or nore, with the approval
of the county governing body, to petition the court for town
status in accordanae with the existing·provisions of law.

2. The Criteria for Irrrnunity

The criteria for county :imnunity should be;

a. a population exceeding 25,000 persons and an average density of at least
200 persons per square mile, based on the latest United States
Census or on a special census conducted under court supervision;

b. a detennination that the urban areas of the county are currently,
being provided with urban services of a quality carp;irable to
those offered by cities in that geographic region of the state;

c. a detennination that the county will be able to neet efficiently
and effectively the anticipated public service needs of its urban
residents;

d. a detennination that the interests of the state in the area are served in
granting a county the irrmuirlty previously defined.



3. The Procedure for Obtaining Immmity

County :i.rmtunity should be granted in the following manner:

a. any county nay enter a plea of :i.rmtunity in any judicial proceeding
for annexation or new city incorporation. If, in the opinion of
the court, the county meets the criteria established for such
:i.rmtunity, the proceeding against it should be dismissed. The plea
of :i.rmtunity should be heard and decided by the court before any
other evidence is presented.

b. any county nay initiate a procedure to establish :i.rmtunity by the
adoption of an ordinance petitioning the circuit court of that
jurisdiction. The plea of :i.rmtunity should be decided by a court
ca1prised of three judges fran rat0te judicial circuits as herein­
after proposed for annexation cases; however, in cases which are
not contested by any other political subdivision or by any inter­
venor, the'question of county :i.rmtunity should be decided by the
local circuit court judge. The procedure, including the adoption
of the ordinance petitioning the court for :i.rmtunity, the publication
and service of notice, the rules for the introduction of evidence,
the utilization by the court of the expertise of state agencies, and
the provisions for additional parties and appeal, should be s:irnilar
to that provided in annexation cases. However, in a proceeding
for county :i.rmtunity the requirarent as to service of notice should
apply to all contiguous cities and all towns within or contiguous
to the county; the requirarent as to publication of notice and
ordinance should apply only within the petitioning county.

c. a county once granted this :i.rmtunity should thereafter retain such :i.rmtunity.

Mxlifications of the Annexation Statutes 

1. The Availability of Independent Expert Advice

The annexation court should be given the authority to direct appropriate
state agencies to corrpile data, to present evidence and exhibits, and
otherwise to assist the court in considering a proposed·annexation.

2. A Trial on the Merits

a. Section 15.1-1046 of the Code should be anended to provide that no
proceeding shall fail because of a defect, irrperfection, or anission
in the annexation ordinance or in the pleadings which does not affect
the substantial rights of the parties, or any other technical or
procedural defect, irrperfection, · or error. The court should at any
time allow arnendrcalt of the annexation ordinance, the pleadings, or
make any other order necessary to ensure the hearing of the case on
its nerits.
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b. Section 15.1-1055 of the COde should be aroonded so that the tine
limitations placed on annexation proceedings by its provisions cannot
be invoked by reason of the dismissal of any suit for lack of
jurisdiction or where any suit otheI:Wise fails to receive a hearing
on its merits; provided, however, that a rmmicipally-initiated an­
nexation suit which is dismissed on the notion of that rmmicipality should
invoke the tine limitations established therein to nm fran the
date of order of dismissal.

3. The Division of Annexation Cases

The annexation court should be pennitted, in its discretion, to receive 
evidence only as to the issue of necessity and expediency and render
a decision on this issue before receiving evidence on any other pertinent 
issue. If the court determines to follow this procedure, it should notify 
the parties at the pretrial conference. If the court elects
to try first the issue of necessity and expediency, and a rrajority
of the court finds for the rroving party, it would then receive evidence on 
all other issues. If not, the case would be dismissed. If the
court finds for the rroving party on the issue of necessity and expediency, 
it should be pennitted, after a review of all the evidence presented in 
the case, to alter or reverse its initial decision on this issue as the 
equities of the case dictate.

4. Tine Llmit for Intervenors

Annexation courts should be directed to fix a tine when any person 
desiring to intervene must file his pleading, and no person should
be pennitted to intervene after that tine except for gcxx:1 cause.
A copy of the notice establishing the tine by which an intervenor
rrust file his pleading should be published at least once a week for
for two successive weeks in sane newspaper of general circulation
in the annexing rmmicipality and in the county whose territory is 
affected.

5. COrnpositian of the Court

The present provision governing the canposition of annexation courts 
should be rrodified so that all three judges care fran rerrote judicial 
circuits; provided, however, that in uncontested cases the court
nay be corrprised solely of the judge of the circuit court of the county 
within which the territory proposed for annexation lies.

6. Factors in Annexation Proceedings

a. general state interests

Section 15.1-1041 of the Code should be amended to provide
that the court shall detennine the necessity for and expediency
of annexation, considering the best interests of the state,
the county, the city or town, and the best interests, services
to be rendered, and the needs of the area proposed to be annexed, and 
the best interests of the remaining portion of the county. 
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b. public services and general state intersts

In considering the interests of the parties in an annexation
proceeding, the court should be directed to consider:

(i) the need in the area p=p::>sed for annexation for, but not
limited to, the following urban services:

sewage treatirent
water
solid waste collection and disp::>sal
public planning
subdivision regulation and zoning
crbne prevention and detection
fire prevention and p=tection
public recreational facilities
library facilities
curbs, gutters, sidewalks, storm drains
street lighting;

(ii) the level of such urban services gen�ally associated with
areas of similar density in rmmicipalities in close p=ximity;

(iii) the current relative level of services provided by the county
and the city or town;

(iv) the· efforts by the county and the city or town to comply with
applicable state p::>licies with respect to envi=nmental
P=tection, public planning, education, public transp::>rtation,
housing or other state p::>licies declared by the General Assembly.

c. ccmrnmity of interests

The annexation court should consider the "corcmunity of interests"
which may or may not exist am:mg the affected areas. Ccmmmity of
interests should be understood to include consideration of natural
neighborhoods, natural and rran-Ill:ide boundaries, the similarity of
service needs and life-styles, and the degree of p::>litical, scx::ial,
and economic integration of the areas involved.

d. cooperative agreerrents and joint activities

cooperative agreerrents and joint activities undertaken by localities
should not be deaned a factor in any annexation proceeding; however,
annexation courts should be authorized to weigh the refusal by any
locality to pursue cooperative agreements in good faith. Interlocal
cooperative agreerrents should be viewed as a p=per provision of
governmental services:in an economical and efficient way and should
not prejudice the case of any party in an annexation proceeding.
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7. Declination of Annexation Award

Sections 15.1-1044 and 15.1-1049 of the Code should be arrended to
pennit the =uncil of a city or town, subject to the approval of the
=urt, by ordinance or resolution, to decline to accept an annexation
award resulting from a proceeding which it has initiated at any time
within twenty-one days after final adjudication of the case. In any
case where the =urt approves a rmmicipality's declination of an an­
nexation award, it should enter an order dismissing the rrotion to annex
and should direct the payment of the entire cost of the proceedings
by the numicipality, including reimburseroont to the =unty for the
costs incurred by it in presenting its c;ase.

8. Protection of Interests of the Annexed Area

An annexation =urt reconvened in ac=rdance with section 15.1-1047
of the Code should be authorized to award attorneys1 fees and other
=sts, in its discretion, for the representation of the interests of
an annexed area.

Independent City Status 

A. The Evolution of Towns to.cities

1. Criteria for the Evolution of Towns to Cities

The criteria for the evolution of towns to independent city status
should require that: 

a. the proposed new independent city must possess a minimum popu­
lation of 25,000 persons and.an average density of at least 200
persons per square mile, based on the latest United States Census
or on a special census =nducted under =urt supervision;

b. the proposed new independent city must have the fiscal capacity
to function as an independent city and to provide appropriate
services;

c. the creation of the proposed new independent city must not sub­
stantially impair the =unty's ability to meet the service needs
of its remaining population unless provision is made to offset such;

d. in determining the eligibility of a town for city status, the =urt,
hereinafter provided, should consider the best interests of the
parties and the interest of the state in p=roting strong and
viable units of governrrent in the area.
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2. Procedure for Town Incorporation as a City

a. public hearing

A town desiring to be granted city status should hold a public
hearing with respect thereto, at which citizens should have an
opportunity to be heard to detennine if the citizens of the town
desire that the town becare a city. Notice of the tine and place
of such hearing should be published in a newspaper of general
circulation in the town at least once a week for t= s=essive
weeks. The hearing should not be held sooner than thircy days
subsequent to the first publication of notice. such public hearing
may be adjourned 'fran tine to time, and upon the carpletion thereof,
the town may by ordinance passed by a recorded affimative vote of
a majority of all the I!Bllbers elected to the town council petition
the circuit court of the county in which the town lies for city status.

b. incorporation court

(i) The question of town incorporation as a city should be decided
by a court crnprised of three judges from renote judicial
circuits as proposed for annexation cases; however, in cases
which are not contested by the county or by any intervenor,
the question of town incorporation as a city should be decided
by the local circuit court judge. The procedure, including
the adoption of the ordinance petitioning the court for city

, status, the introduction of evidence, and the provisions for
additional parties and for appeal, should be similar to that
provided in annexation cases.

(ii) In any judicial proceeding for the creation of an independent
city, the county or counties wherein the town is located
should be made a party 6r parties to the proceedin<;J,

(iii) The court, in any proceeding for the creation of an independent
city, should have the authority to direct appropriate state
agencies to carpile data, to present evidence.and exhibits,
and otherwise to assist the court in considering the proposed
incorporation.

c. town refusal of city status

In any proceeding instituted by a town to becare a city, the town
council may by ordinance or resolution decline to accept city status
on the terms and conditions iillposed by the court at any time within
twenty-one days after final adjudication establishing city status.
In any such case the court should enter an order dismissing the
petition for city status and should direct the payment of the entire
costs of the proceedings by the town, including reimburserent to
the county for the costs incurred by it in presenting its case.
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d. effective date of city incorporation

The order granting the petition should set forth in detail all
such tenns and conditions up:m which the petition is granted.
Every order establishing a new independent city should be effective
at midnight on December thirty-one of the year in which issued; or
in the discretion of the court, at midnight on December thirty-one
of .the year following the year in which issued.

B. Unilateral Incorporation of Counties as Cities

1. Criteria for Unilateral County Incorporation as a City

The criteria for unilateral county incorporation as a city should require
that:

a. the county must possess a minimum population of 25,000 persons
and an average density of 200 persons per square mile, based on the
latest United States Census or.on a special census conducted under
court supervision;

b. the county must have the fiscal capacity to function as an inde­
pendent city and to provide appropriate services;

c. in detennining the eligibility of the county for city status, the
court, hereinafter provided, should consider the best interests of
the parties and the interest of the state in praroting strong and
viable units of goverrment in the area.

2. Procedure for unilateral County Incorporation as a City

a. incorporation court

· (i) A county should be authorized to petition the circuit court
of that county by ordinance for the convening of a special 
incorporation court for consideration of its eligibility for 
city status. The special incorporation court should be cat1prised 
of three judges from rarote judicial circuits as proposed for 
annexation cases; the procedure, including the adoption of the 
ordinance petitioning the court for city status, the publication 
and service of notice, the rules for the introduction of 
evidence, the utilization by the court of the expertise of 
state agencies, and the provisions for additional parties and 
appeal, should be s.imilar to that provided in annexation 
cases. However, in an incorporation proceeding the requiremant 
as to service of notice should apply to all contiguous cities 
and counties; the requirerrent as to publication of notice and 
ordinance should apply only within the boundaries of the pro­
posed new independent city. 

(ii) The incorporation court established to consider the creation
of a new independent city by rreans of unilateral county in­
corporation should be l.imited in its decision to granting or
denying eligibility for city status and should have no authority
to inq:ose conditions or tenns with respect to the proposed
incorporation; provided, however, that where the court denies
eligibility for city status, it should indicate in a written
opinion its reasons for the denial.
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(iii) If the oourt is satisfied that the criteria for city inoorporation
are net, it should o:rder an election on the pro:i;osed inoorporation
as provided for in section 24.1-165 of the Code. In establishing
a date for the election the oourt should allow sufficient time
for the oounty to prepare a charter, in the manner provided here­
inafter, prior to the election. If a najority of the qualified
voters voting at the election vote in favor of city status, the
oourt should enter an order recording this fact. The oounty
should then proceed to seekenacarent of its charter by the
General Assanbly.

b. city charter

(i) The oounty governing l:xxiy should be authorized to appoint
a charter advisory conmittee canposed of seven persons to assist
it in the preparation of a pro:i;osed city charter. When the
pro:i;osed new charter has been prepared by the governing l:xxiy
and the advisory conmittee, a public hearing should be held at 
which citizens should have an opportunity to be heard with 
respect to the pro:i;osed charter. Notice of the time and place
of such hearing should be published in a newspaper of general
cil:culation in the-county at least once a week for two successive
weeks. The hearing should not be held sooner than thirty days
subsequent to the first publication of notice. Such public
hearing nay be adjourned fran time to time prior to its
termination. The hearing and the preparation of the charter

· should be carpleted by the oounty prior to the vote by oounty
residents on the question of city status.

(ii) The governing lxxly of the oounty nay pay the nenbers of the
charter advisory conmittee reasonable canpensation approved
by the circuit oourt of the oounty.

c. irrplerentation

(i) The tenns of all county and town officers should oontinue as
provided by the Constitution of Virginia or state law and all
oounty and town ordinances should remain in effect subsequent
to the election provided for oounty inoorporation until the
day that the city charter becares effective. The city charter
should make all necessary provisions for the transition of
the oounty to city status.

(ii) The unilateral incorporation of a oounty as a city should serve
to revoke the charter of any town existing within the boundaries
of the fonrer county.

c. The Consolidation of Governrrental Units into New Cities

1. Criteria for Cities Created by Governmental Consolidation

Article 4 of Chapter 26 of Title 15.1 should be m:idified to provide
that:
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a. a county may incorporate as a city by means of consolidation with
all its towns, or by means of consolidation with another county
or counties, where the prop::>sed new city will have a population of
25,000 persons and an average density of 200 persons per square
mile, based on the latest United States Census or on a special
census conducted under court supervision:

b. a new city may be fomed by consolidation of a county or town with 
an existing adjoining or adjacent city with no requirements as to
population and density: provided, however, the creation of a new
independent city by rreans of the consolidation of a town and an
adjoining or adjacent city must not substantially :i.rrpa.ir the
ability of the county fran which the town is separated to rreet the
service needs of its ranaining p::>pulation unless provision is
made to offset such:

c. two or m:>re towns may consolidate to fonn a new town but may not
consolidate with each other to create a new independent city, except
where such consolidations include the parent counties and rreet
the p::>pulation and density requiranents provided above:

d. any prop::>sed new city must have the fiscal capacity to function as
an independent city and to provide appropriate services:

e. in determining the eligibility for city status, the court, herein­
after recnmended, should consider the best interests of the parties
and the interest of the state in praroting strong and viable
units of. government in the area.

2. Procedure for the consolidation of Governmental Units into Cities

Article 4 of Chapter 26 of Title 1,5.1 should be m:>dified to provide
that:

a. any county or town wishing to be incorporated as a city by means
of consolidation with other units of government may by ordinance
petition the circuit court of that county for the convening of a
special incorporation court, hereinafter recarmended, to consider
the creation of the prop::>sed new city. If the court is satisfied
that the criteria for incorporation are met, the consolidation
proceedings may continue in accordance with the provisions of
Article 4.

b. the question of the incorporation of a new independent city by
goverrmental consolidation as provided in Article 4 should be
considered by a court canprised of three judges fran renote
judicial circuits as prop::>sed for annexation cases: the procedure,
including the adoption of the ordinance petitioning the court for
city status, the publication and service of notice, the rules for
the introduction of evidence, the utilization by the court of the
expertise of state agencies, and the provisions for arlditional parties
and appeal, should be similar to that provided in annexation cases.
However, in an incorporation proceeding the requirement as to service
of notice should apply to all contiguous cities and counties: the
requirement as to publication of notice and ordinance should apply
only within the boundaries of the prop::>sed new independent city.
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c. the incorporation court established to consider the creation of
a new independent city by means of governmental consolidation should
be limited in its decision to granting or denying eligibility for
city status and should have no authority to .irrg;ose conditions or
tenns with respect to the proposed incorporation, except in instances
of city..-t:own consolidation; the court should be authorized to
make eligibility for city status in instances of city-town
consolidation contingent upon provisions ensuring the ability of
the county to rreet the service needs of its retaining population.
In any case where the court denies eligibility for city status,
it should indicate in a written opinion its reasons for the denial.

Voluntary Boundary Adjustment 

1. Adjustment by Agree:rent of Governing Bodies

Any city, town, or county should be authorized to enter into negotiations
with any contiguous political subdivision for the adjustment of a
nutual boundary. Upon an agree:rent reached by political subdivisions
to adjust a nutual boundary, each governing body should set forth by
ordinance the boundary line as agreed to, and, as provided in the
ordinance, such line should becare the recognized boundary upon approval
by the General Assanbly.

2. M.justrnent by Voluntary Referral to the court

Any t1No contiguous political subdivisions should be authorized to
petition jointly, by ordinance, the circuit court having jurisdiction
over either locality for the adjustment of a nutual boundary in the
interest of the effective and efficient administration of govern-
rrent. The ordinance petitioning the court should set forth that portion
of the nutual boundary where adjustment is desired. The court, after
hearing evidence on the boundary line to be relocated, should enter
an order establishing the true boundary line and providing for the 
tine and tenns for the transfer of territory. However, boundary
adjustments detennined by the court in accordance with this procedure
should be limited to the transfer of not rrore than 100 acres of
territory fran one jurisdiction to another.

State Assistance to I.ocal Governroont 

1. Housing and Public Transportation

The state should pursue policies with respect to housing and trans­
portation designed to reduce and discourage undue residential con­
centrations of the poor and disadvantaged.
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2. P.rorrotion of F.quity

Where cities, counties, and towns are engaged in canparable services,
state aid fo:rmulas and direct state functional expenditures should not
discriminate on the basis of the type of local goverrment. The pro­
vision of state aid and services to local goverrments should include
assigrnrent of weight to need, local effort, and local ability with the
objective of achieving equity.

3. Encouragement of Interlocal Cooperation

There are public concerns which can be dealt with more effectively on
a regional basis. The state should adopt financial, programratic,
and procedural policies to encourage cooperative efforts by units of
government of less than optimum size.
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PARI' IV 

DISCUSSICN OF �ICNS 

The specific.reconmendations rrade by this Ccmnission are the 

product of nore than two years of deliberation. These recCJlllEildations do 

not totally reflect the views and analysis.of any one Ccmnission manber; 

rather, they represent a collective ju:l.grrent which has arerged from the 

Ccmnission' s lengthy study. Further, the reccmrendations presented in 

this report should be considered as a whole, for the justification of sane 

elarents is dependent upon the acceptance of others. 

sane of the proposals placed before the Ccmnission cy interested 

citizens and public officials are not directly addressed in this report. 

While the Ccmnission has carefully considered every proposal made to it, 

the interest.of brevity precludes an evaluation of each in this report. 

Also, it should be noted that the rea::mnendations contained in this report 

are not offered as the definitive answer for interlocal problems in Virginia, 

for.definitive answers to canplex social concerns are not to be expected. 

It is the Ccmnission's belief, though, that the recamendations presented 

herein effectively address the nost mmediate interlocal problems in the 

Camonwealth. 

The Propriety of Armexation 

It has been oamon practice for state legislatures to prescribe fo:anal 

procedures for the creation of nrunicipalities and the expansion of muni­

cipal boundaries. Their purpose in doing so was to provide urban areas 

with goverrnrental fonns which were appropriate to their proper functioning. 

Historically, these practices have been based upon the belief that urban 



areas should be governed by cities and that rural areas should be governed 

by counties. As this country has urbanized and as urban settlenents have 

grown, so also have the corporate limits of cities. As new urban con­

centrations were fonred within counties, they have becare incorporated as 

municipalities. 

Annexation has been widely used to keep.pace with population growth 

and the spread of urbanization beyond city boundaries. 6 
It is the method

m:::,st cities have used to reach their present dimensions. However, in the 

middle decades of this century the wholesale appearance of the autorrobile 

and the availability of m:Jdern roads spurred urban developrent to such an 

extent that cities failed to keep abreast of the spreading urbanization. 

Counties which experienced this surge of developrent began to adjust to their 

urbanizing condition.
7 

This fact has often adversely affected interlocal 

6
The process of annexation varies frcm state to state. However, five 

basic methods for munic;ipal annexation can be distinguished. They are: 
(1) legislative determination-annexation through special act of the state
legislature; (2) popular determination-annexation contingent upon one or
m:::,re fonns of popular participation and/or approval; (3) municipal deter­
mination-annexation through unilateral municipal action; (4) judicial
determination-annexation based upon court decisions; and (5) quasi-legis­
lative determination-annexation decided by an independent administrative
body. In m:::,st cases, state annexation laws consist of a carbination of
two or =re of these procedures. See Frank s. Sengstock, Annexation: A
solution to the Metropolitan Area Problem, Michigan Legal Publications
(Ann Arbor Legislative Research Center, University of Michigan raw School,
1960); see also National League of Cities, Adjusting Municipal Boundaries:
raw and Practice (washington: The League, 1966).

7
It must be noted that the adaptation of county government to the 

needs and the danands of their urban residents has not precluded the 
utilization of municipal annexation. The Advisory Ccmnission on Inter­
goverrnrental Relations reports that the rn.unber of municipalities of 5,000 
or m:::,re population which add territory through annexation is increasing 
annually. Fran 1935-39, the annual average was 49; for the decade 1948-57, 
the annual average was 410; and for the period 1958-67, the annual average 
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relations in Virginia, particularly with respect to nnmicipal boundary 

expansion. Though the process of annexation seems well suited for small 

and noderate sized cities of the state where the expansion of boundaries 

can be judged on the basis of service pmvision and the traditional con­

siderations of "necessity and expediency," the propriety of such boundary 

changes involving the state's highly urbanized counties,which p:rovide a full 

array of urban services,is p:roblerratical at best. 

The delivery of urban services by county governments in these areas 

has undercut liRlch of the rationale and, nore importantly, the popular 

support for city annexation. While cities can argue that they alone provide 

a full range of urban amenities for their citizens,counties may counter 

with argurrents that all the essential service needs of their residents are 

being rret. Cities buttress their case for annexation with the assertion 

that county residents--especially those who live in the suburban fringe 

areas a:round cities-are dependent upon the city for social, cultural, and 

occupational opportunities. City representatives assert that a "carmunity 

of interest" exists between the residents of the suburban county and the 

central city. In addition, it is often maintained that expansion of city 

was 691. Further, the Bureau of the Census has compiled data which show 
that for the years 1970 and 1971 a total of 9,622 annexations took place which 
involved 523,000 people residing on 1,517 square miles. While the average 
size of annexations is small, averaging less than one square mile, the 
process of annexation is an often used and viable rrethod of adjusting the 
=icipal boundaries of small and rredium-sized cities. See Advisory Comnission 
on Intergovernrrental Relations , The Challenge of Local Governrrental Reorgani­
zation, Vol III, Substate Regionalism and the Federal System (Washington: 
U.S. Governrrent Printing Office, February, 1974), pp. 82, 84; see also U.S. 
Bureau of the Census, 1972 Boundary and Annexation Survey (Washington: U.S. 
Governrrent Printing Office, 1973), p. 3. 
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boundaries is necessary in order to provide ample land for the city to 

develop and grow. In short, as counties have becane vehicles for the 

delivery of urban services, city arguments in favor of boundary expansion 

have tended to shift from service provision to the :maintenance of the 

political, econcmic, and social viability of the city itself. Annexation, 

instead of serving as a: =ans to distriliute city benefits to once-rural 

areas, has becorre a =ans of extending to suburban residents their share 

of the operating costs and social responsiliilities of a city upon which 

they ultinately depend. While the camrl.ssion on City-County Relations 

has seen virtue in the argurrents favoring the territorial growth of cities, 

it has also recognized the cost and the disruption caused by city expansion 

in certain areas of the state. 

Annexation in the nore urbanized areas of the state carries with it 

extrane costs.8 Legal expenses, consultants' fees, administrative disruption,

interlocal hostility, and popular discontent all combine to challenge the 

benefits that are derived fran the ann�ti�n of heavily urbanized counties.9

If inequities in resources exist between cities and counties in =tropolitan 

areas, it is the state's role to provide fiscal rerredies that ·will 

sufficiently ensure the existence and the continuance of strong and viable 

local governments. 

8During the course of its study, the carinission on City-county Relations
surveyed the costs of recent tavn and city annexations in Virginia. The 
results of this survey appear in Appendix A. 

9If an annexation court finds in favor of a city, the annexation 
statutes in Virginia call for the city to ccxnpensate the county for the 
revenue capacity and the public irnprovem:mts in the area·annexed (COde, 
secs.15.1-1042 to 15.1-1043). These financial settlem:mts nay be quite 
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In sunmary, the cannission believes that due to the variety of local 

conditions within Virginia, no single solution regarding local governrrent 

relations, especially with respect to annexation, is adequate. There are 

areas of the state where the traditional involuntary annexation process is 

no longer an appropriate rrethod for the adjustnent of municipal boundaries. 

Irmnmity fran Annexation and City Incorporation for Qualifying COunties 

1. The Grant of Irmnmity

Qualifying counties should be granted:

a. inmunity fran involuntary city annexation, except that this
inmunity will not preclude annexation by rreans 'of Section 15.1.:.
1034 of the Code (i.e., by petition of 51 percent of the qualified
voters of an area) ;

b. inmunity fran the incorporation of new cities;

c. the authority, notwithstanding Section 15.1-967(6) of the Code,
to permit a ccmnmity of 10,000 persons or nore, with the approval
of the county governing body, to petition the court for town status
in accordance with the existing provisions of law.

The cannission recognizes that cer<-..ain counties in the state govern 

predaninantly urban populations and pronde for the delivery of a full 

array of urban services. Establishing a rreans whereby these counties can 

secure :inm.mity fran involuntary city annexation and new city incorporation 

should pra!Ote the proper functioning of urban govermnents in these 

areas. Irmnmity fran unwanted city annexation is intended to relieve nruch 

of the aninosity that has care to characterize the relations between cities 

and their surrounding urban counties. The prohibition against new city 

large in highly developed urban counties. Surh a settlerent was one of the 
reasons which caused the City of Richrrond in 1964 to turn dCMn a portion of 
Henrico COunty which it was awarded after a prolonged annexation struggle. 
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incorporations is meant to prevent governmental fragmentation in rretropolitan 

areas and to focus full responsibility for the delivery of urban services 

upon the county. Empowering the county's governing body to authorize 

petitions for the fomation of new towns provides a rreans for the orderly 

decentralization of large urban units of government, as well as for prcm:>ting 

neaningful citizen participation in public affairs. 

The Comnission does not recarmend that the irrmunity given to eligibile 

counties be pennitted to preclude town annexations. With protection 

given these counties against the incorporation of new cities, town annexa­

tions will not threaten the territorial integrity of the parent county, 

and they may facilitate the provisions of public services. Further, the 

Ccmnission does not reccmrend that the irrmunity given qualifying urban 

counties prohibit city annexations initiated by petition of county resi­

dents. Continuing the autb:>rization for this type of annexation in 

irmnme counties will allow a recourse for county residents adjacent to 

cities should the county default in service· provision. Also, the territorial 

irrmunity reccmrended for eligible courities is not intended to preclude 

voluntary boundary changes which may be appropriate for the effective 

and efficient administration of government. In a subsequent section of this 

report, the Comnission recormends the establishrrent by general law of a 

process to pennit such boundary changes. 
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2. The Criteria for Inmunity

The criteria for county :imnunity should be:

a. a population exceeding 25,000 persons and an average density of at
least 200 persons per square mile, based on the latest United
States Census or on a special census conducted under court supervision;

b. a determination that the urban areas of the county are currently
being provided with urban services of a quality carparable to those
offered by cities in that geographic region of the state;

c. a determination that the county will be able to rreet efficiently
and effectively the anticipated public service needs of its urban
residents;

d. a dete:rm:ini;ttion that the interests of the state in the area are
served in granting a county the irrrnunity previously defined.

The Corrrnission has carefully considered the criteria which should be 

established by the state to identify those counties in Virginia which nerit 

consideration for territorial imnunity. Those counties should possess 

populations of sufficient size and overall density to justify and support 

the county's developnent of a service capability adequate to provide a full 

range of urban services. The Comnission recognizes the problems inherent 

in establishing definite criteria for granting this irrrnunity. Specific 

figures nay often appear arbitrary to rrany people. However, after studying 

the dem::igraphic characteristics and the fiscal capability of Virginia's 

localities, and after examining their perfomance records to date, the 

Corrrnission feels that the population and density figures listed above 

adequately delineate those counties in the Comronwealth which are sufficiently 

w:ban in nature to nerit consideration for imnunity.10 It should be stressed

that the Corrrnission does not recorrmend that irrrnunity be extended autanatically 

to those counties rreeting the density and population criteria. Rather, it is 

10see Appendix B for statisticial infor:mation on Virginia counties.
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proposed that counties meeting those criteria be permitted tc seek inntunity 

on the basis of their present and future service delivery capability and 

the interests of the state in the area. 

3 . The Pr=edure for Obtaining Irrmuni ty 

County immunity should be granted in the following rranner: 

a. any county may enter a plea of immunity in any judicial pr=eeding
for annexation or new city incorporation. If, in the opinion of
the court, the county neets the criteria established for such inntunity,
the pr=eeding against it should be dismissed. The plea of :imnunity
should be heard and decided by the court before any other evidence
is presented.

b. any county may initiate a pr=edure to establish immunity by the
adoption of an ordinance petitioning the circuit court of that
jurisdiction. The plea of immunity should be decided by a court
corrprised of three judges fran rerrote judicial circuits as herein­
after proposed for annexation cases; however, in cases which are
not contested by any other political subdivision or by any intervenor,
the question of county immunity should be decided by the l=al
circuit court judge. The pr=edure, including the adoption of the
ordinance petitioning the court for inntunity, the publication and
service of notice, the rules for the introduction of evidence, the
utilization by the court of the expertise of state agencies, and
the provisions for additional parties and appeal, should be similar
to that provided in annexation cases. However, in a pr=eeding for
county inntunity the requirement as to service of notice should apply
to all contiguous cities and all towns within or contiguous to the
county; the requirement as to publication of notice and ordinance
should apply only within the petitioning county.

c. a county once granted this inntunity should thereafter retain such
inntunity.

The Canrnission recarrnends that the question of a county's irrrnunity 

from involuntary city annexation and fran city incorporation be decided 

either during suits initiated by a municipality for those purposes or by a 

petition instituted by a county solely to establish such inntunity. In the 

municipally-initiated suits, the county should be permitted to enter a plea 

of :imnunity and have that issue decided before pr=eeding to the detennination 

of other issues. The Ccmnission recognizes that counties may wish to 
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establish their imnunity without waiting to be made a defendant in a 

nrunicipality's suit. Thus, it is reccmrended that ccunties be permitted 

to seek the .imnunity on their own initiative. 

The Judicial System for Annexation 

There are inherent problems associated with boundary change, and no 

system is likely to be devised which can totally rarove them. Granting 

the fact that local boundary c�ges may be essential for the orderly growth 

of localities and for the proper provision of public services, the task 

confronting the state is one of devising a system for boundary change which 

is best adapted for the nature of the decisions which l!RlSt be made. It 

is apparent to this Comnission, as it has been to the previous state study 

groups which have examined this issue, that annexation questions are 

corrplex, technical, and have ramifications which affect I!Dre than local 

interests. Given these characteristics of annexation questions, it is 

important that the mechanism devised for evaluating them be competent to 

deal with canplex issues and capable of considering the interests which 

extend beyond the irmrediate localities. This Comnission believes that the 

judicial process has the capacity for resolving the canplexities of annexation 

proposals, as well as the capability of considering the interests which extend 

beyond the inmediate localities. 

Many of the Arrerican states have in recent years devoted extensive 

attention to the question of local boundary change and to the problems re­

sulting from the proliferation and fragmentation of local go�t. A 

number of states have established administrative bodies to review proposals 
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for changes in local jurisdictional l::x:lundaries.11 A variety of proposals 

were presented to this Corrrnission for the creation of such a body in 

Virginia. The irrpetus behind these proposals, and behind this novement 

throughout the United States in general, has been the belief that local 

l::x:lundary change is a matter of state concern, that greater rationality must 

be introduced into the process, and that changes in jurisdictional lines 

should be made objectively. It is the opinion of this Ccmnission that the 

judicial process for annexation in Virginia is.also capable of rreeting 

these considerations. 

Proposals for Virginia's establishment of an administrative body, 

frequently identified as a carrnission on IDcal Government, to review l::x:lundary 

changes were intended to bring needed experience, expertise, and consistency 

to the resolution of l::x:lundary issues. This Ccmnission' s study of the 

a&ninistrative bodies utilized in other states leads it to believe that 

the beneficial attributes of those bodies are or can be made a part 6f 

the Virginia system of judicial evaluation. The Ccmnission believes that 

the judicial process, with the rrodifications .hereinafter proposed, is the 

appropriate rrechan.ism for the resolution of local l::x:lundary issues. 

This Corrrnission has also given considerable attention to proposals for 

adding various referenda requirements to annexation proceedings. After 

extensive analysis, the Ccmnission has concluded that determining annexation 

questions by judicial procedure alone is appropriate in view of the nature of 

those issues and the state interests involved. Pennitting annexation decisions 

to be made on the basis of referenda would tend to rerrove many factors from 

11At least nine states have adopted various types of administrative 
bodies for review and analysis of. proposed l::x:lundary changes since 1959. These 
states are Alaska, california, Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New M:xico, 
North Dakota, Oregon, and Washington. 

34 



consideration in the resolution of those issues and '\',Quld constitute a re­

linquishment of state responsibility for local boundary change. Through 

the judicial process, the state can require the consideration of certain 

factors in annexation controversies and thereby guide the developnent of its 

political subdivisions. Requirements for referenda on annexation proposals 

in other states have created inflexibility in govennrental structure, have 

nade boundary change less responsive to state and areawide concerns, and 

have contributed to rrajor urban problems. This Ccmnission, while respecting 

the use of local referenda where presently authorized under Virginia law, 

does not support its extension into the annexation process. 

The Carmission endorses the following view expressed in a 1964 report 

rrade by the Virginia .Advisory Legislative Council subsequent to a study 

of the state's annexation and consolidation procedures: 

The interest of the C<Xmonwealth in general, the 
orderly growth of urban areas, and the stability 
of counties are best served by the long standing 
procedure of annexation based on judicial decision. 
Instead of depending on purely political consider­
ation, annexation in Virginia depends on judicial 
detennination of necessity and expediency after 
full consideration of the best interests of the 
relevant localities. 12 

While the Ccmnission believes that the judicial systan of annexation 

currently utilized by the Corrnonwealth is fundamentally sound, it also 

believes that certain nodifications in that process should be rrade. Where 

annexation is appropriate in Virginia, a properly nodified judicial process 

will continue to be the proper way to resolve that issue. 

12virginia General Assanbly, "Annexation and Consolidation," Report 
of the VAJ£ to the Governor and the General Assanbly of Virginia, House 
Docunent No. 16, p. 9. 
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M:Jdifications of the Annexation Statutes 

1. The Availability of Independent Expert Advice

The annexation court should be given the authority to direct appropriate
state agencies to canpile data, to present evidence and exhibits,
and otherwise to assist the court in considering a proposed annexation.

One of the criticisms nade of the annexation process in Virginia is

that the courts are limited in the data they·receive to that introduced 

by the parties. It is also contended that since annexation courts are 

ad hoc bodies which are specially constituted for each case, they are 

unable to acquire the.experience necessary to interpret properly some of 

the technical data they are asked to consider.13 Both these concerns 

might be alleviated if annexation courts were authorized to utilize fully 

the technical canpetence of existing state agencies. Annexation courts 

should be given the authority to direct state agencies to prepare inde­

pendently any data within their canpetence and to present evidence or 

exhibits which could aid in the resolution of an annexation question. 

In addition, the courts should be enabled to call upon such agencies for 

other technical assistance which they deem appropriate. In this rranner 

the objective analysis afforded by the courts can be supplenented by the 

technical conpetence of the state agencies. 

13The Canmission has considered the possibility of recanrnending a 
permanent panel of judges to hear annexation cases. However, data studied 
by the Canmission indicate that there is insufficient annexation litigation 
to warrant a full.:,.time permanent panel of annexation judges. 
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2. A Trial on the M:!rits

a. Section 15.1-1046 of the Code should be arrended to provide that
no proceeding shall fail because of a defect, imperfection, or
anission in the annexation ordinance or in the pleadings which
does not affect the substantial rights of the parties, or any other
technical or procedural defect, imperfection, or error. The
court should at any tine allow arcendment of the annexation
ordinance, the pleadings c or !lake any other order necessary to
ensure the hearing of the case on its merits.

b. Section 15.1-1055 of the Code should be arneiided so that the tine
l:imitations placed on annexation proceedings by its provisions
cannot be invoked by reason of the dismissal of any suit for lack
of jurisdiction or where any suit otherwise fails to receive a
hearing on. its merits; provided, however, that a rrnmicipally­
initiated annexation ·suit which is dismissed on the notion of that
rrnmicipality should invoke the tine l:imitations established there­
in to run fran the date of order of dismissal.

The SUprere Court has held that section 15.1-1046 of the Code as 

presently drawn does not permit a city to correct a defect in the an­

nexation ordinance and proceed with its suit. Where an annexation pro­

ceeding has been dismissed due to a defect in the annexation ordinance, 

the·Suprene Court has detennined that under the provisions of section 

15.1-1055 a city cannot initiate a second proceeding for a minimum of 

five years. The carmission believes that the fundarrental intent of the 

annexation statutes is to decide the propriety of each annexation issue 

on the merits of the case and that a delay of five years in .the resolution 

of these issues is contraxy to the best interest of the state. It is 

unlikely that better relations between a city and a county will be praroted 

with an unresolved annexation suit pending for five years. Further, the 

postponelrent of the proceeding for such an extended period of tine will 

require that each party bear the additional expense of preparing essentially 

new cases for presentation. Thus, the Carrnission reccmnends that section 

15.1-1046 be amended to permit the co=ection of defects in annexation 

ordinances as well as deficiencies in the notice, pleading, and trial so 

that a prarpt hearing is assured on the merits of each case. 
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The Ccrrmission also reccmrends that section 15.1-1055 be anended so 

that the tine limitations established by its provisions are not applicable 

to suits disnissed for lack of jurisdiction or to suits which othei:wise 

are not heru:d on the merits. However, the carmission does recc:.irmend that 

in instances where a municipality seeks and obtains dismissal of an an­

nexation suit which it has initiated, the order of disnissal should serve 

to invoke the time limitations provided by this section. Therefore, with 

the exception of numicipally-initiated annexation suits which are disnissed 

on the rrotion of those Illl.lllicipalities, this Ccrrmission recarmends that 

only those suits which receive a hearing on their merits should affect 

the eligibility of future annexation proceedings. 

3. The Division of Annexation cases

The annexation court should be pennitted, in its discretion, to
receive evidence only as to the issue of necessity and expediency and
render a decision on this issue before receiving evidence on any other
pertinent issue. If the court determines to follow this procedure, it
should notify the parties at the pretrial conference. If the court
elects to try first the issue of necessity and expediency, and a
najority of the court finds for the rroving party, it would then receive
evidence on all other issues. If not, the case would be dismissed.
If the court finds for the rroving party on the issue of necessity and
expediency, it should be pennitted, after a review of all the evidence
presented in the case, to alter or reverse its initial decision on
this issue as the equities of the case dictate.

This reccmrendation was originally placed before the General Assenbly

as part of a report by the Virginia Advisory legislative Council in 1964. 

The proposal would add to the flexibility of the annexation process and 

could serve significantly to simplify sorre proceedings. Testirrony given 

this Ccrrmission suggests that in sare instances annexation cases could be 

rrore expeditiously handled if they were divided into two parts. Such a 

division of an annexation case would pennit the court to detennine first 

the question of the necessity and expediency of a proposed annexation and, 
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subsequently, to consider the remaining aspects of the case. Where the 

court finds against the necessity and expediency of the proposed annexation, 

it w:mld be urmecessary to hear additional evidence. Where the court finds 

in favor of the necessity and expediency of an annexation, it could then 

indicate to the parties the new boundaJ:y line which it conditionally 

accepted. The parties w:mld thus have available a defined area with specific 

characteristics as a basis for considering the financial and other settle­

rrent aspects of the case. 

As indicated in the previously rrentioned Virginia 1\dvisory legislative 

Council report of 1964, annexation courts are often required to hear much 

info:rnation which is irrelevant to the disposition of a case. The court 

nay becare satisfied that only a portion of the territory sought by a 

numicipality should be annexed on the basis of necessity and expediency. 

However, lacking the authority to place a limit on the anount of territory 

for which it wishes to receive infonnation, the court is unable to 

restrict the parties in their presentation of evidence. Enabling the court 

to decide first the necessity and expediency of an annexation could focus 

and circumscribe the evidence subsequently presented by the parties. Since 

it is possible that the evidence presented in the second phase of an 

annexation case could alter the court's initial finding, the court should 

be free to reverse or m::xilfy its previous ruling as required by the total 

evidence. 

The Ccrcmission recognizes that there nay well be annexation cases for 

which it would be inexpedient to divide the proceedings. Therefore, it 

is recomnended that the division of an annexation case into n.u parts be 

at the discretion of the court, with the court advising the parties at the 

pretrial conference of its decision in this regard. 
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4. Tirne Limit for Intervenors

Annexation courts should be directed to fix a tirne when any person
desir:ing to intervene must file his pleading, and no person should be
pennitted to intervene after that tirne except for good cause. A
copy of the notice establishing the tirne by which an intervenor must
file his pleading should be published at least once a week for two
successive weeks in sane newspaper of general circulation in the an­
nexing rmmicipality and in the county whose territory is affected.

There is presently no statutory require!Tent that courts establish a

tirne limit for intervention in annexation cases. While saie annexation 

courts have irrq;Josed tirne limits for intervention, others have not. The 

absence of such a deadline in saie annexation cases has resulted in con­

siderable delay and increased costs. If tirne limits for intervention were 

uniformly irrg;Josed by the courts, this source of rmscheduled interruption 

could be renoved from annexation proceedings. Further, it =ul.d appear 

desirable to provide an explicit statutory basis for the intervention dead­

lines currently established in sane annexation cases. It is essential that 

any citizen having an interest in an annexation proceeding be pennitted to 

present his position·to the court; however, this Ccmnission feels that with 

provisions for pi:oper notice to the public, a tirne limit for intervention 

"v.ould not substantially affect the rights of any citizen. The interest of 

the parties and the state in expediting annexation proceedings rrerits the 

establishment of a tirne limit for intervenors. The Ccmnission recognizes 

that there may be unique instances when the tirne limit for intervention 

should be relaxed. Thus, it is recomrrended that the court be .authorized 

to waive the tirne limit for intervention when in its judgment there has 

been a showing of good cause. 

5. Composition of the court

The present provision governing the carp:>sition of annexation courts·
should be m:xlified so that all three judges cane fran renote judicial
circuits i p=vided, however, that in uncontested cases the court may be
carprised solely of the judge of the circuit court of the county within
which the territory pi:oposed for annexation lies.
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At the present t:ime annexation courts are canprised of a judge of the 

circuit court of the county whose territory is sought for annexation and 

two judges fran renote judicial circuits, all designated by the Chief 

Justice of the Suprene Court. While this court canposition has been de­

fended on the grounds that the availability of a local judge assures the 

tribunal of a rrember familiar with local conditions, this carrnission has 

been apprised of the difficulties engendered by it. The presence of a 

local judge on annexation courts can, and has, led to charges of bias and 

conflict of interests. In addition, annexation cases can produce such 

general antagonisms that the judicial effectiveness of a judge in his 

local circuit may be impaired. These accusations and concerns could 

easily be obviated if all judges in contested cases were designated from 

renote judicial circuits. 

6. Factors in Annexation Proceedings

This carrnission has heard nn.ich test:im:my regarding the desirability

of rrore precise standards for the detennination of annexation proposals. 

If rrore precise standards could be established, the issues before the 

litigants and the court could be refined, with the length and cost of 

annexation proceedings being reduced. While the carrnission is convinced 

that annexation records are too lengthy, it is reluctant to recorrmend the 

establishment by statute of rrore detailed standards for annexation. In the 

absence of a rrore =npelling case for specific, circumscribed standards, 

this carrnission recc:mrends that the courts continue to exercise the latitude 

afforded by a judgment of "the necessity for and expediency of" each 

annexation proposal. Although this carrnission does not wish to recc:mrend 

any new standards for the detennination of annexation issues, it does pro­

pose the establishrrent by law of several factors for court consideration 
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receive attention in annexation cases; however, the establishroont and 

refinement of these· factors by law can bring needed structure and consistency 

to the boundary change process. 

a. general state interests

section 15.1-1041 of the COde should be arrended to provide that
the court shall detennine the necessity for and expediency of an­
nexation, considering the best interests of the state, the county,
the city or town, and the best interests, services to be rendered,
and the needs of the area proposed to be annexed, and the best
interests of the remaining portion of the county.

The annexation statutes as presently drawn do not require a considera­

tion of the broader interests which may be affected by proposed boundacy 

changes. While consideration is given to the interests of the mmicipality, 

the county, and separately to the area proposed for annexation, there is

no explicit requirement that the broader interests of statewide concern be 

considered. Yet boundacy changes can affect many state programs and policies. 

A locality's effort, or. lack of effort, in areas such as environmental 

protection can have an llllpcl.Ct far beyond the :irmediate jurisdictions in­

volved. This Ccmnission recaunends that annexation courts be explicitly 

authorized to consider in annexation cases the relative efforts by each 

locality to protect and prO!!Ote the general interests of the state's citizens 

and to evaluate how a proposed boundacy change will affect state programs 

and policies. 

14standards are distinct fran factors in annexation tenninology in
that the fonner are rigid criteria which must be met for any proposed 
boundary change while the latter are merely el6llel'lts which are mandated for 
consideration. For a discussion of these terms and their application in an­
nexation law throughout the united States see M. G. w:xrlroof, III, "Syste:ns 
and Standards of Municipal Annexation Review: A Ccrrparative Analysis," 58 
The Georgetown Law Review 743-75 (March-May 1970). 
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b. public services and general state interests

In considering the interest of the parties in an annexation proceed­
ing, the court should be directed to consider:

(i) the need in the area proposed for annexation for, but not
limited to, the following urban services:

sewage treabrent
water
solid waste collection and disposal
);ci>lic planning
subdivision regulation and zoning
crime prevention and detection
fire prevention and protection
i;ci>lic recreational facilities
library facilities
curbs, gutters, sidewalks, stonn drains
street lighting;

(ii) the level of such urban services generally associated with
areas of s:i.milar density in rra.micipalities . in close proximity;

(iii) the current relative level of services provided by the county
-and the city or town;

. (iv) the efforts by the county and the city or town to canply 
with applicable state policies with respect to envirornnental 
protection, public planning, education, public transportation, 
housing, or other state policies declared by the General 
Assembly. 

The Ccmnission recamends that the annexation statutes specify a 

number of local public services and functions of general statewide interest 

to be considered by the courts in annexation proceedings. Even though 

annexation courts have always considered the service needs of the area 

proposed for annexation, the General Asse:nbly has made no effort to define 

those services to be considered. In evaluating the service needs in the 

areaproposed for annexation, the courts should consider the level of such 

services generally supplied by neighboring municipalities to areas of similar 

density. In addition, the courts should examine the relative level of 

services being provided by the county and the rnunicipality which has 

petitioned for annexation. Thus,. these statutory provisions would identify 
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a number of local public services for consideration and wou1d establish a 

scale for their measurerrent. 

The camd.ssion also recanmends that the principal state interests, 

referred to in the previous proposal, be specified by law for court con­

sideration. Armexation courts should be empowered to consider what efforts 

the cotmties and municipalities which are parties before them have nade to 

canply, throughout their jurisdictions generally, with state policies con­

cerning environrrental protection, public planning, the developrent of housing 

for citizens of all econanic levels, the prarotion of public transportation, 

and education. Where a locality has not endeavored to carply with state 

policies applicable to its jurisdiction, its position in any annexation 

case would be adversely affected. Statuto:cy specification of the local 

services and general state interests to be considered by annexation courts 

w::iuld convey to all localities the General Asse:nbly's concern for those 

public functions, would mandate their review by the courts, arid wou1d prarote 

a rrore consistent analysis in annexation proceedings throughout the state. 

c. · carmunity of interests

The annexation court should consider the "carmunity of interests"
which may or may not exist airong the affected areas. carmunity of
interests should be understocx1 to include consideration of natural 
neighborhoods, natural and man-made boundaries, the similarity of 
service needs and life-styles, and the degree of political, social, 
and econanic integration of the areas involved. 

While annexation courts have long considered the carmunity of interests 

which may or may not exist between an area proposed · for annexation and the 

annexing municipality, the camd.ssion believes that this factor should be 

recognized by law and properly defined. The camd.ssion recamends that 

"carmunity of interests" be defined in a way which permits avoiding the 

disruption of natural neighborhoods; recognizing natural and man-nade 
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boundaries; considering the s:imilarity of service needs and life-styles; 

and, in general, noting the extent of the political, social, and econcmic 

integration of the cormrunities involved. Boundary changes involve many 

technical considerations and Im.1St be essentially based on them; however, 

this Ccmnission recanmends that annexation courts be explicitly authorized 

to temper those considerations by recognizing the degree of canpatibility 

existing between the affected areas. 

d. cooperative agreerents and joint activities

Cooperative agreerents and joint activities undertaken by localit;ies
should not be deemed a factor in any annexation proceeding; however,
annexation courts should be authorized to weigh the refusal by any
locality to pursue cooperative agreerrents in good faith. Inter­
local cooperative agreerents should be viewed as a proper provision
of governrrental services in an econcmical and efficient way and
should not prejudice the case of any party in an annexation proceeding.

At the.present time contiguous cities and counties are rrost reluctant 

to enter into cooperative agreerents and joint activities with one another 

for fear that such programs will adversely affect their cases in future 

annexation proceedings. Since the courts in annexation cases consider 

canmunity of interests, now a factor based solely on jtrlicial precedent, 

counties fear that joint programs with cities will be construed to indicate 

that such a cormrunity of interests exists. The existence of a commmity 

of interests between areas involved in an annexation issue has traditionally 

served to strengthen the case of the annexing municipality. Likewise, 

cities, too, have sanetimes been hesitant to enter into agreerents with 

counties for the provision or the receipt of urban services. Cities fear that 

their provision of services to counties will undennine their future an­

nexation cases since those cases are expected to rest, at least in part, on 

the need for services in the area to be annexed. Acceptance by the city of 

county services may also be opposed for s:imilar reasons. Thus, the possibility 

of annexation can create barriers to interlocal cooperation. 
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The Ccmnission believes that these barriers should and can be reduced. 

Therefore, the Ccmnission recomrends that cooperative agrearents and joint 

activities be explicitly rerroved fran consideration in annexation cases, 

except where localities fail to pursue collal:x:>rative efforts in good faith. 

Annexation courts should be anpowered to consider either an arbitrary 

refusal by a locality to consider cooperative ventures or negotiations 

which are not pursued in good faith. If a city refuses to negotiate in 

good faith with a county for the provision of a public service, the city 

should not be allowed to cite in support of its plea for annexation the 

county's deficiency in that particular service. On the other hand, if 

counties refuse to negotiate with cities in good faith for rreeting local 

or interlocal public needs, the courts should be authorized to consider 

such in annexation proceedings. The Carmission believes that this recom­

nendation to exclude cooperative agrearents and joint activities fran con­

sideration in annexation cases, except where they are impeded by an absence 

of good faith, can prcm::ite greater interlocal cooperation. 

7. Declination of Annexation Award

Sections 15.1-1044 and 15.1-1049 of the Code should be amended to
pennit the council of a city or town, subject to the approval of the
court, by ordinance or resolution, to decline to accept an annexation
award resulting fran a proceeding which it has initiated at any time
within twenty-'-one days after final adjudication of the case. In
any case where the court approves a municipality's declination of an
annexation award, it should enter an order dismissing the notion to
annex and should direct the payment of the entire costs of the pro­
ceedings by the municipality, including reirobursercent to the county
for the costs in=ed by it in presenting its case.

The Carmission recomnends that present law which pennits a municipality

to decline to accept annexation awards resulting from proceedings which it 

has initiated be amended to allow a city or town to decline an award at any 

time within twenty-one days after the final adjudication of the case. 
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The Carmission believes that the right to decline an award should be available, 

with the approval of the court, after the trial court's decision or after a 

final deteIJ!lination of the case by the SUprene Court. Further, the can­

mission rec:cmrends that the city or town council be pennitted the flexibility 

of initiating action to decline an award by either resolution or ordinance. 

In any case where a m.micipality is granted pennission to decline an 

award, the court should direct payroont of the entire costs of the proceedings 

by the m.micipality, including payroont to the county for the costs incurred 

by it in presenting its case. 

8. Protection of Interests of the Annexed Area

An annexation court reconvened in accordance with section 15.1-1047
of the Code should be authorized to award attomeys'fees and other
costs, in its discretion, for the representation of the interest of
an annexed area.

The Carmission has been apprised that county residents annexed by

m.micipalities saretitres feel that they have received little in the way of 

additional or irrproved services to canpensate than for the increase in taxes 

which often accompanies annexation. The Carmission believes that existing 

statutory provisions provide an adequate foundation for assuring that annexed 

areas are supplied with needed services. It should be noted that section 

15.1-1033 of the Code requires that the annexing m.micipality set forth 

in its ordinance for annexation "the provisions planned for the future improve­

ment of the annexed territory, including the provision of public utilities 

and services therein." Section 15.1-1042 specifies that "the court shall 

require of the city the provision of any capital iroproveirents which in its 

judgment are essential to meet the needs of the annexed area and to bring 

the sane up to a standard equal to that of the remainder of the city." In 

order to assure equality of treatnent to the annexed area, section 15.1-1042 
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authorizes the court to require as a condition of annexation "the provision 

of capital improvements in addition to those specified in the annexation 

ordinance" when such is deemed necessacy. Finally, section 15.1-1047 

pennits the annexation court to be reconvened at any time up to five years 

after the issuance of the annexation order "to enforce the performance of 

the teIJllS and conditions under which annexation was granted." The court 

may be reconvened on its own rrotion, or by rrotion of the governing body 

of either the county or the nrunicipality, or by petition of fifty free­

holders in the area annexed. 

The camnission believes that the provisions reviewed above provide a 

suitable statutory frarnev.Drk to assure to annexed citizens the same quality 

of services asthat delivered to other city residents. However, the 

camri.ssion feels that the cost for citizens in the annexed area to institute 

legal proceedings on their own rrotion could be an iropedirrent to the proper 

functioning of those statutory safeguards. Thus, it is recarmended that a 

reconvened annexation court be explicitly authorized to award attorneys' 

fees and other costs, in its discretion, for the representation of the 

interests of the annexed area. 

Independent City Status 

Virginia is unique arrong the states in having a statewide system of 

city-county separation. other states have provided for the independence 

of particular cities, but not on a statewide basis.15 All cities in

Virginia are totally independent political entities; no county authority 

or trucing power extends within a city boundacy. While indistinct in origin 

15 
1 ·  . d 

. 1 f Ba t:urore, Denver, St. IDuis, an San Francisco are examp es o 
special instances of municipal independence. 
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and long based solely on an implicit legal foundation, the independence of 

Virginia cities was specifically recognized in Article VII of the 1971 

Constitution, which defines a city as an "independent incorporated camnunity." 

In states where cities are legally a part of the encanpassing county, 

city incorporation and annexation do not constrict the parent county. How­

ever, the independent status of Virginia cities has a significant impact on 

city-county relations because territorial gains by cities are made at the 

expense of counties. Whenever new cities are incorporated or existing 

cities expand through annexation, counties are reduced in size, population, 

and tax base. 

In studying the independence of Virginia cities, the carmission has 

noted the objections to this system as well as its advantages. If city­

county separation does cause sare degree of interlocal disruption on the 

occasion of boundary change, it also prevents overlapping jurisdictions 

and duplication of effort by cities and counties. If annexation by inde­

pendent cities arouses opposition fran county residents in Virginia, an­

nexation is no less opposed by those citizens in other states. The govern­

rrental simplicity, the ability to focus responsibility, and the capacity 

for local initiative that mark the Virginia system speak well for the 

continuance of city-county separation. Besides the definite positive 

features of city-county separation, the carmission has been mindful of the 

irnnense legal, political, and administrative problems which "10uld result 

from ending the system of separation. Issues of the redistribution of 

general governmental p::,wers and responsibilities, voting rights, taxing 

authority, and debt restriction "10uld raise enorrrous difficulty upon the 

tennination of city-county separation. 
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It is the opinion of the Carmission that the present Virginia system of 

independent cities should be preserved. However, the Ccmnission' s endorse­

irent of the system of independent cities in Virginia does not .imply that 

no rrodifications are needed. Indeed, the Carmission sees persuasive 

reasons for tightening the criteria by which a unit of government is able 

to achieve this independent status. Accordingly, the following sections 

propose new criteria and procedures for the creation of independent cities 

by means of the evolution of towns, the unilateral incorporation of counties, 

and the merger of governmental units. 

A. The Evolution of Tc:Mns to Cities

Throughout its deliberations, the Carmission on City-County Relations 

has been cognizant of the .important functions perfonned by Virginia's local 

governrrents. Each year these functions becane rrore corrplex and rrore ex­

pensive. Since the state has a duty to guarantee to its citizens strong 

and viable units of local government that are capable of performing their 

functions in an efficient and effective manner, this Ccmnission has studied 

the existing provisions for the evolution of towns to independent city 

status. It is the Carmission 's belief that they require rrodification. 

1. Criteria for the Evolution of Tc:Mns to Cities

The criteria for the evolution of towns to independent city status
should require that:

a. the proposed new independent city must possess a minimum population
of 25,000 persons and an average density of at least 200 persons
per square mile, based on the latest United States Census or on a
special census conducted under court supervision;

b. the proposed new independent city must have the fiscal capacity to
function as an independent city and to provide appropriate services;

c. the creation of the proposed new independent city must not sub­
stantially .impair the county's ability to meet the service needs
of its rem3.ining population unless provision is made to offset such;
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d. in detennining the eligibility of a town for city status, the court,
hereinafter provided, should consider the best interests of the
parties and the interest of the state in praroting strong and
viable units of government in the area.

Under the present law, a town need only apply to the circuit court 

.of the county in which it is situated, or the judge thereof in vacation, 

to have a legal enumeration of its population in order to detennine its 

eligibility for city status. If the carmunity has a population of five 

thousand or rrore, the court enters an order declaring this fact to exist; 

the camnmity then'becanes an independent city on and after the first day 
. 

16of the rronth following the entry of the order. 

The CCmnission feels that, given the responsibilities facing in­

dependent units of local govenment today, new criteria are needed wnich 

better assur� responsive and responsible city government. The requirarent 

for·a higher population minimum, the inclusion of a population density 

:!;actor, and the evaluation of a proposed city's fiscal capacity are rreant 

to assure that whenever new independent cities are created, they are competent 

to perfonn their responsibilities. 

Further, the Ccmnission believes that counties should not be reduced 

in population, tax base, or other resources to the extent that their own 

strength and viability becare doubtful. Therefore, the proposed criteria 

require consideration of the effect of independent city status upon the 

county fran which the city is fonred. By requiring that a proposed city in­

corporation be examined to detennine its effect on the county, the Com­

mission feels that �e county's ability to provide a satisfactory level of 

services to its remaining citizens will be ensured and the state's interest 

· in preserving the viability of its local governments in the area will.be served.

16 
see cede, sec. 15.1-978 to 15.1-1010 for the details of the procedure 

whereby towns may obtain city status.

51 



The question of an appropriate minimum size for Virginia's cities has 

been a topic of continuing concern. Since the late 1940s, a higher population 

threshold for independent city status has been recamended by at least four 

state-sponsored study comnissions: the Ccmnission on State and Local Revenues 

and Expenditures (1949); the Carrrnission to Study Urban Growth (1951) ; the. 

Report of the Virginia Advisory legislative Council (1955); and the Ccmnission 

on Constitutional Revision (1969). All of these state study ccmnissions have 

stressed the need for cities large enough in population to rreet their service 

delivery responsibilities efficiently. For exarrple, the Ccmnission on Con­

stitutional Revision stated in 1969 that 

••• the incorporation of a new city not only hinders 
county governrrent, it also pennits, under present 
population minima, the creation of a new unit of govern­
rrent which is too small to function efficiently. When 
a town becorres a city it must provide its own consti­
tutional officers and its own sch<;:>ol system. The 
Carrrnission believes that a unit of government with a pop­
ulation base of less than 25,000 has greater difficulties 
in operating efficiently, thereby burdening the taxpayer.17 

In addition, other significant studies also support raising the minimum pop­

ulation needed for city status to 25,000 or beyond.18 The Corrrnission believes

that both these studies and the previously cited state COI1nlissions have 

correctly assessed the need for a higher population minimum for cities. 

With the passage of tilre and the increased responsibilities placed on local 

governrrents, the argurrent for a higher minimum population requirerrent for 

independent city status is now all the more persuasive. 

l?.,The . · f . . . " f th . . C tit Constitution o Virginia, Report o e Ccmru.ssion on ons u--
tional Revision (January 1, 1969), pp. 220-221. 

18see, for exarrple, the following studies: Council of State Govern­
ments, State-Local Relations, Report of the Ccmnittee on State-Local Re­
lations (Chicago: The Council, 1946); Comnittee for Econanic Develoµrent, 
M:x1ernizing Local Government, A Staterrent on National Policy by the Research 
and Policy Corrrnittee (New York: The Comnittee, 1966); Charles F. Faber, 
"The Size of a School District," Phi Delta Kappan 33-35 (September 1966). 
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2. Procedure for Town Incorporation as a City

a. public hearing

A town desiring to be granted city status should hold a public
hearing with respect thereto, at which citizens should have an
opportunity to be heard to detennine if the citizens of the town
desire that the town becare a city. Notice of the time and place
of such hearing should be published in a newspaper of general
circulation in the town at least once a week for two successive

· weeks. The hearing should not be held sooner than thirty days
subsequent to the first publication of notice. such public
hearing nay be adjourned from time to time, and upon the corrpletion
thereof, the town nay by ordinance passed by a recorded affirnative
vote of a najority of all the members elected to the town council
petition the circuit court of the county in which the town lies
for city status.

City status carries with it significant responsibilities as well as 

powers. The Comnission believes that the desirability of assuning such 

responsibilities and powers should be given full public consideration by 

both the town's governing body and its residents before the initiation of 

efforts to becane a city. Therefore, the Comnission recamends that a 

public hearing on the town's evolution to an independent city be held 

before any fm:rnal proceedings are undertaken. This public hearing would 

provide a suitable context in which town leaders could present the case 

for city status and town residents could rrake their views known. 

b. incorporation court

(i) The question of town incorporation as a city should be decided
by a court canprised of three judges from rerrote judicial
circuits as proposed for annexation cases; however, in cases
which are not contested by the county or by any intervenor,
the question of town incorporation as a city should be
decided by the local circuit court judge. The procedure,
including the adoption of the ordinance petitioning the court
for city status, the introduction of evidence, and the pro­
visions for additional parties and for appeal, should be
similar to that provided in annexation cases.

(ii) In any judicial proceeding for the creation of an independent
city, the county or counties wherein the town is located
should be made a party or parties to the proceeding.
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(iii) The court, in any proceeding for the creation of an independent
city, should have the authority to direct appropriate state
agencies to caT1pile data, to present evidence and exhibits,
and othei:wise to assist the court in considering the proposed
incorporation.

If there should be nore rigorous criteria for the incorporation of 

new independent cities, a procedure must be instituted whereby these criteria 

can be properly applied. This camri.ssion feels that the qualifications of 

localities seeking city status can best be determined by a judicial pro­

ceeding. ·Accordingly, the camri.ssion recormends that all proposed in­

corporations which are contested be decided by a court corrprised of three 

judges fran rerrot:e judicial circuits, as recamended for annexation cases. 

The specific provisions of the incorporation process should be similar to 

those provided for annexation cases. Because a successful city incorporation 

would iman the loss to a county of population, territory, and tax base, it 

is felt that the county in which the town is located should be made a 

party to the proceeding. Also, in order that the incorporation court might 

have available independent technical� expert advice to assist in making 

its detennination, the camri.ssion believes that the court should have the 

authority to draw upon the resources of appropriate state agencies. 

c. town refusal of city :status

In any proceeding instituted by a town to becone a city, the town
council may by ordinance or resolution decline to accept city status
on the tenns and conditions imposed by the court at any time with­
in twenty-one days after final adjudication establishing city
status. In any such case the court should enter an order dis­
missing the petition for city status and should direct the pay­
rrent of the entire costs of the proceedings by the town, including
re:imbursenent to the county for the costs incurred by it in
presenting its case.

The camri.ssion has previously recorrm:nded that the evolution of a town 

to city status not be permitted to substantially ilrpair a county's ability 
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to meet the service needs of its rerraining population unless provision is 

made to offset the :irnpaiI:ment. The Ccmnission recognizes that the cost 

of this settlerrent, as detennined by the court, may be such that the town 

may decide against city status. Therefore, it is recomnended that towns 

be given the option of declining a grant of city status at any time within 

twenty-one days after final adjudication of the case. Towns should be 

pennitted to exercise the option of declining a grant of city status after 

the trial court's decision or after a final detennination of the case by 

the SUprane Court., It should be noted that the camnission does not re­

comnend that a town's declination of city status be made dependent upon the 

court's approval. The Ccrnnission believes that, unlike annexation awards, 

the refusal by a town to accept city status is a matter of-peculiar concern 

to the citizens of that locality. 

The Ccmnission also recamends that a town council be pennitted to 

decline a grant of city status either by resolution or ordinance. As 

with the declination of annexation awards, it is recarmended that where 

towns decline a grant of city status, they be directed to pay the entire 

cost of the proceedings, including payirent to the county for its costs 

incurred in presenting ·its case. 

d. effective date of city incorporation

The order granting the petition should set forth in detail all
such tenns and conditions upon which the petition is granted.
Every order establishing a new independent city should be effective
at midnight on December thirty-one of the year in which issued; or
in the discretion of the court, at midnight on December thirty-one
of the year following the year in which issued.

The Ccrnnission recognizes the procedural and organization difficulties 

inherent in separating a new city from its parent county. In order to 

ensure sufficient time for an orderly goverrnrental transition, the Ccmnission 
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recorrmends that the order establishing a new independent city not take 

effect :irmroiately but be made effective at the beginning of the next calendar 

year or, in the court's discretion, at the beginning of the subsequent 

year. In this way, the separation of a city from a county may proceed in 

a m::>re deliberate and orderly fashion. Further, such a procedure, if 

adopted, would be consistent with the provisions governing annexation awards. 

B. Unilateral Incorporation of Counties as Cities

Throughout the course of its study, the Corrmission has been
°

of the 

opinion that no single approach to the problems of boundary change can be 

applied unifonnly throughout Virginia. Rather, each part of the state is 

viewed as possessing unique characteristics which should guide state-local 

and interlocal relations, with attention given to the varying circumstances,. 

gover:nrrental capacity, and service needs of localities. This rationale has 

led to the Carmission's recannendations that certain counties be given the 

option of obtaining imnunity from rrnmicipal annexation, that the judicial 

process of annexation in Virginia be r�tained with certain m::>difications, 

and that the criteria and the process of new city incorporation be revised 

and strengthened. Consistent with this view, the Carmission also believes 

that general law should provide for the incorporation of counties as cities 

with eligibility based on the criteria established for the creation of new 

independent cities in Virginia. However, because incorporation of a 

county as a city will have an :urpact on all contiguous units of government, 

provision Im1St be made to consider this effect. 

The Comnission believes that the question of county incorporation as 

a city should be judicially reviewed in a manner similar to that provided 

both for annexation issues ii!Ild for the evolution of towns to cities. Once 

a proposed county incorporation has been judicially sanctioned on the basis 
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of established criteria, the question of city status should then be re­

solved by vote of C01.U1ty residents. The requirement that C01.U1ty residents 

vote on the issue of incorporation as a city is consistent with existing 

law requiring a referendum within a C01.U1ty on proposed major changes in 

the C01.U1ty' s governrrental form. 

1. Criteria for unilateral County Inco!:fOration as a City

The criteria for 1.Ulilateral C01.U1ty incorporation as a city should
require that:

a. the co1.U1ty I!UlSt possess a minirmlm population of 25,000 persons
and an average density of 200 persons per square mile, based on
the latest united States Census or on a special census conducted
under court supervision;

b. the C01.U1ty I!UlSt have the fiscal capacity to function as an inde­
pendent city and to provide appropriate services;

c. in determining the eligibility of the C01.U1ty for city status, the
court, hereinafter provided, should consider the best interests of
the parties and the interest of the state in praroting strong and
viable 1.Ulits of government in the area.

Logic requires that c01.U1ties be eligibile to seek city status whenever 

they m:!et those criteria previously provided for the evolution of towns to 

cities. If such criteria denote towns which are capable of independent 

city status, they equally denote those C01.U1ties with a similar capacity. 

It is important, though, that the incorporation of c01.U1ties as cities not 

confine and perpetuate contiguous 1.Ulits of government which lack the capacity 

for continued independence and self-sufficiency. Therefore, proposals for 

the incorporation of co1.U1ties as cities should be denied if they are 

detrinental to the proper political develoJ;I!61t of an area. Incorporation 

courts, as hereinafter provided, should be anpowered to prevent proposed 

incorporations which will distort the political growth of an area and 

which will likely render other governrrents inefficient and unduly dependent 

upon external resources. 
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2. Procedure for Unilateral County Incorporation as a City

a. incorporation court

(i) A county should be authorized to petition the circuit court of
that county by ordinance for the convening of a special in­
corporation court for consideration of its eligibility for
city status. The special incorporation court should be can-­
prised of three judges from renote judicial circuits as proposed
for annexation cases; the procedure, including the adoption
of the ordinance petitioning the court for city status, the 
publication and service of notice, the rules for the intro­
duction of evidence, the utilization by the court of the
expertise of state agencies, and the provisions for additional
parties and appeal, should be similar to that provided in
annexation cases. However, in an incorporation proceeding the
requirement as to service of notice should apply to all contiguous
cities and cx:>unties; the requirement as to publication of
notice and ordinance should apply only within the boundaries
of the proposed new independent city.

The carmission recorrmends that a county be pennitted to initiate 

proceedings for incorporation as a city by the adoption of an ordinance 

petitioning the circuit court for a review of its eligibility for city 

status. Upon petition to the circuit court, a special incorporation court 

should be convened to deteI:mine the question of eligibility. The procedure 

established for a judicial review of a rounty's eligibility for city status 

should parallel that provided in annexation cases, as m::xlified by this 

report's recarmendations. However, because a county's incorp::>ration as 

a city will to sane extent affect surrounding jurisdictions, the require­

rrent for service of notice should apply to each contiguous city and county. 

(ii) The incorporation court established to consider the creation
of a new independent city by means of unilateral county in­
corp::>ration should be limited in its decision to granting or
denying eligibility for city status and should have no
authority to imp:>se conditions or tenns with respect to the
proposed incorp::>ration; provided, however, that where the 
court denies eligibility for city status, it should indicate
in a written opinion its reasons for the denial.
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It is reconrnended that the incorporation courts established to consider 

proposals for unilateral county incorporation be restricted in their review 

to a detennination of a county's eligibility for city status. Such 

eligibility should not be made contingent upon any conditions or financial 

settlement. Thus, this recormendation would make the courts reviewing 

proposals for unilateral county incorporation 1TPre restricted in their 

authority than those courts constituted to decide a town's application for 

city status. (It was previously proposed that the latter courts be authorized 

to make provisions. for offsetting the substantial :i1l!painnent of a county's 

ability to meet its remaining population's service needs. ) 

The Ccmni.ssion also recamends that an incorporation court be required 

to state in a written opinion its reasons for the denial of any county's 

eligibility for city status. The opinion of the court should present to 

all parties involved an analysis of the evidence introduced with respect 

to the capacity of the county for independent city status, the interrelation 

of the surrounding localities, and projections regarding future political 

develoi:nent of the area. 

(iii) If the court is satisfied that the criteria for city incor­
poration are met, it should order an election on the proposed
incorporation as provided for in section 24.1-165 of the Code.
In establishing a date for the election the court should allow
sufficient time for the county to prepare a charter, in the
manner provided hereinafter, prior to the election. If a
majority of the qualified voters voting at the election vote
in favor of city status, the court should enter an order re­
cording this fact. The county should then pr=eed to seek
enactnent of its charter by the General Assembly.

If the incorporation court is satisfied that the county is eligible 

for city status, it should order a vote to be taken on the question by the 

county's eligibile voters in accordance with the provisions of section 

24.1-165 of the Code. The-court should allow the county sufficient time 
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prior to the election to draft its charter in the rranner proposed in the 

following section. If the election results indicate that a :majority of 

those who voted in the election favor the county's incorporation as a 

city, the county should proceed to obtain enact:Irent of its charter by the 

General Assembly. It should be noted that the proposed requirerrent for 

a referendum within a county on the question of incorporation as a city 

is consistent with existing Code provisions which require a vote by county 

residents on proposals for substantial changes in governmental fonn. 

b. city charter

(i) The county governing body should be authorized to appoint
a charter advisory carrnittee canposed of seven persons to
assist it in the preparation of a proposed city charter.
When the proposed new charter has been prepared by the govern­
ing body and the advisory ccmnittee, a public hearing should
be held at which citizens should have an opportunity to be
heard with respect to the proposed charter. Notice of the
time and place of such hearing should be published in a news­
paper of general circulation in the county at least once a
week for two successive weeks. The hearing should not be
held scx:mer than thirty days subsequent to the first publication
of notice, Such public hearing may be adjourned f=n tine
to tine prior to its tennination. The hearing and the pre­
paration of the charter should be canpleted by the county prior
to the vote by county residents on the question of city status.

The Ccmnission recarmends that the county governing body be authorized 

to appoint a charter advisory comnittee to assist in the drafting of a 

proposed city charter. After the charter has been drafted by the governing 

body and the advisory carrnittee, a public hearing, which has been adequately 

publicized should be required so that all citizens will have an opportunity 

to express their views on the proposed plan of government. After the public 

hearing has been concluded an election on the question of city status 

should be held in the county. The reqnirerrents for both a county referendum 

on the question of city status and a public hearing on the proposed charter 

should sufficiently ensure that the new city governrrent and its structure 

are in accordance with the desires of the local citizens. 
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(ii) The governing body of the county may pay the nenbers of the
charter advisory ccmnittee reasonable canpensation approved
by the circuit court of the county.

Existing consolidation statutes provide for canpensation to nenbers 

of advisory bodies which assist in the drafting of a consolidation agrearent. 

The camrl.ssion believes that canpensation should be available, in a similar 

fashion, to those citizens who assist in drafting a city charter for a 

county. The requirarent for judicial review of the CC!l'g?el1sation offered is 

consistent with th� procedure provided in the present consolidation statutes. 

c. :i.rrplarentation

(i) The tenns of all county and town officers should continue
as provided by the constitution of Virginia or state law and
all county and town ordinances should re!ll:l.in in effect sub­
sequent to the election provided for county incorporation until
the day that the city charter becares effective. The city

. charter should make all necessary provisions for the transition
of the county to city status.

The Ccmnission recamends that the new charter adopted by the county 

governing body include provisions for the transition of the county to city 

status. The tenns of all county and town officers should continue, as 

provided by law and the state Constitution, until the day the city charter 

becares effective. Likewise, all county and town oroinances should ranain 

in effect until the city charter becares legally operative. The new city 

charter should make provision for whatever transition of public offices 

and oroinances, consistent with the constitution and laws of the Camon­

wealth, may be required in establishing the new city government. 

(ii) The unilateral incorporation of a county as a city should
serve to revoke the charter of any town existing within the
boundaries of the fonrer county.
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The Comnission believes that, whenever a county has the characteristics 

and capacity to be eligible for city status, separate and independent action 

by the towns within the county should not be required to sanction the change 

in goverrnrent. Therefore, it is recarmended that whenever a county in­

cori;x:irates as a city unilaterally, the charter of any town existing within 

the county's boundaries be revoked automatically. 

It should be noted that existing law permits a county to marge with its 

towns, on the basis of separate referenda in,each jurisdiction, to fonn a 

new independent city. The carmission reccmrends that, with the m:idifications 

proposed in the subsequent section, this optional route to city status 

remain available to those counties desiring to utilize it. 

c. The Consolidation of Goverrnrental Units Into New Cities

The Code of Virginia allows contiguous units of local goverrnrent to 

obtain independent city status by consolidating with one another. The 

Comnission looks favorably upon goverrnrental consolidations as a means of 

reducing jurisdictional fragrcentation;. however, it also feels that city 

charters should be granted only to econanically viable governmental units 

which are capable of meeting their residents' service needs. Further, the 

creation of new or enlarged cities by means of consolidation must be 

examined for the impact on surrotmding jurisdictions. 1 For these reasons, 

the Comnission believes that those sections of the consolidation statutes 

pennitting counties and towns to marge into new consolidated cities should 

be rrodified in accord with the previous proposals for the establishment of 

new independent cities.
19 

19
The consolidation statutes are found in Charpter 26 of Title 15.1 of 

the Code. Article 1 provides for the consolidation of counties into a 
single county, Article 2 authorizes the consolidation of towns into a 
single town, Article 3 pennits the consolidation of cities into a single 
city, and Article 4 allows the merger of combinations of towns, counties, 
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1. Criteria for Cities Created by Govermrental consolidation

Article 4 of Chapter 26 of Title 15.1 should be m::xlified to provide that:

a. a connty may incorporate as a city by means of consolidation with
all its towns, or by means of consolidation with another connty or
connties, where the proposed new city will have a population of
25,000 persons and an average density of 200 persons per square
mile, based on the latest United States Census or on a special
census conducted under court supervision;

b. a new city may be fonned by consolidation of a connty or town with
an existing adjoining or adjacent city with no requiremmts as to
population and density; provided, however, the creation of a new
independent city by means of the consolidation of a town and an
adjoining or adjacent city ImISt not substantially irrpair the
ability of the connty from which the town is separated to meet
the service needs of its rerrai.ni.ng population tmless provision
is made to offset such;

c. two or rrore towns may consolidate to form a new town but may not
consolidate with each other to create a new independent city,
except where such consolidations include the parent connties and
meet the population and density requirements provided ab:lve;

d. any proposed new city must have the fiscal capacity to ftmction
as an independent city and to provide appropriate services;

e. in determining the eligibility for city status, the court, herein­
after recanrended, should consider the best interests of the parties
and the interest of the state in pronoting strong and viable units
of governrrent in the area.

The intention of these reccmrended changes in the consolidation statutes 

is to ensure that proposals for creating new independent cities by the merger 

of governrrental units are subject to the same criteria and analysis 

and cities into new consolidated cities and connties. Section 15.1-1130 
of Article 4 provides that "any one or rrore adjoining or adjacent connties 
or any one or rrore adjoining or adjacent cities or towns, or any of such 
connties, cities or towns where such counties,cities or towns, as the case 
may be, adjoin or are adjacent to each other or any connty and all in­
corporated towns located entirely therein may consolidate into a single 
connty or city, or into a single city and one or rrore connties, " 
The Ccmnission's recanrendations affect only Article 4. 
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proi:osed for the establishment of new independent cities by any other rrethod. 

This rreans that proi:osed consolidated cities should be expected to rreet the 

same i:opulation standards and to i:ossess the fiscal capacity required for 

other proi:osed new independent cities. Whenever the creation of a new 

independent city involves merger with an existing city, the Ccmnission 

recomrends that the i:opulation and density standards be waived. All 

proi:osals for the creation of a new independent city under the provisions 

of Article 4, including those involving an existing city, should be reviewed 

for their i:otential i.rrpact on contiguous units of government. The creation 

of new consolidated cities resulting from the rrerger of a city and an 

adjacent town should not bepennitted to substantially i.rrpair the capacity 

of the county to provide needed services to its remaining i:opulation. 

ProlX)sals for the creation of new cities by city-town rrergers which threaten 

the viability of a county should not be sanctioned unless provisions are 

made to assure the ability of the county to rreet the service needs of its 

remaining i:opulation. 

The Ccmnission also recamends that two or ITPre adjacent towns not be 

allowed to rrerge directly into a new city unless such a merger also includes 

the parent counties. This proi:osed restriction, however, v.Uuld not pre­

clude the rrerger of towns into enlarged towns. Any consolidated town could 

then seek city status through the procedure established for the evolution 

of towns to cities. 

2. Procedure for the Consolidation of Gover:nrrental Units into Cities

Article 4 of Chapter 26 of Title 15.1 should be modified to provide that:

a. any county or town wishing to be incori:orated as a city by rreans of
consolidation with other units of govermnent nay by ordinance petition
the circuit court of that county for the convening of a special in­
cori:oration court, hereinafter recomrended, to consider the creation
of the proposed new city. If the court is satisfied that the criteria
for incori:oration are rret, the consolidation proceedings nay continue
in accordance with the provisions of Article 4.

64 



b. the question of the incorporation of a new independent city by
governrrental consolidation as provided in Article 4 should be
considered by a court caiprised of three judges from rerrote judicial
circuits as proposed for annexation cases; the procedure, including
the adoption of the ordinance petitioning the court for city status,
the publication and service of notice, the rules for the introduction
of evidence, the utilization by the court of the expertise of
state agencies, and the provisions for additional parties and
appeal, should be s.imilar to that provided in annexation cases.
However, in an incorporation proceeding the requiranent as to
service of notice should apply to all contiguous cities and counties;
the requirerent as to publication of notice and ordinance should
apply only within the boundaries of the proposed new independent city.

c. the incorporation court established to consider the creation of a
new independent city by rreans of goverrnrental consolidation should
be limited in its decision to granting or denying eligibility for
city status and should have no authority to irrg;x:>se conditions or
tentlS with respect to the proposed incorporation, except in
instances of city-town consolidation; the court should be authorized
to make eligibility for city status in instances of city-town
consolidation contingent upon provisions ensuring the ability of
the county to rreet the service needs of its rE!!l\'3.ining population.
In any case where the court denies eligibility for city status,
it should indicate in a written opinion its reasons for the denial.

The Ccmnission recarnends that proposals for the incorporation of new 

cities by rreans of goverrnrental consolidation, as provided by Article 4, 
. 

be reviewed by a judicial process identical to that recormended. for uni-

lateral county incorporation. In both instances, the new judicial review 

would be based upon the annexation process, as m::xlified by the previous 

recamendations of this report. Thus, a judicial review of proposals for 

creating new cities under the provisions of Article 4 �uld be initiated 

by an ordinance, adopted by the governing bodies of the localities proposing 

the nerger, petitioning for the convening of a special incorporation court. 

This court �uld hear evidence on the population, density, and fiscal capacity 

of the proposed new city and also evaluate the impact of the proposed con­

solidation on contiguous cities and counties. Except in instances of city­

town consolidation, the court would be limited in its decision to determining 

eligibility for city status and would not be empcMered to make eligibility 

contingent upon any tentlS. In proposed city-town consolidaticns the court 
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would be authorized to imp:)se conditions to ensure that the county from 

which the town is to be separated will be able to meet the service needs 

of its rerraining population• 

If, in the court's opinion, a proposed new consolidated city would 

distort the area's political developrent by prerraturely terminating the 

political grCMth. of adjacent units of government, thereby rendering those 

governments inefficient and unduly dependent upon external resources, the 

court would be authorized to deny eligibility for city status. If eligibility 

for city status is denied, the court should indicate in a written opinion 

its reasons for the denial. Where a court grants eligibility for city status, 

the consolidation proceeding would continue, with referenda ultimately 

being held in accordance with the existing provisions of Article 4. 

Voluntary Boundacy Adjustment 

City, town, or county lx>undary lines can on occasion create unnecessary 

physical difficulties in the delivery (?f public services. Due to the 

accidents of history, to the developrent of !l'an'"illade barriers, or to the 

natural contours of an area, unusual, eccentric and unnatural lx>undaries 

sometimes exist which result in excessive costs for the provision of public 

services. Where local lx>undary adjusbrents are nuitually beneficial and 

desired, the state should provide a mechanism to facilitate their :irnple­

mentation. Thus, the Corrrnission recarrrnends that the following procedures 

be established by general law, available to all localities in the state, 

whereby voluntary lx>undary adjusbrents which will substantially alleviate 

problems of public service delivery can be made. 
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1. l\djustment by Agreement of Governing Bodies

Any city, town or county should be authorized to enter into negotiations
with any contiguous political subdivision for the adjustment of a
mutual boundary. Upon an agreement reached by political subdivisions to
adjust a mutual boundary, each governing oody should set forth by
ordinance the boundary line as agreed to, and, as provided in the ordinance,
such line should becane the recognized boundary upon approval by the
General Assembly.

The Carmission believes that general law should authorize the governing

oodies of any contiguous political subdivisions to enter into negotiations 

for the adjustment of a mutual boundary. When an agreement is reached to 

adjust a mutual boundary, the governing oodies of the localities involved 

should set forth by ordinance the new boundary line as agreed to and 

provide therein for the tima and teJ'.ms of the transfer of territory. Upon 

approval by the General Assaribly, the boundary adjustment should becane 

effective as provided in the ordinance. 

2. .Adjustment by Voluntacy Referral to the Court

Any two contiguous political subdivisions should be authorized to
petition jointly, by ordinance, the circuit court having jurisdiction
over either locality for the adjustment of a mutual boundary in the
interest of the effective and efficient administration of governrrent.
The ordinance petitioning the court should set forth that portion of
the mutual boundary where adjustment is desired. The court, after
hearing evidence on the boundary line to be relocated, should enter an
order establishing the true boundary line and providing for the t:irce
and teJ'.ms for the transfer of territory. However, boundary adjust­
xrents detennined by the court in accordance with this procedure should
be limited to the transfer of not rrore than 100 acres of territory
fran one jurisdiction to another.

The Carmission recognizes that occasions may arise where two contiguous

political subdivisions may desire the adjustment of a mutual boundary but, 

for a variety of reasons, be unable to define and conclude the adjustment 

desired. In these instances the Camnission recamends that the localities 

be authorized to petition jointly a local circuit court for resolution of 

·the boundary adjustment issue. The court should be empowered, after
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hearing evidence with respect to the requested boundary adjustment, to 

enter an order establishing a new boundary and the time and tenns for the 

transfer of territory. Where boundary adjustment issues are referred to 

a court, in accordance with this recarmendation, it is proposed that ad­

justments be limited to the transfer of not rrore than 100 acres from any 

one jurisdiction to another. 

State Assistance to ux::al Government 

In addition to the reccmrendations presented above, this Ccmnission 

believes that the state should take further positive steps to improve 

relations arrong its localities. The constraints i.rrposed by time, the 

:irrnrensity of its charge, and deference to other state study groups have 

prevented this Corrmission from developing detailed recorrmandations to 

address the concerns reviewed below. However, it is apparent to this 

Corrmission that state programs which effectively address these concerns 

can alleviate many of those condit�ons which are sources of difficulty in 

interlocal relations in Virginia. It should be added that adoption by the 

state of the Corrmission's reccmrendations for granting certain counties 

.imnunity from annexation and for pennitting the incorporation of counties 

as cities by general law wakes the following reccmrendations all the more 

vital. For still other cities of the state, the opportunity for further 

annexation will be rerroved by those recarrnendations. 

1. Housing and Public Transportation

The state should pursue policies with respect to housing and trans­
portation designed to reduce and discourage undue residential con�
centrations of the poor and disadvantaged.

M:my units of local government in Virginia have major social and

fiscal problems. These problems are to a great extent induced by 
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concentrations of J?CX)r and elderly residents within the localities' boundaries. 

The service costs for such residents are high; and wherever these con­

centrations exist, public expenditures for health care, crime prevention, 

education, and other social welfare programs constitute significant fiscal 

bw:dens. This Ccmnission reccmnends that the state pursue nore active 

policies in the areas of housing and public transportation in order to 

facilitate a broader geographic distrib.ltion of Virginia's J?CX)r and old. 

Increasing these citizens' residential opportunities in all localities of 

the state would pennit a nore equitable spread of the social welfare costs 

of local govenment. 20 The state should en=urage, in each area of the 

catnonwealth, where such is feasible, ooth the developnent of housing for 

all econanic levels and the provision of public transportation, thereby 

better enabling all localities to share equitably in their area's social 

welfare burden. It. is reccrmeuled that the General Assanbly provide for 

the further consideration of these proposals and the developnent of such 

programs by appropriate state Jxxlies. 

2. Prarotion of F.quity

Where cities, counties, and towns are engaged in canparable services, 
state aid fonnulas and direct state ftmctional expenditures should not
discr:im:inate on the basis of the type of local govenment. The pro­
vision of state aid and services to local governrrents should incluie
assignment of weight to need, local effort, and local ability with 
the objective of achieving equity. 

20ane of the proposals presented to this Ccmnission would provide
through general law a nechanism by which cities could relinquish their 
charter and revert to the county or counties or origin. This proposal 
was intended, at least in part, to pennit cities confronted with major 
social and fiscal p:roblans to share those bw:dens with a broader constituency. 
SUch a proposal \\Ollld pennit the unification of a city with a county without 
a vote by county residents. The Ccmnission believes, IDwever, that the 
Camcnwealth should atterrpt to address the problans of its cities directly, 
as recamended in this report, and that any merger of govermental units 
be ac=:rrplished through existing consolidation procedures:
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The Camrl.ssion believes that the state should critically examine every 

distinction in its aid programs and in its direct functional expenditures 

for local governrrent to assure that variations in state assistance do not 

represent discr:indnation. Where the localities of Vil:ginia are engaged in 

canparable services, state assistance should be equitably provided regaro.­

less of the type of local goverrment. FUrther, the Camrl.ssion believes 

that programs of state assistance generally should be based upon a=­

sideration of the need, effort, and ability of each locality. 

The Carrnission, during the course of its study, has noted two specific 

areas in which it believes adjustnent is in order. First, it is recamended 

that Vil:ginia cities be permitted to benefit fran the bank stock tax to the 

sane extent as counties and towns. Under existing law, the Camonwealth 

taxes the shares of all banks and trust caipmies at the rate of $1 per 

$100 of stock value adjusted for tax purposes. While counties and towns 

are perrnitted to tax those institutions within their boundaries at �O 

percent of the state rate, cities are authorized to obtain. only 40 percent 

of the state rate fran the sane revenue source. 
21 The Departnent of

Taxation has calculated that, based on 1972-73 revenue data, raising the 

authorized percentage of the bank stock tax for cities to that provided 

for counties and towns would yield an additional $1.5 million in annual 

revenue for Vil:ginia cities. 22 This Ccmnission believes that the present

21
Ccrle, Chapter 10, Title 58. IDcally collected bank stock taxes are 

credited against state assessments. 

22
Calculations presented to the Ccmnission on City-County Relations 

by the Vil:ginia Departnent of Taxation; 1974. 
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provisions governing the bank stock tax constitute a discr:imination which 

should be corrected. 

second, the camdssion reccmrends that the state review the assistance 

given to localities in the area of law enforcarent. Currently, all counties 

in Viiginia profit fran the routine patrolling perfOlJ!ed in their jurisdictions 

by the State Police. Further, counties and cities receive fran the state 

two-thirds of the operating expenses for their sheriff's (or city_sergeant•sr 

office up to certain maxima, These law enforcarent seJ:Vices are adequate 

for many counties, and, thus, the state is providing a significant portion 

of their law enforcE!lEilt costs, However, the greater law enforcE!lEilt needs 

of cities and urban counties can only be net by the establishment of police 

departnents; therefore, these localities are forced to neet a greater part 

of their law enforcarent needs with local expen::l.itures. State assistance in 

this functional area could help to offset these disproportionate local costs. 

3, EncouragE!lEilt of Interlocal COOperation 

There are public concerns which can be dealt with rrore effectively on 
a regional basis. The state should adopt financial, programratic, and 
procedural policies to encourage cooperative efforts by units of govern­
nent of less than optim.1m size. 

A nurrber of public services can be effectively and econanically provided 

only when localities act in concert. Realization of this fact led to the 

enactnent in 1968 of the Viiginia Area Develoµrent Act authorizing the 

division of the state into planning districts. 
23 The Act also provided for 

the evolution of these planning units into service districts, which were 

neant to provide services on a regional basis. Despite the accanplishments 

23
ecae, secs. 15.1-1401 to 15.1-1452.
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of the planning districts, there is yet to appear any ncvarent · toward a 

general acceptance of service districts in the state. The principal 

obstacles to the fomation of service districts appear to be the require­

nents that these districts be established by referenda, that rreaber cities 

yield their rights of annexation, and that a majority of the service 

district cannissions' rreabership be popularly electai. IDcalities seen 

particularly concerned that the latter requ:i.ranent raioves the service 

district fran the control of the local govei:nnents c:arprising it. Even 

though service districts have not yet evolved, the regional problens which 

they were intended to address ranain. 

Therefore, this Ccmnission recarmends that t.'ie General Assanbly 

endeavor to prarote optional routes to regional service delivery. The 

state should adopt additional financial, programratic, and procedural 

policies to encourage cooperative efforts for regional service delivery. 

The Ccmnission believes that the continued viability of local govei:nnents 

requires than to develop a spirit and a capacity for cooperation such that 

public concerns of a regional nature can be properly addressed. 
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PARl' V 

This Ccmnission was established by the General Assari:>ly to :reexamine 

the nethod of adjusting m.micipal boundaries in Virginia and to consider 

generally the =ent status of relations bebieen Virginia's cities and 

counties. In response to the principal questions p,sed to it, the can­

mission has concluded: 

1. that annexation remains an appropriate nethod for the addition of
territory to nrunicipalities, with the exception that the state's
densely populated and urllanized counties should be eligible far 
:imnunity fran city-initiated annexation as well as fran new city in­
corp,ration; 

2. that the judicial system provides a proper neans for the detennination 
of annexation proposals, but that specific rrcdifications should be 
l!'ade in the procedure utilized in Virginia; 

3. that Virginia should retain its system of independent cities, but new 
criteria and procedures should be established for their fo:anation to 
ensure that all new independent cities are fiscally canpetent p,litical 
entities and that their creation is consistent with the general 
interests of the state; and 

4. that counties should be eligible for incorp,ration as cities when they 
reet the criteria generally established for independent city status. 

The principal questions sul:rnitted to this Ccmnission could not be 

considered apart fran other issues affecting interlocal relations in 

Virginia. Pararrount anong these issues have been the significant social 

and fiscal problems confronting certain Virginia localities and the urgent 

need for greater interlocal ccoperation. Therefore, the Ccmnission has 

reccmuended several general approaches by which the General Assari:>ly might 

address these gn:,wing concerns. Given the primacy of boundary issues in 

this Ccmnission's charge, the full develoµnent of these general approaches 

has been left for other state bodies. This Ccmnission wishes to arpiasize, 



though, its belief that positive state programs are essential to alleviate 

the substantial problems confronting sare Virginia localities. and to pro­

!lDte greater interlocal cooperation. 

As previously stated in this_reporl:, the Ccrcmission's reocmnendations 

do not p.u:port to be the definitive answer to interlocal problems in 

Virginia. However, the Ccrcmission believes that its l.0.Xiiiiel:.lations, if 

implanented, would be an effective response to toose problems which 

pranpted the creation of this Jxxl.y. Further, the Ccrcmission also believes 

that its reocmnendations, while addressing .imnediate concerns of the 

Camonwealth, will not unduly hinder future adaptations of local governrrent 

which,with the passage of tirre,may well be required. 

In conclusion, the Ccrcmission requests a_ continuance of this JxxJ.y 

for one year so that it may be available to the General Assatbly for the 

presentation and analysis of the recamendations hereby sul:mitted. 
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Appendix A 

Survey of Costs of Annexation Proceedings 

The follCMing survey of the costs of rru.inicip,tl annexation was under­

taken by the Carmission on City-county Relations in the Spring of 1974. 

Since the Carmission wished to investigate the annexation expenditures of 

various sized, nnmicip,tlities fran several geographic areas of the state, 

four town annexation suits and eight city annexation suits were examined. 

The cost data have been grouped into three categories: "consultants' 

fees," '-'legal fees, " and "other costs. 11 The category, "other costs, 11 

includes itans ranging fran the administrative tine devoted to the ani' 

nexation suit to expenditures for postage, printing, and advertising. The 

figures presented below are based on tabulated· data and est:inates by the 

localities. Certain localities have not been able to est:inate fully their 

expenses regarding internal administrative tine devoted to case preparation. 

In these instances, notation has been made in the tables. In addition, the 

figures presented do not inclu:ie the projected future costs of pending 

litigation related to sare of the annexation suits. Therefore, sare figures 

do not represent the full costs of entire annexation proceedings incurred 

by sare of the Virginia localities that have been surveyed. 

The statistics that are presented below indicate that the twelve 

annexation suits which have been surveyed resulted in public expenditures 

by the involved localities of approximately $7 million. 
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TGr.1 Annexation Suits 
Blacksburg (to.n) 
}bntgarery Co. 

Fa=ville (to.n) 
Prir.ce F.dward CO. 
Clri>erland co. 

M:massas (t:CMn) 
Prince William CO. 

Wytheville (tc:..n) 
I Wythe CO, 

City Annexation suits\ 
Fra'V.lin (city) l 
Isle of Wight Co. 

J 
SOUthaq>ton CO. 

Bristol (city) 
washington co. 

Tirr.e Involved 
Began Date Suit 

Preparation Decided 

5/65 
8/68 

1/68 
1/68 

10/67 

11/68 

sum,,r/'66 
4/68 
1/70 

1/72 

1970 
(granted) 

1969 
(granted) 

1969 
(granted) 

1971 
(granted) 

1970 
(denied) 

1972 
(granted) 

Survey of Costs of Annexation Proceedings 

Area COntested/Awru:ded 
I.a! Populat10n 

(sq, mi,) . (thousands) 

15 10.4 

I! ·::: :·

2.16 

1.5 2.0 
.5 

1.2' 

.3 

I: :::: 8,39 

6.9 5.0 

I 

Consul tan ts 
Fees 

Expenditures on Annexation suit 
r.ega1 I other Total Expended 
Fees \ Costs j by Locality 

59,799.20 68,985, 72> 25,756.20 , 154,541.12 
30,021.74 71,573.48 41.00• 109,636.22 

17,918.87 

800.00 

16,000.59 
21,480.15 

15,553.00 
1,500,00 

47 ,583,00 
40,496.31 
35,000.00 

j 11,373.43! 
2,535.70, 
7,356.24. 

2,556. 78a 

500.00 
4,000.00 

2,038.00 2,200.00 ! 
a' 23,535.95. 2,721.67 1 

6,545.00. 3,000.00 
1,040.50, _a 

· 59,051.00 \15�000. oo 
'2C,432.90 !12,477 .08 
45,ooo.oo I 5,000.00 

121,307,93 47,412.78 36,175.19 
112,294.60 J 62,238.53 ! 8,943.48 

! ' 

31,849.08 
3,035.70 

12,156,24 

20,238.59 
47,737.'17 

25,098.00 
2,540.50 

121,634.00 
81,406.29 
85,000.00 

204,895.90 
183,476,61 

Total - ed by 
I/Xalities Involved 

264,177.34 

47,041.02 

67,976.36 

27,638,50 

288,040.29 

388,372.51 

"This figure does not include the cost of internal administrative tlm, devoted to the preparation of the locality's annexation case.

77 



SUrvey of Costs of Annexation Proceedings 

Tme Involved Area Conteste:l/Awaroed Ex:perxlitures on Annexation SUit 
Began Date SW.t -� 

(�) 

�·�=tants Lega.J. vu= �ta1� 
=i�i:oi� Locality P:eparation. Decided (sq, mi.) Fees Fees Costs ! by Locality 

Ci� Annexation SUits 
Winchester (city) 2/65 1970 5.9 4.9 84,416,52 62,199.08 35,000.00 181,615.60 
Frederick Co. 5/67 

(granted) 32,227.55 43,095.66 20,000.00 95,323.21 276,938.81 

Petersburg (city) 10/66 97,251.01 101,107.33 50,000.00 248,358.34 
Prince George Co. ll/64 1970 9·�114.00 5·�} 9.1 73,693.99 33,786.45 4,327 .62a 111,808.06 472,988.09 
Dinwiddie Co, 7/65 (granted) 5.0 3.7 46,533.60 46,288.09 20,000.00 112,821.69 

Alexandria (city) scmrer/67 1969 8.31 33.0 72,000.00 116,000.00 65,000.00 253,000.00 643,000.00 
Fairfax Co. 9/68 {denied) 70,000.00 220,000.00 100,000.00 390,000.00 

Lynchburg (city)b 5/71 342,405.00 151,165.00 109,512.00 602,082.00 

Canp:,ell 
Co. b 12/71 18.0

l 
�2.

4} 
163,877.00 102,240.00 117,144.00 393,261.00 1,270,275.27 

hrherst Co. l/72 1974 
_ 25.07 _ 13.9 97,184.00 50,699.45 31,117. ,oa 179,000.15 

Bedfotd co.b l/72 (granted) 7.07 1.6 59,030.45 39,401.67 7,500.00 105,932.12 

Boanoke (city) C 3/65 196,344.36 165,205,00 324,945.22 686,494.58 
Salen (city) c ll/69 1974 

16.0d 17.0d 
50,537.26 21,475.77 29,037.50 100,050.53 1,274,297.30 

R:lanOke 0:,, C 8/65 (granted)
, 

218,413.14 149,955.19 �20,383.86 487,752.19 

I ! 
Ri.clm:n:i (city) \FY 1966-67 1969 23.0 47.0 :214,000.00 1214,000.00 f53,000.00 881,000.00 1,818,662.00 
Chesterfield co. ' 1960 (granted) ! : 937,662.00 ! ' 237,662.00, 300,000.00 f00,000.00 

"-nus figure does not in:l.ule the cost of internal administrative tin'e devoted to the preparatiori of the loc:allty's annexation case. 
b.nie figures presented do not in:l.ule the costs of the cuirent -1 to the Sllprems Court of Virginia. 
"'n., figures presented do not inclule. the entire costs of retrial c:amenc:il)g in 1974. 
c\niese figures represent the total pcp,lation and land area """"1'IEd to the City of :ta,noke as a result of the ori.ginil trial and 

subseqllent p,cceedings. 

7B 



Append.l.X B 

Characteristics: Virginia Counties 25,000 Population or More 1970 

Colur rrrn 

1) i'a.J.:C rCJX 

2) ,n:lfo gton 

3) :C:enr ico 

4) Prin-_e William 

5) Chest erfield

6) PD"..r.O ke 

"7lvania 7) Pitts 

8} Rer1ry 

9) P.cc:w "":gbam 

C!l'.eiy 
10) l-bntg 

ll) August ca 

12) Ca.-npb ,b 
ell 

· .gton
c 

13) \·:ashir. 
14) Tazm ,-ell 

15) }\lbe 111.arle 

16) !'.=CJ ver 

17) Iol.'.d oun 
18) l·,ise 

19) Yor;, 
20) Rccl'..-:lY!c'.J."1. 

1 

froc 

. .

1 2 3 
Total Poculatio."l 

t trousan:ls) 

1971 1980 1990 

486 636 848 

172 188 205 

159 203 253 

122 182 245 

82 us 146 

71 94 121 

58 60 62 

52 62 75 

49 55 63 

49 65 84 

45 51 59 

45 55 68 

41 45 50 

39 36 34 

39 49 62 

39 56 78 

39 66 ll4 

35 30 28 

35 50 72 

31 29 26 

31 32 33 

29 29 28 

30 33 

4 5 
Urbanization 

a 6 

(% pop •. urban) 
1970 1980 '1990 

90 95 100 

100 100 100 

84 92 94 

66 80 95 

54 65 75 

63 72 80 

0 4 5 

18 19 21 

6 7 8 

37 40 44 

0 0 0 

26 32 36 

12 10 . ll 

36 45 52 

0 5 7 

22 35 45 

I 
35 50 65 

I 
20 21 23 

24 40 60 

0 0 0 

33 31 30 

0 0 0 

35 31 35 

7 
I Jlrea 
(sq. ni:i..) 

1970 

399 

24 

232 

345 

437 

263 

1012 

384 

868 

395 

986 

524 

579 

522 

735 

466 

517 

411 

122 

508 

435 

797 

327 36 Sr;:.!. 

" population of counties has bee a detennined on tlle basis bf a � involved United 

21) Sr.ytl 

22) Eali 
23) Pah 

aThe "urban 
States Department of Camerce definition. Um.er this definition the principal elemants c::aiprising 
"urban" population are: (1) incorporated places of 2,500 or nore inhabitants; (2) incorporated 
places with fewer than 2,500 inhabitants, provided that each has a closely settled nucleus of 100 or 
nore housing units; (3) unincorporated areas of 2,500 inhabitants or nore which are closely settled 
and have a definite rrocleus:and (4) other unincorporated settlemants which are urban in nature and 
are adjacent to "urban" incorporated places. Ebr a fuller definition see U.S. Bureau of the Census, 
Census fa Popl].ation: l��O, Nu!!ber of Inhabitants: Virginia. (Washington: u.s. CbverrJrOOnt Printing 
Office, 19711 , pp, lv-Vll. 

bAll figures and projections are based on pre-annexation data. Ca!rpbell County lost 12.4 
tb:>usand people and 18 square miles by an annexation decided in January, 1974. The annexation is 
currently being appealed. 

� figures and projections are based on pre-annexation data. washin� county lost 5.2 
tb:>usand people and 6.9 square miles by an annexation effective DecariSer �9/3. 
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8 

1970 

l) 1140

2) 7262

3) 665

4) 322

5) 176
6) 256
7) 58 
8) 133

9) 55
10) 119 
11) 45 
12) 83 
13) 71 

14) 76

15) 51

16) 80 

17) 72

18) 87
19) 272
20) 63
21) 72
22) 38
23) 90

CHARACl'ERIBrICS: Cw"NrIES 25,000 POPUIA'l'ION OR MORE 1970 

9 -·· 10 
Densitv 

(pop./sq. mi.) 
1980 1990 

1594 2125 

7833 8541 

875 1091 

-528 710 

263 334 

357 460 

59 61 

162 195 

63 73 

165 213 

52 60 

105 130 

78 86 

69 65 

67 84 

120 167 

128 220 

73 68 

410 590 

57 51 

74 76 

j 
36 35 

101 110 

··11 12 13 
Fiscal capacitv 

1971 True (nil.J..J Value. Real Est 19tJ. Per capita 
& Pub. Ser� Corp. Personal Income 
ltotal"1llillionsl /oer caoita\ 1% of state av. - $3.918) 

$5,925 $12,191 133 

2,456 14,279 162 

1,284 8,075 127 

1,246 10,213 97 

. .  

869 10,598 121 

607 8,549 109 

345 5,948 64 

317 6,096 88 

35·2 7,184 85 

300 6,122 76 

378 8,400 79 

330 7,333 92 

218 5,317 75 

207 5,308 76 

475 12,179 95 

381 9,769 109 

737 18,897 ll3 

128 3,657 71 

308 8,800 98 

250 8,065 65 

167 5,387 60 

177 6,103 60 

190 6,333 77 
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14 15 16 17

Fiscal Effort Selected Characteristics 
1970-71 '.l.btal Expend 1971.True Re.Est. l\'o. Incorp. Fann 

of Govt. 
(oer capita) Tax1>ate 

1) $521 $1.41 3 Urb. CO. Ex. 

2) 498 1.32 0 co.!�. (Special) 

3) 366 1.00 0 Co. M:Jr. 

4) 436 1.16. 6 Co. Ex. 

5) 475 .86 0 Trad./Co. 1\dmr. 

6) 358 .90 1 Trad.j.Ex. Off. 

7) 184 .73 3 Trad./Co. 1\dmr. 

8) 188 '.56 1 Trad./co. 1\dmr. 

9) 164 .47 7 Trad. /CO. l\dmr • 

10) 174 • 57 2 Trad./Co. Off • 
11) 218 • 67 1 Trad./Co. 1\dmr • 
12) 196 .51 2 Trad./Co. 1\dmr. 
13) 221 .68 4 Trad./Co. l\dmr. 

14) 220 .71 5 Trad./Co. l\dmr. 

15) 257 .72 1 Co. Ex. 

16) 198 .59 1 Trad ./Co. l\dmr. 

17) 390 .73 7 Trad./Co. l\dmr. 

18) 209 .87 6 Trad./Co. l\dmr. 

19) 248 .75d 1 Trad./Co. l\dmr. 

20) 271 .52 1 Trad./Co. J\dmr. 

21) 188 .49 3 Trad./Co. l\dmr. 

22) 227 .44 4 Trad./Co. 1\dmr. 

·23) 164 .56 2 Trad./CO. l\d."t'r. 

dl\pplies only to real estate outside the Town of Poquoscn. 
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Column 1 3 4 5 6 7 
'.Ibtal Pon1lation Urbanization a Area 

(thousan:Is1 (% pop. urban) (sq. mi.) 
1971 1980 1990 1970 1980 1990 1970 

conack 24) oc 

ooericll 25) Fr 

!ecklenburg 26) � 

27). Pr ince Georgl 

28) Be:1 fordg 

29) Fr ankl

i

n 
30) l\mher "'st 

auquier 

i
n,,

-id:l
ie h 

31) F 
32) D 
33) R1 llSSell 

34) s tafford 

29 28 

25 29 

29 29 

29 27 

27 28 

28" 30 

26 30 

26 31 

25 23 

24 

!
23

26 33

28 0 0 0 

33 0 0 0 

29 23 24 25 

35 43 48 50 

30 2 4 7 

31 14 15 16" 

34 30 34 36 

37 15 20 25 

26 38 34 35 

21 0 0 12 

44 0 9 9 

e;,>.11 figures and projections are based on post-annexation data except 
for columns 4,7, and 8. Frooerick County lost 4.8 thousand people and 5.9 
square miles by an annexation effective January 1, 197,1. 

470 

433 

626 

278 

763 

718 

467 

660 

507 

483 

271 

fco1umns 1, 4, 7, 8, and 13 are base:i on pre-annexation data. Columns 
2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, and 14 are adjuste:i to reflect the annexation. Column 
12 is c::ornputoo on the basis of columns 11 and 1. Prince C-eorge lost 5-.4 
thousand people and 9 square miles effective July 1, 1972. 

gAl.l figures and projections base:i on pre-annexation data. l3e:l.ford 
County lost 1.6 thousand people and 7 sqLiare miles by an annexation decidoo 
Jam:ary, 1974. The annexation is now being appeale:i. 

heolumns 1, 4, 7, 8, and 13 are based on pre-annexation data. Columns 
2, 3, 5, 6, 9, 10, 11, ar.d 14 are adjusted to reflect the annexation. Column 
12 is computed on the basis of columns. 11 and 1. Dinwiddie County lost 3. 7 
thousand people and 5 sqLiare miles effective January 1, 1972. 
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24) 

25) 

26) 

27) 

28) 

29) 

30) 

31) 

32) 

33) 

34) 

CHARACTERISTICS: COUNTIES 25,000 PO:ruIKI.'ION OR MJRE 1970 (cont'd) 

8 9 10 11 12 13 
Densitv ' Fiscal capacitv 

(p::,p./sq. mi.) 1971 True (full) Value Real Est. 1971 Per capita 
Personal Incoire 1970 1980 1990 & Pub. Ser. Corp. 

(total-millions) (,.,.,,. capita) (% of state av., $3,918) 
62 60 60 192 6,620 86 
67 68 77 212 8,480 77 
47 43 46 197 6,793 74 

105 ·100 130 98 3,379 109 
35 37 39 240 8,889 79 
37 42 43 175 6,250 70 

56 64 73 152 5,846 69 
40 47 56 459 17,654 94 
49 46 52 ll5 4,600 60 

51 48 44 199 8,292 65 
91 122 162 I 223 8,577 85 

Coll.UIUlS 1, 2, and 3. Division of State Planning and cammtlty Affairs, �­
tion Projections to 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010, and 2020 for 
Virginia counties, Cities, and Planning Districts. Sta­
tistical Infonration Series No. 72-2 {Richmond, 1972). 

Columns 4, 5, and 6. Division of State Plann:ing and Ccmrrunity Affairs, "R.Jral­
Urban J-Optl.ation }lake Up of Virginia's Counties, Cities, 
and Plann:ing Districts" (un_µ:,blishe:i tables, Ricbrron:1, no 
date). 

Colrann 7. Auditor of Public Ac=unts, Comparative Cost of County 
Government, Year Ende:i June 30, 1971 {Richmond, 1973) • 

Columns 8, 9, and 10. Calculate:i on basis of Colurmis 1, 2, 3, and 7. 

Column 11. 

Column 12. 

Colum.'1 13. 

DepartrrEnt of Taxation, "Estima.te:i True (Full) Value of 
I=ally TaXe:i Property in Virginia Counties, Cities, 
and Towns Constituting Special Sch:Jol Districts - 1971" 
(mimeographe:i, Richmond, 197 3) • 

Calculate:i from colllllU1S 1 an:'! 11. 

Tayloe Murphy Institute, Personal Income Estinates for 
Virginia Cities & Counties, 1971 (Charlottesville, 1973). 
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14 15 
· Fiscal Effort 

970-71 Total Elipend 

ca ital 

221 

233 

26) 182 

27) 178
28) 275 
29) 193 

30) 154 

31) 245
32) 175

33) 240
34) 235

Col\ll!U1 14. 

Column 15. 

Column 16. 

Colunm 17. 

1971 True Re.Est •. Form 
of Govt. 

·Ta,t]late 
.55 14 Trad. Co. Mrnr.

.57 2 Trad./Co. Admr. 

.45 5 Trad./Co. Admr. 

.70 0 Trad./Co. Mrnr. 

.47 0 Trad. 

.47 2 Trad./Co. Mrnr. 

• 38 1 Trad./Co. Mrnr • 

. 42 3 Trad./Cb. Admr • 

• 59 1 Trad./Co. Admr • 

.61 3 Co. Bal/Co. 1\drrnc. 

• 87 0 Tcad./Co. Admr • 

SOUICES (cont'd) 

Auditor, Comparative Cost of County Goverrurent, Year 
Ended June 30, 1971. 

State Tax Comnissioner, "Real Estate Assessnent Ratios 
and Average Effective True Tax Rates in Virginia Counties 
and Cities - 1970 and 1971" (mina:,graphed; Richrrond, 1973). 

Secretary of the Camronwealth, Report of the Secretary 
of the Cormonwealth to the Governor and General Assar.bly 
of Virginia, report for year ending June 30, 1972 (Rich­
nond, 1972) • 

Virginia Association of Counties, ''Virginia Counties and 
Their Forms of County Organization" (mimeographed) • 
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- - - l\ppel1d:ix C

St:anda,rd Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) 
in Virginia 

I. SMSAs with 200,000 Population or l-bre

Newport News - Hampton 

Hampton 
Newµxt News 
Williamsburg 
Gloucester County 
Jarres City County 
York County 

Norfolk - Virginia Beach - Portsrroutha 

Chesapeake 
Norfolk 
Portsm::iuth 
Virginia Beach 

Richrrond 
Richrrond 
Charles City County 
Chesterfield County 
Goochland County 
Hanover County 
Henrico County 
Powhatan County 

II. SMSAs with Population Below 200,000
Lynchburg 

Lynchburg 
Amherst County 
Apparattox County 
Campbell County 

"This SMSA also includes Currituck-County, N. C. 

Roanoke 
Roanoke 
Salem 
Botetourt County 
Craig County 
Roanoke county 

Northern Virginiab 

Alexandria 
Fairfax 
Falls Church 
Arlington County 
Fairfax County 
I.oudour,COUnty 
Prince William County 

Petersburg - Colonial Heights -
Hopewell 

Colcnial Heights 
Hopewell 
Petersburg 
Dinwiddie-County 
Prince George County 

bThis SMSA also include; the District of Columbia and three Maryland counties. 

SOURCE; u. s. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract of the United Stat,:,s: 
1973, 94th edition (Washington, D. C., 1973). 
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Period of 
Inco:i:poration 

1908,- 19 

1920 - 29 

J.930 - 39 

1940 - 49 

1950 - 59 

Apperxlix D 

Inco:i:poration of Virgmia Tams 

Inoo:i:porated by the 
legislature 

Brodnax· 
Cedar Bluff 
Christiansburg 
Dillwyn 
Dungannon 
Farmville 
Gretna 

Boones Mill 
Grundy 

Haysi 
Independence 

Clinchport 

Exrrore 
Onley 
Poquoson 

Hurt 

Monterev 
Pearisburg 
Sout.11 Norfolk 
Stanley 
Tappahannock 
The Plains 
Victoria 

Strasburg 

weber City 
Whaleyville 

Inco:i:porated by 
Circuit Courts 

Altavista Rural Retreat 
Amherst St. Charles 
Boyce St. Paul 
Chilhowie Stony Creek 
Honaker Tangier 
Ivor 
New Castle 

AJ.po..rta McKenny 

Apponattox Quantico 
capron Scottsburg 
Colonial Stanardsville 

Heights Surry 
Draper Tams Brook 
Glen Lyn 

Jarratt Madison 
Ki1rnarnock Phenix 

Accanac Portlock 
Cleveland Pound 
M:mtross Rich Creek 
Newsans Warsaw 
Pembroke 

Bloxan Meifa 
Cheriton Nassawadox 
Hallwood Painter 
Irvington Saxis 
Keller Troutville 
Manassas Whitestone 

Park 

Craigsville 

SOURC:E: Chest� W .. Bain, "A &".,dy Incorporate": The Evolution of City-COunty S8pacdt1on in 
Virginia (Charlottesville: Published for t:-:e Institute of Govem,ent, U:-iiversity 
of Vhgir.ia, by the University Press of Virginia, 1967), p. 119. 
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Appendix E 

... Incorporation of .virgirrla Citie� 

Period of Incorporation 

)?rior to 1800 

prior to 1900 

1900 - 09 

1910 - 19 

1920 - 29 

1930 - 39 

1940 - 49 

1950 - 59 

1960 - 69 

1970 - present 

City 

RiclmJnd 

Alexandria 
Bristol 
Buena Vista 
Charlottesville 
Danville 
Fredericksburg 
Lynchburg 
Manchester* 

Clifton Forge 

Harrisonburg 
Hopewell 

1'.artinsville 

(none) 

Colonial Heights 
Falls Church 

Covington 
Galax 
Norton 

Bedford 
Chesapeake 
Emporia 
Fairfax 

Nansem:md* 

Williamsburg 

Newport News 
Norfolk 
Petersburg 
Portsrrouth 
Radford 
Roanoke 

Staunton 
Winchester 

Harrpton 

Suffolk 

South Norfolk* 

Waynesboro 

Virginia Beach 
warwick* 

Franklin 
Iexington 
Salem 
South Boston 

*These cities were merged into other cities. Manchester consolidated 
with the City of Richrrond, South Norfolk consolidated with Norfolk County as 
the City of Chesapeake, Warwick consolidated with the City of Newport News, 

· and Na.,serrond consolidated with t.11.e City of Suffolk. 

SOUFCES: Chester W. Bain, "A Body Incorporate": The Evolutio.'1 of City­
County ·separation in Virginia (Charlottesville: Published for the 
Institute of Goverrnrent, University of Virginia, by the University 
Press of Virginia, 1967), pp. 117-118; Files on city incorporation, 
Institute of Governm=nt, University of Virginia. 
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Appendix F 

Mergers in Virginia 

I. Approved Mergers 

Units of 

Government Involved 

Richrrorrl (city) - Manchester (city) 

Waynesboro (town) - Basic City (town) 

Hampton (city) - Phoebus (town) -
Elizabet.'1 City (county) 

Newport News (city) - Warwick (city) 

Virginia Beach (city) - Princess Anne 
(county) 

South Norfolk (city) - Norfolk (county) 

Tazewell (town) - North Tazewell (town) 

Christiansburg (town) - Cambria (town) 

Nansem:;rn:1 (county) - Holland (town)-
Whaleyville (town) 

Suffolk (city) - Nansernond (city} 

II. Defeated Mergers 

Units of 

Gove=nent Involved 

Richtrol".d (city) - Henrico (county) 

l·linchestcr (city) - Frederick (county) 

PDanoke (city) - Roanoke (county} 

Charlottesville (city) - Albemarle (county) 

Bristol (city) - Washington (county) 

Name of 

Merged Governrrent 

Richrrond (city) 

Waynesbom (town) 

Hampton (city) 

Newport News (city) 

Virginia Beach (city) 

Chesapeake (city) 

Tazew'ell (town) 

Christiansburg (town) 

Nansem:md (city) 

Suffolk (city) 

Year of 

Rejection 

1961 

1969 

1969 

1970 

1971 

Merger 

Effective Date 

1910 

1923 

1952 

1958 

1963 

1963 

1963 

1964 

1972 

1974 

SOJRCE: Edward L. Morton and Weldon Cooper, "Local C-,overnrrent Mergers Resurre in Virginia," 

Virginia Town & City, 23-24 (July 1973). 
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Appendix G 

Annexation Proceedings by Virginia Cities 
1904 to Present 

T:ine Period Annexations Granted Annexations Denied 

1904-09 7 

1910-14 3 

1915-19 6 

1920-24 8 

1925-29 6 

1930-34 2 

1935-39 7 

1940-44 8 

1945-49 5 

1950-54 10 

1955-59 11 

1960-64 18* 

1965-69 10 

1970- 6** 

* Includes awards declined by Bristol (1962) and by Richnnnd (1964) • 

** Includes Lynchburg award (1974) nc,;, being appealed. 

2 

2 

1 

3 

5 

2*** 

*** Does not include second Charlottesville dismissal upheld by the Virginia Supreire 
Court (1973) on the basis of the t:ine limitations :i.np:,sed by Code section 15.1-1055. 

The canpilations are based on the date of decision of the trial court. Wl:J.ere trial 
court denials of annexation petitions are subsequently reversed by the Supreire Court 
and remanded for retrial, the original denial is not tallied. Dismissals of petitions 
by trial courts have been counted as "denials." 

SOURCES: Chester w. Bain, Annexation in Virginia: The Use of the Judicial Process for 
Readjusting City-county Boundaries (Charlottesville: Published for the Institute of 
Government, University of Virginia, by the University Press of Virginia, 1966); Edward L. 
J.brton, "Municipal Annexation in Virginia, 1960-70," University of Virginia News letter 
(Charlottesville: Institute of Govermnent, University of Virginia), May 15, 1972; Virginia 
Municipal league, "Virginia Annexation Survey, 1962-1972 " (Richrrond: The league, 1972), 
mimeographed. 
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Appendix H 

Statistical Profiles of Selected 
Metrop:>litari Areas in Virginia 

1. Franklin, South.anpton County, Isle of Wight County 

2. Lynchburg Metrop:>litan Area 

3. Martinsville, Heru:y County 

4. Northern Virginia 

5. Norton, Wise County 

6. Riclmond Metrop:>litan Area 

7. Roanoke Metrop:>litan Area 

8. Staunton, waynesboro, Augusta County 

9. Winchester, Frederick County 

10. City, County, and State Totals 
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Franklin, Soul:hanpton County, Isle of Wight County 

Item 
. .. 

General Population Characteristics 

1. 1970 total population (thousands) 

.. 
' 

.. 

2. 1980 (est.) total population (thousands) 

3. % change, 1970-1980 

4. 1970 % nonwhite 

5. 1980 (est.) % nonwhite 

6. . 1970 % elderly (65 and over) 

7. 1980 (est.) % elderly (65 and over) 

8. 1970 % school age (19 and under)

9. 1980 (est.) % school age (19 and under) 

Economic Characteristics 

io. 1969 median family inctm3 (thousands) 

11. 1971 per cap. personal inc= �st.) 
(thousands) 

12. 1971 per cap. personal inccm3 as % 
of state avg, 

13. 1969 % families below poverty level 

14. 1969 % families with inccme above 
$15,000 

15. 1969 % civilian unerrployirent .. 

. . . . . 

SOuthanpt:on Co. 
. . .

18.6 

18.0 

-3.l

54.3

45.3 

9.0 

10.8 

42.5 

36.7 

$5.9 

$2.3 

60 

27.3 

. 7.0 

4.3 

. . 

91. 

. . . . . . . . .

Isle of Wight Co. 

18.3 

20.0 

9.4 

-49. 7 

44.5 

8.2 

9.6 

41.2 

36.5 

$7.7 

$3. 7 

95 

19.9 

7.8 

3.1 
. . 

. ... 

.. . . 

.. . .. . .. 

Franklin 

6.9 

6.6 

-4.1 

58.9 

45.5 

8.6 

11.6 

38.4 

32.7 

$7.8 

$4.0. 

104 

18.1 

17.6 

3.4 
. ... 



Franklin, Southampton County, Isle of Wight County 

Item 

;i:rdices of I=al Fiscal Capacity 

lG. 1970 true property value per 
capita (thousands} 

17. 1970 true property value per
pupil ADM* 1972-73 (thousands)

l.G. 1974-75 per capita local capacity
index (state avg. = 1.00) ** 

:L9. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 

20. 1971 property tax true 
assessrrent ratio (%)

?..l. 1971 property tax effective 
true tax rate (per $100) 

.E.=::,urces of I=al Government General Revenue 

22. 1969 local funds - % of total 

23. 1971 local funds - % of total 

21L 1969 state funds - % of total 

,,-
,_;.;. 1971 state funds - % of total 

:�u. 1969 federal funds - % of total 

?� 
-' · 1971 federal funds - % of total 

Southampton Co. Isle of Wight Co. 

$7.6 $8.3 

$31. 7 $34.8 

0.69 1.02 

0.61 0.97 

14.0 16.0 

$0.63 $0.48 

41.0 45.9 

35.6 44.8 

56.9 50.3 

60.0 46.9 

2.1 3.9 

4.4 8.3 

Franklin 

$5. 7 

$18.3 

0.95 

0.85 

46.4 

$1.07 

57.1 

54.2 

39.9 

38.3 

3.0 

7.5 

____________________ __,._ ___________. _________ __,__ ______ 

"AIX1 - Average Daily Membership 

'·''Com,_,:osite Index used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of 
th.9 Governor's Task Force on Educational Finance, December, 1972, and July, 1973. 
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Item Number 

r=al Sources 

of C-.eneral Revenue 

by r=ality 

Southanpton Co. 

a. property tax rcpts.

b •. sales tax rcpts. 

c. other rcpts.

d. total rcpts.

Isle of Wi2ht Co. 

a. property tax rcpts.

b. sales tax rcpts.

c. other rcpts. 

d. total rcpts. 

Franklin 
a. property tax rcpts. 

b. sales tax rcpts. 

c. other rcpts.

d. total rcpts. 

Franklin, Soutjlarrpton County, Isle of Wight County 

28 I 29 I 30 I 31 32 

1969 I 1970 Percent 

Arrount % of _::..::v..m.t % of Change 

(thousands) '.lbtal ( 'c:-:ousands) '.lbtal 1969-1971 

$1,037.6 82.4 $1,254.1 82.3 20.9 

80.9 6.4 91.6 6.0 13.2 

140.2 11.1 178.1 11.7 27.0 

1,258.7 99.9 1,523.8 100.0 21.1 

1,262.2 82.8 1,404.3 80.4 11.3 

132.4 8.7 163.3 9.3 23.3 

130.5 8.6 180.1 10.3 38.0 

1,525.1 100.1 1,747.7 100.0 14.6 

594.5 50.9 550.4 39.6 -7.4

154.0 13.2 179.5 12.9 16.6 

420.6 36.0 658.5 47.4 56.6

1,169.1 100.l 1,388.4 99.9 18.8 
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Franklin, Southanpton County, Isle of Wight County 

--

It.sin Southanpton Co. Isle of Wight eo; Franklin 

�otal 1::,q,enditures 

33. 1969 total expenditures (millions) f2. 7 $2.8 $1.9 

34. 1971 total expenditures (millions) $3. 7 $3.5 · $2.6 

35. % change, 1969-1971 41.0 22.l 34.2 
,, 

E.xp2nditures by Function, 1971 
3G. Fi!ucation 

a. per capita $157.15 $146.07 $215.65 
b. % of total 77.9 77.2 57.6 
c. per pupil ADM* $666.70 $581. 75 $677.48 

37. Welfare
a. per capita $27.28 $22.18 $41.33 
b. % of total 13.5 11. 7 11.0 

38. Police and Fire Protection
a. per capita $3.58 $3. 71 $28.45 
b. % of total 1.8 2.0 7.6 

39. Public W:lrks 
a. Roads

Ci) per capita '$0.00 $0.00 $13.89 
(ii) % of total 0.0 o.o 3. 7 

b. Other 

(i) per capita $0.97 $0.80 $14.31 
(ii) % of total 0.5 0.4 3.8 

40. Other Expenditures

a. per capita $12.7� $16.49 $60.94 
b. % of total 6.3 8.7 16.3 

.1::.. Total Expenditures 

a. per capita $201. 71 $189.24 $374.57 
b. % of total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

*ADM - Average Daily Membership. 
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Lynchburg Metropolitan Area 

... 

Item Lynchburg caitp:lell Co, 
.. 

General Population Characteristics* 
1. 1970 total population (thousands) 54.0 43.3 

2. 1980 (est.) total population (twusands) 53.5 55.0 

3. % change, 1970-1980 -1.l 27.0 

4. 1970 % nonwhite 23.4 15.9 

5. 1980 (est.) % nonwhite 26.7 12.0 

6. 1970 % elderly (65 and => 12,3 7.2 

7. 1980 (est.) % eldel:ly (65 and over) 14,2 7.7 

8. 1970 % school age (19 and under) 34.9 39.l

9. 1980 (est.) % school age (19 and under) 32.l 35.3 

Econanic Characteristics 

10. 1969 IOOdian family incalJi! (thousands) $8.9 $9.0 

11. 1971 per cap. ·personal incalJi! (est.)
(thousands) $4.l $3.6'i 

12. 1971 per cap. personal incalJi! ·as % 
of state avg, 106 92 

13. 1969 % families below poverty level 11.3 9.7 

14. 1969 % families with � above 
$15,000 17.9 12.2 

15. 1969 % civilian uneng_,l.oynent . 2.5 1.8 

-

. . . . 

BedfOJ:d Co. 

26.7 

28.0 

4.8 

16.7 

14.l

10.6
12.2
38.3

34.3

$7.6 

$3.0 

79 

14.6 

6.6 

2.2 
. . 

. ... ... . 

Amherst Co. 

. .  . ... 

26.0 

29.5 

i3.l 
22.0 

19.8 

8.8 

9.6 
38.2 

35.3 

$8.4 

$2.7 

69 

12.0 

10.9 

2.4 
. . 

*Lynchburg annexed 14,000 people and 25 square miles fran caitp:lell and Bedford counties, effective 
January 1, 1975. Population projections are based on pre-annexation figures,
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Lynchburg Metropolitan Area 

lte.'1\ Lynchburg carnpbell Co. Bedford Co. Amherst ca. 

_:r1:dices of weal Fiscal capacity 
lG. 1970 true property value per 

capita (thousands) $6.6 $5.7 $6.9*** $4.8 
"L7. 1970 true property value per 

pupil ADM* 1972-73 (thousands) $33.6 $22.1 $28.7*** $23.9 
1�3. 1974-75 per capita local capacity 

index (state avg. = 1.00)** 1.04 0.86 0.85 0.66 
19. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 1.13 0.84 o. 79 o. 76

20. 1971 property tax true
assessrrent ratio (%) 41.6 15.1 11.0 11.9 

21. 1971 property tax effective 
true tax rate (per $100) $1.25 $0.51 $0.47 $0.38 

Scurces of weal Government General Revenue 
��2. 1969 local funds - % of total 68.2 38.6 47.9 43.9 

.!.). 1971 local funds - % of total 66.3 41.3 47.5 40.2 

2.-1. 1969 state funds - % of total 29.1 55.1 47.2 51.5 

25. 1971 state funds - % of total 30.0 52.3 47.1 52.3 

'26. 1969 federal funds - % of ·total 2.7 6.3 4.9 4.6 

27. 1971 federal funds - % of total 3.7 6.4 5.4 7.6 

*.'\DM - Average Daily Membership 

HCorrp:::,site Index used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of 
t::e C-overnor's Task Force on Educational Finance, December, 1972, and July, 1973. 

***The figures given include the City of Bedford. 
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Item Number 

I=al Sources 

:,f General Revenue 

by I.ocality 

Lynchburg 

a. property tax :rx:pts. 

b. ·sales tax :rx:pts. 

c. other :ccpts. 

d. total :ccpts. 

Cclt!p)ell Co. 

a. property tax :ccpts. 

b. sales tax :ccpts. 

c. other :ccpts. 

d. total :ccpts. 

Bedford Co. 

a. property tax :ccpts--

b. sales·tax :rx:pts. 

c. other :ccpts. 

d. total :ccpts. 

Annerst Co. 

a. property tax n::pts. 

b. sales tax :ccpts. 

c. other :ccpts. 

d. total :rx:pts. 

Lyrl9hburg' Matropolitan Area 

28 I 29 30 I 
1969 1970 

-··'-. 

Arrount % of Arrount 

(thousands) To'"..al (thousands) 

$5,529.4 49.5 $6,265.2 

1,556.2 13 .• 9 1,777.8 

4,090.0 36.6 4,610.4 

11,175.6 100.0 12,653.4 

1,982.7 79.3 2,389.8 

304.6 12.2 410.2 

214.0 8.6 527.0 

2,501.3 100.l 3,327.0 

1,716.4. 68.7 1,641.5 

131.3 5.3 124.4 

650.5 26.0 1,181.2 

2,498.2 100.0 2,947.1 

721.8 52.3 775.8 

162.9 11.8 195.4 

496.2 35.9 535.l 

1,380.9 100.0 1,506.3 

...... -· ' •... -., ........ 

97 

31 32 

Percent 

% of Change 

Total 1969-1971 
-

49.5 13.3 

14.0 14.2 

36.4 12.7 

99.9 13.2 

71.8 20.5 

12.3 34.7 

15.8 146.3 

99.9 33.0 

55.7 -4.4 

4.2 -5.3

40.l 81.6 

100.0 18.0 

51.5 7.5 

13.0 20.0 

35.5 7.8 

oo.o 9.1 



Lynchburg Mc!tropolitan Area 

-

·,t2Jll Lynchburg campbell Co. Bedford Co. Amherst Co. 

1'otal Exp2nditures 
33. 1969 total expenditures (millions) $ 13. 7 $5.5 $4.4 $2. 7 

]4, 1971 total expenditures {millions) $ 16.9 $7.2 $5.,5 $3.4 

35. % change, 1969-1971 23.5 31.1 24.5 25.6 
,, 

:i::,,penditures by Function, 1971 
' 

JG. Education 
a. per capita $166.56 $132.71 $163.71 $104.10 
b. % of total 53.2 79.5 79.0 79.6 
c. per pupil ADM* $784.12 $553.46 $552.14 $522.84 

37. Welfare i. 

per capita $42.65 $17.10 $26.02 $6.94 
'· 

a. 
b. % of total 13.6 10.2 12.6 5.3 

38. Police ilild Fire Protection
a. per capita $39.14, $2.91 $4.50 $2.86 
b. % of total 12.5 1. 7 2.2 2.2 

39. Public W:)rks 
a. Roads 

(i) per capita $8.26 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 
(ii) % of total 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 

b. other

(i) per capita $17 .20 $0.00 $0.00 $6.00 
(ii) % of total 5.5 0.0 o.o 4.6 

,10. Other Expenditures 

a. per capita $39_42 $14.25 h2.92 $10.96 
b. % of total· 12.6 8.5 6.2 8.4 

,11. Total &-penditures 

a. per capita $313.23 $166.96 $207.16 $130.85 
b. % of total 100.0 99.9 100.00 100.l 

�ADM - Average Daily Membership. 98 



Martinsville, Henry County 

. Item 

General Population Characteristics 

1. 1970 total population {thousands) 

2. 1980 {est.) total population {thousands) 

3. % change, 1970-1980 

4. 1970 % nonwhite 

5. 1980 ·{est.) % nonwhite 

6. 1970 % elderly (65 and over) 

7. 1980 (est.) % elderly (65 and over) 

8. 1970 % school-age (19 and under) 

9. 1980 (est.) % school age (19 and under) 

Econcrnic Characteristics 

,.o. 1969 median family inccrne (thousands) 

11. 1971 per cap. personal inccrne (est.) 
(thousands) 

12. 1971 per cap. personal incane as % 
of state avg. 

13. 1969 % families below poverty leveJ. 

14. J.969 % families·with incane above 
$15,000 

'.5. 19G9 i civilian uneropJ.oyment 

Henry Co. 

50.9 

62.0 

21.8 

21.8 

21.2 

5.8 

7.2 

40.5 

36.1 

$8.5 

$3.4 

88 

9.6 

9.7 

2.1 

99 

Martinsville 

19.7 

21.0 

6.9 

28.7 

25.8 

7.9 

11.2 

37.2 

33.3 

$9.l 

$4.6 

118 

9.4 

17.0 

2.8 



Item 

Indices of 1=al Fiscal Capacity 

16. 1970 true property value per
capita (thousands) 

17. 1970 true property value per 
pupil ADM* 1972-73 (thousands)

�8. 1974-75 per capita local capacity 
index (state avg. = 1.00)** 

19. 1974 per pupil ADM* index

20. 1971 property tax true 
assessrrent ratio (%) 

21. 1971 property tax effective
true tax rate (per $100) 

Martinsville, Heru:y County 

Heru:y Co. 

$5.l 

$19.8 

o. 77 

o. 70 

13.l

$0.56 

sources of 1=al Government General Revenue 

22. 1969 local funds - % of total

23. 1971 local funds - % of total

24. 1969 state funds - % of total

25. 1971 state funds - % of total 

2G. 1969 federal funds - % of total

27. 1971 federal funds - % of total

·•l\DM - Average Daily Membership 

37.l

39.0

57.l

56.0

5.8 

5.0

Martinsville 

$35.7 

1.16 

1.14 

52.l 

$0.99 

63.2 

60.4 

34.6 

35.7 

2.2 

3.9 

··'*Composite Index used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of 
tl�e Governor's Task Force on Educational Finance, December, 1972, and July, 1973.
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Item Number 

I=al sources 

)f General Revenue 

by I=ality 

Henry Cb. 

a. property tax :repts •. 

b. sales tax :repts. 

c. other :repts. 

d. total n:pts. 

Mlltinsville 

a. property tax n:pts. 

b. sales tax rcpts. 

c. other �pts. 

d. total rcpts.

Martinsville, Henry Cbunty 

28 I 29 30 I 
1969 1970 

Arrount % of Am:lunt 

(thousands) Tetal (thousands) 

$1,831.2 66.5 $2,417.8 

464.1 16.9 577.4 

457.0 16.6 504.7 

2,752.3 100.0 3,499.9 

1,465.7 45.4 1,732.0 

545.0 16.9 590.7 

1,217.0 37.7 1,138.2 

3,227.7 100.0 3,460.9 

I 101 

31 32 

Percent 

% of Change 

Total 1969-1971 
-

69.1 32.0 

16.5 24.4 

14.4 10.4 

100.0 27.2 

50.0 18.2 

17.1 8.4 

32.9 -6.5

100.0 7.2



Tt2n 

',.otal &1Jenditures 

33. B69 total expenditur�s (millions) 

3,1. 1971 total expenditures (millions) 

J�. % change, 1969-1971 

E;'.".Oenditures by Function, 1971 

36. F.ducation 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 
c. per pupil ADM* 

37. Welfare 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

38. Police and Fire Protection 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

39. PL1blic W:)rks 

a. Roads 

(i) per capita 
{ii) % of total 

b. Other 

(i) per capita 
(ii) % of total 

40. other Expenditures 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

-11. Total Expenditures 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

*ADM - Average Daily Membership. 

M3rtinsville, Heru:y County 

Heru:y Co. 

$6.3 

$7.6 

21.5 

$127.29 
84.4 

$504.30 

$13.39 
8.9 

$3.46 
2.3 

$0.00 
a.a 

$0.20 
0.1 

$5. 78 
3.9 

$150.11 
100.0 
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Martinsville 

$4.8 

$5.8 

21.3 

$166.41. 
56.8 

$736.76 

$25.56 
8.7 

$30.64 
10.5 

$12.80 
4.4 

$18.81 
6.4 

$39.01 
13.3 

$293.22 
100.l 



Item 

--

��12ral Pooulation C"naracteristics 

1.. 1970 total population (thousands) 

2 .. 1930 (est.) total population (thousands) 

3. % change, 1970-1980

4. 1970 % nonwhite 

5 .. 1980 (est.) � nonwhite 

6. 1970 % elderly (65 and over) 

7 .. 1980 (est. l % elde:t::ly (65 and over)

8. 1970 % school age (19 and under) 

9. 1980 (est.) % school age (19 and under) 

·,co�mic Characteristics r 

.0. 

l 

l 

1 

l 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

.::;,. 

-

1969 median family income (thousands) 

1971 pzr cap. r..ersonal incane {est,) 
(thousands) 

1971 per cap. p8rsonal incane as% 
of state avg. 

1969 % families relow poverty level 

19G9 % fa;�ilies with incane above 
$15,000 

1%9 i civilinn tman;:,loyment 

Northern Virginia 

Fairfax Arlington Prince Alexandria Ioudoun Fairfax Falls Church 
Co • . Co.· Wn. Co. Co. 

455.0 174.3 111.l 110.9 37.1 22.0 10.8 

636.0 188.0 182.0 132.0 66.0 30.0 11.5 

39.8 7.9 63.8 19.0 77.7 36.5 6.8 

4.2 7.4 6.0 15.l 12.7 2.1 2.2 

4.3 9.5 5.5 19_.o 7.5 1.6 ;, 2.6 

3.0 7.8 2.5 · 6.6 7.6 3.4 7. 7

4.2 10.6 2.4 7.7 5.8 4.4 13.2 

42.2 27.0 47.0 30.8 41. 7 43.6 34.3

37.l 24.8 44.2 28.8 41.3 37.9 30.0 

$15. 7 $13. 7 $11.2 $11.5 $10.6 $14.5 $14.0 

$5.2 $6.3 $3.8 $5.4 $4.4 $4.5 $7.3 

133 162 97 138 113 115 187 

3.5 3.7 5.6 6.4 9.6 3.2 3.2 

52. 7 44.l 24.7 33.0 24.l 47.4 44.6 

2.1 2.3 2.3 2.0 2.1 3.0 1.6 
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Northern Virginia 

Fairfax Arlington Prince Alexandria rouaoun Fairfax 
Item Co. Co. Wn. Co. Co. 

Indices of Local Fiscal ca)2!c!citi 
16. 1970 true property value per

capita (thousands) $10.7 $12.9 $8.3 $10.7 $16.0 $10.7 

17. 1970 true property value per
pupil ADM* 1972-73 (thousands) $35. 7 $103.2 $26.9 $77-2 $54.5 $42.6 

18. 1974-75 per capita local capacity
index (state avg. = 1.00)** 1.37 1.59 1.09 1.38 1.67. 1.43 

19. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 1.13 2.55 0.95 1.97 1.48 1.21 

20. 1971 property tax true
assessm:mt ratio (%) · 32.6 34.4 29.5 42.8 27.6 40.l

21. 1971 property tax effective
true tax rate (per $100) $1.41 $1.32 $1.16 $1.73 $0.73 p.60 

Sources of Local Covernment General Revenue 
22. 1969 local funds - % of total 67.2 79.2 61.6 79.9 62.5 71.2 

23. 1971 local funds - %.of total 70.6 82.5 64.5 80.2 64.5 77.0 

24. 1969 state funds - % of total 21.9 15.9 29.9 15.6 29.8 21.6 

25. 1971 state funds - % of total 20.7 14.0 27.6 15.0 30.l 18.4 
,' 

26. 1969 federal· funds - % of total 11.0 4.9 8.5 4.6 7.8 7.2 

27. 1971 federal funds -: % of total 8.7 3.5 7.9 4.8 5.4 4.6 

*AD� - Average Daily t-'..embership

**Composite Index used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of 
the Governor's Task Force on Educational Finance, December, 1972, and july, 1973. 
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Falls Church 

$13.7 

$80.6 

1.96 
2.43 

46.3 

$1.32 

75.9 
. 78. 7 
13.6 
14.8 
10.5 
6.5 



• �� 3TI Ni.=1:ar : 

L::!cal Sources 

: C2.neral Revenug 

by I=ality 

f' airfax Co. 
property tax rcpts. 

b sales tax rcpts. 
C other rcpts. 

total rcpts. 

cclington CO. 
a 

b 

C 

d 

property tax rcpts •. 
sales tax rcpts. 
other rcpts. 
total rcpts. 

rince William co. 
property tax rcpts. 

b sales tax rg,ts. 

C other rcpts. 
tota1. rcpts. 

exandria 
a property ta.x rcpts. 

sales tax rcpts. 
other rcpts. 

,1 total rcpts. 

oudoun 

property tax rcpts. 
sales tax rcpts. 

other rcpts. 

total rcpts. 

airfa.x 

Fa1-

a 

b 

C 

d 

property tax rcpts .. 

sales ta.x rcpts. 
othe.!:' rcpts. 

total rcpts. 
ls Church 
property tax �ts: 
sales tax rcpts. 
other rcpts. 
total rcpts. 

. -··-· -· 

28 I 
1969 

Am::llmt 

(thousa.'1.ds) 

$62,385.9" 
5,535.6 

33,651.7 
101,573.2 

28,038.0 
3,090.0 

17,170.8 
48,298.8 

ll,498.2 

926.3 
3,831.1 

16,255.6 

18,479.5 
2,590.0 
6,537.5 

27,607.0 

3,585.7 
449.1 
720.8 

4,755.6 

3,882.6 

723.0 

79,1.s 

5,400.4 

2,046.1 
629.9 
820.1 

3,496.1 

,Northern Virginia -·---·-··- -·--·· ·--··- .. --· · -

i 

I 29 I 30 31 32 
I 

i 1970 Percent 

% o:E i .::.::cu_�t % of Change 

Total k-.o::sar.cs) Total 1969-1971 
,.-

i 

61.4 
I 

534,095.1 59.8 34.8 
5.5 7,256.5 5.2 31.l 

33.1- 49,329.1 35.1 46.6 
100.0 1"0,680.7 100.1 38.5 

58.1- .;8,368,8 70.1 72.5 
6.4 3,715.5 5.4 20.2 

35.6 16,887.3 24.5 -1.7
100.1- 68,971.6 100.0 42.8 

70.7 15,964.4 62.4 38.8 
5.7 1,474.6 5.8 59.2 

23.6 8,139.8 31.8 ll2.5 
100.0 25,578.8 100.0 57.4 

66.9 23,672.6 67.0 28.1 
9.4 2,889.4 8.2 ll.6 

23.7 8,788.6 24.9 34.4 
100.0 35,350.6 100.1 28.1 

75.4 4,782.1 76.0 33.4 
9.4 553.3 8.8 23.2 

15.2 955.1 15.2 32.5 
100.0 6,290.5 100.0 32.3 

71.9 �,504 .. 5 63.0 ,18.6 

13.,: ' 935.9 13.1 '32.2 

14.7 l, 7�-LS 23.9 t ll9.5

100.0 7,304.9 100.0 f.35.3 

58.5 2,233.0 57.9 9.1 
18.0 686.6 17.8 9.0 
23.5 939.4 24.3 14.6 

100.0 3,859.0 11.00.0 10.4 



Northern Virginia 
··-· 

---

11.:·.:ro Fairfax Arlington Prince Alexandria IDudoun Fairfax Falls Church 
Co. eo: Wn. Co. Co. 

'.�o,tal Expenditures 
:;3_ 196� total expenditures (millions) $115.7 $51.3 $19.0 $28.l $6.2 $6.8 $3.6 

_:i,:. 1971 total expenditures (millions) $164.7 $63.3 $30.8 $35.7 $9;0' $8.1 $4.5 

35. % change, 1969-1971 42.J 23.3 62.3 27.0 45.1 19.5 24.9 
,. 

I::S:_:ienditures b:t Function, 1971
36. El:lucation 

a. _per capita $260.26 $185.02 $209.88 $168.79 $192.87 $249.07 $240.66 
b. % of total 71.9 50.1 ·15.1 ' 52.4 :19.4 67.2 57.5 
c. per pupil ADM* $889;94 Sl,318.34 �757.85 $1,084.03 $733,55 $987.37** $1,331.47 

!' 
37. Welfare 

a. per capita $14.08 $30.37 $15.41 $18.10 $16.35 $2.83 $�.22 
b. % of total . 3.9 8.4 5.6 5.6 . 6.7 0.8 2.2 

38. Police and Fire Protection
a. per capita $22.52 $43.77 $11.32 $64.04 $7.16 $42.47 $53.92 
b. % of total 6.2 12.1 4.1 19.9 3.0 11.5 12.9 

39. Public l·;brks 
a. Roads 

(i) per capita $0.00 $2.73 $0.00 $9.66 $0.00 $14.13 $14.88 
(ii) % of total o.oo 0.8 o.o 3.0 0.0 3.8 3.6 

b. Other
(i) per capita $12.81 $52.08 $15.98 $16.91 $8.32 $20.99 $23.82 

(ii) % of total 3.5 14.4 5.8 5.3 3.4 5.7 5.7 

,JO. other Expenditures 

a. per capita $52.30 $48.99 $24.83 $44.61 $18.21 $41.34 $75.81 
b. % of total 14.5 14.2 8.9 13.8 7.5 11.2 18.2 

�J.. 'lbtal Expilnditures 

a. per capita $361.98 $362.96 $277.42 $322.11 $242.91 $370.83 $418.31 
b. % of total 100.0 100.0 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.2 100.1 

''lilll-1 - Average Daily Membership. �� figures are not available; ADA (Average Daily Attendance)fJ.gures_-.have been 
106 



Norton, Wise County 

It<c.'1\ 

G8Il8ral Population Characteristics 

1. 1970 total population (thousands) 

2. 1980 (est.) total population (thousands)

3. % change, 1970-1980 

4. 1970 % nonwhite

5. 1980 (est.) % nonwhite

6. 1970 � elderly (65 and over) 

7. 1980 (est.) % elderly (65 and over)

8. 1970 % school age (19 and under)

9. 1980 (est.) % school age (19 and under)

��conornic Chnracteristics 

10. 1969 median fomily incane (thousands)

!.1.. 1971 per cnp. personal incane (est.) 
(thousands) 

12. 1971 per cap. personal incane as%
of state avg. 

13, 1969 % families below poverty level 

1.4. 19G9 % families with incane above 
$15,000 

15. 1969 % civilian unenployment 

Wise Co. 

35.9 

30.4 

-15.4

2.5

2.0

10.4

13.3

39.5

33.6

$5.9 

71 

27.1 

5.4 

4.4 
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Norton 

4.0 

3.6 

-13.7

6.0

4.5 

11.6

15.1

36.0

30.5

$7.2 

$3. 7 

95 

19.4 

12.5 

3.0 



Jtem 

IJ1Clices of !J:lcal Fiscal Capacity 

16. 1970 true property value per 
capita (thousands) 

17. 1970 true property value per 
pupil ADM* 1972-73 (thousands) 

rn. 1974-75 per capita local capacity 
index (state avg, = 1.00)** 

19. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 
10. 1971 property tax true 

assessrrent ratio(%)
21. 1971 property tax effective 

true tax rate (per $100). 

.Sources of r=al Governrrent General Revenue 

22. 1969 local funds - % of total

23. 1971 local funds - % of total

2�. 1969 state funds - % of total

25. 1971 state funds - % of total

26. 1969 federal funds - % of total

n. 1971 .federal funds - % of total

��! - Average Daily Membership 

Norton, Wise County 

Wise Co. Norton 

$3.9 $5.4 

$15.1 $18.3 

0.56 0.96 

0.51 0.73 

20.5 22.1 

$0.87 $0.99 

27.6 46.1 

29.9 43;6 

58.0 48.4 

54,4 43.3 

14.4 5.5 

15.8 13.1 

·"'Com:.:ositc Index used in the distriliution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of
thG Governor's Task Force on Educational Finance, December, 1972, and July, 1973.
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Norton, Wise County 

Item Number 28 I 29 30 I 31 32 

I=al Sources 1969 1970 Percent 

Jf General Revenue Arrount % of Arrount % of Change 

by Locality (thousands) Total (thousands) Total 1969-1971 

Wise Co. 
---

a. property tax rcpts. $1,204.6 62.3 $1,421.9 58.8 18.0 

b. sales tax rcpts. 305.0 15.8 401.l 16.6 31.5 

c. other rcpts. 423.9 21.9 594.1 24.6 40.2 

d. total rcpts. 1,933.5 100.0 2,417.1 100.0 25.0 

Norton 

a. property tax rcpts. 263.7 41. 7 269.1 36.4 2.1 

b. sales tax rcpts. 116.5 18.4 154.8 21.0 32.9 

c. other rcpts. 251.6 39.8 315.l 42.6 25.2 

d. total rcpts. 631.8 99.9 739.0 100.0 17.0 

' I I 
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I t..2m 

Total Ex",.,enditures 

33. 19!;9 total expenditures (lnillions) 

:.,1. 1971 total expenditures (millions) 

35. % change, 1969-1971

,:.::-:p2nditures by Function, 1971 

:;G. Education 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 
c. per pupil ADM* 

37. Welfare 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

32. Police and Fire Protection 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

39. Public w:>rks 

a. Roads 

(i) per capita 
(ii) % of total 

b. Other 

(i) per capita 
(ii) % of total 

'1!J. Other Expenditures 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

.,_. Total Expenditures 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

''ADM - Average Daily MEmbership. 

Norton, Wise COUnty 

Wise Co. 

$5.8 

$7.0 

20.2 

$156.49 
80.1 

$605. 74 

$:lo. 71 
10.6' 

$2.15 
1.1 

�.00 
o.o

$0.00 
o.o

$16.03 
8.2 

$195.38 
100;0 
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Norton 

$1.1 

$1.3 

21.0 

$195.49 
58.8 

$631.29 

$38.61 
11.6 

$23.42 
7.1 

$31.67 
9.5 

$8.55 
2.6 

$34 .56 
10.4 

$332.33 
100.0 



Ii:c?m 
. . . .

��12rul Population Characteristics 

1. 1970 total population (thousands) 

2. 1980 (est.) total population (thousands) 

3. % change, 1970-1980 

4 .. 1970 % nonwhite

5 .. 1980 (est.) \; nonr,,fnite 

o. 1970 Ca elderly (65 and over) 

7. 1980 (est.) s;; elderly (65 and nver) 

8. 1970 % school age (19 and under) 

9. 1980. (est.) � school ngc (19 and under) 

,::onmd.c Characteristics 

l o. 1969 rrcdia.'1 family income (thousands) 

11, 1971 p2r cap. personal incane (est.) 
(thousands) 

l 2. 1971 per cap. personal income as% 
of state avg, 

1 3. 1969 % families r..clow poverty level 

•4, 19G9 � fa:nilies with incane above 
$15,000 

·.5. J.969 : civiJ.ian unEIT?loyment 

--

Richrrond Metropolitan Area 

Richrrond Henrico Chesterfield 
Co; Co, 

249.6 154.4 76.9 
240.0 203.0 115.0 

-3.8 31.5 49.3 
42.4 6.8 11.5 

49.6 7.7 8.6 
11.3 6.8 4.4 
12.l 8.2 4.7 
34.4 36.7 41.2 

33.l 32.8 37.5 

$8.7 $11.2 hl.2 

$4.5 $5.0 $4.8 

115 127 121 

13.3 4.0 5.8 

17.4 25.2 25.0 

2.8 1.6 1.6 

111 

Hanover 

Co, 

37.4 
56.0 

49.4 

18.l 

11.4 

7.7

7.8 

39.7 

36.0 

$10.0 

. . .

$4.3 

109 

8.3 

19.8 

. 1.2 

Goochland 

Co, 

10.0 
15.0 

49.0 

43.6 
'· 

28.7 

8.9 

7.9 

39.7 

38.0 

$7,3 

$4,0 

103 

18.8 

12.6 

0.7 



Richrrond Metropolitan Area 

Henrico Chesterfield Hanover Goochland 

Item Richrrond Co. Co. Co. Co. 

Indices of Local Fiscal caE!;ci!:X 

16. 1970 true property value per
capita (thousands) $1.4 $7.6 $9.9 $8.5 $11.0 

17. 1970 true property value per
pupil ADM* 1972-73 (thousands) $43.2 $35.8 $32.8 $32.1 $44.5 

18. 1974-75 per capita local capacity
index (state avg. = 1.00)** 1.1.0 1.12 1.15 1.06 1.19 

19. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 1.29 1.18 0.88 1.02 1.11 

20. 1971 property tax true
assessrrent ratio ( % ) 87.7 33.7 27.9 20.2 17.3 

21. 1971 property tax effective 
true tax rate (per $100) $1. 76 $1.00 $0.86 $0.59 $0.60 

Sources of Local Government General Revenue 

22. 1969 local funds - % of total 65.6 66.8 66.0 46.4 51.1 

23. 1971 local funds - %.of total 66.2 67.9 69.6 50.2 49.8 

24. 1969 state funds - % of total 26.5 32.4 29.4 49.l 41.0 

25. 1971 state.funds - % of total 30.l 29.5 25.5 45.4 39.4 

26. 1969 federal funds - % of total 7.8 0.9 4.6 4.5 8.0 

27. 1971 federal funds -: % of total 3.7 2.6 5.0 4.4 10;8 

*ADM - Average Daily Merrbership

**Composite Index used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of 
the Governor's Task.Force on Educational Finance, December, 1972, and July, 1973. 
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Item Number 

1=al Sources 

)f General Revenue 

by IDcality 

Ricbrcorrl 

a. property tax rcpts. 

b. sales tax rcpts. 

c. other rcpts. 

d. total rcpts. 

Henrico Co.

a. property tax rcpts. 

b. sales tax rcpts. 

c. other rcpts. 

d. total rcpts. 

Chesterfield Co. 

a. property tax rqits. 

b. sales tax rcpts. 

C. other rcpts. 

d. total rc.pts. 

Hanover Co. 

a. property tax rcpts. 

b. sales tax rcpts.

c. other rcpts. 

d. total rcpts. 

Goochland Co. 

a. property tax rcpts. 

b. sales tax rcpts. 

c. other rcpts. 

d. total rcpts. 

Ricbrcorrl �tropolitan Area 

28 I 29 30 I 
1969 1970 

Arrount % Qf Am::lunt 

(thousands) T::--.al (thousands) 

$25,828.3 46.2 $42,282.8 

5,568.6 10.0 7,226.2 

24,519.8 43.9 32,762.7 

55,916.7 100.1 82,271.7 

12,344.5 49.5 15,238.7 

2,784.5 11.2 3,553.2 

9,801.8 39.3 13,920.1 

24,930.8 100.0 32,712.0 

10,182.7 55.0 8,920.1 

1,122.3 6.1 589.6 

7,226.4 39.0 10,601.5 

18,531.4 100.1 20,l!ll.2 

1,749.8 69.1 2,462.1 

292.2 11.5 362.5 

490.2 19.4 655.5 

2,532.2 100.0 : 3,480.1 

704.3 79.0 842.8 

60.2 6.8 71.8 

126.6 14.2 209.3 

891.1 100.0 1,123.9 

' 

I
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31 32 

Percent 

% of Change 

'.lbtal 1969-1971 

51.4 63.7 

8.8 29.8 

39.8 33.6 

100.0 47.1 

46.6 23.5 

10.9 27.6 

42.6 42.0 

100.1 31.2 

44.4 12.4 

2.9 47.5 

52.7 46. 7 

100.0 8.5 

70.8 40.7 

10.4 24.1 

18.8 33. 7 

00.0 37.4 

75.0 b.9.7 

6.4 9.3 

18.6 �5.3 

100.0 6.1 

I 
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Richn:Jnd MetroJX)litan Area 
···-

.-.L, .. ;::11 Richrrond Henrico Chesterfield Hanover Goochland 

Co. Co. Co. Co. 

"oi:al Expenditures 

'3. 1969 total expenditures (millions) $78.6 $29.3 $19.3 $4.8 $1.5 

::; -,]. 1971 total expenditures (millions) $.Ul.8 $36.6 $21.9. $5.8 $2.1 

3 ::;. % change, 1969-1971 42.2 24.6 13.2 22.1 42.3 

. f c'..'_:1X!Ilditures b_l Function, 1971 ' 

3 G. El:lucation 

a. per capita $172.69 $157.79 $214.25 $126.28 $161.89 
b. %of total 38.6 66.6 75.2 81.4· 77.4 
c. per pupil ADM* $912.54 $715.13 $684.59 $512.88 $665.08 

3 7. Welfare 

a. per capita $112.44 $6.24 $18.87 $8.51 $23.54 
b. % of total 25.1 2.6 6.6 5.5 11.3 

3 vo Police and Fire Protection

a. per capita $54.68 $19.18 $14.92 $4.67 $7.37 
b. % of total 12.2 8.1 5.2 3.0 3.5 

3 9. Public ,'.brks 

a. Roads 

(i) per capita ho. 72 $14.95 $0.26 $0.00 $0.00 
(ii) % of total 2.4 6.3 0.1 a.a a.a

b. Other 

(i) per capita $27.36 $15.41 $15.62 $0. 70 $1.33 
(ii) % of total 6.1 6.5 5.5 0.5 0.6 

0. Other Expenditures

a. per capita $69.89 $23.27 $21.09 $15.03 $15.11 
b. % of total· 15.6 10.0 7.4 9.7 7.2 

!, ) . .  Total Expenditures 

u. per capita $447. 78 $236.84 $285.00 $155.19 $209.24 
b. % of total 100.0 100/1 100.0 100.1 100.0 

''J0..\\ - Average Daily Membership. 
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Roanoke Metropolitan Area 

Itc."Tl Roanoke Roanoke Co. Salen 

General Po�lation Characteristics 

1. 1970 total population (thousands) 92.1 67.3 22.0 

2. 1980 (est..) total population (thousands) 89.0 93.8 24.4 

3. % change, 1970-1980 -3.4 39.3 11.0 

4. 1970 % nonwhite 19.5 2.8 5.6 

5. 1980 (est.) % nonwhite 21. 7 1.7 4.5 

6. 1970 % elderly (65 and over) 13.6 6.9 9.6 

7. 1980 (est.) % elderly (65 and over) 15.4 7.3 9.4 

8. 1970 % schrol age (19 and under) 33.0 38.4 34.0 

9. 1980 (est.) % school age (19 and under) 30.3 34.1 32.2 

Economic Characteristics 

.:o. 1969 rr.edian family incane {thousands) $8.2 $10.5 $9.2 

::.i. 1971 per cap. p,"..rsonal incane (est.) 
(thousands) $4.1 $4.3 $4.0 

:..2. 1971 per cap. personal incane as% 
of state avg. 104 109 102 

13. 1969 % families l::ela� poverty level 10.9 6.2 5.6 

:4. 1%9 % families with :incane above
$15,000 12.8 21.6 15.2 

i5. 1969 % civilian unenployment 2.6 1.9 2.6 
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Ete!Il 

f_!1dices of Local Fiscal Capacity 

.lG. 1970 true property value per 
capita (thousands) 

.,.7. 1970 true property value per 
pupil ADM* 1972-73 (thousands) 

18. 1974-75 per capita local capacity
index (state avg. = 1.00)**

:�9. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 

20. 1971 property tax true
assesS!ll'.allt ratio (%) 

;:L 1971 property tax effective 
true tax rate (per $100) 

fC:_urces of Local Goverrurent General Revenue 

22. 1969 local funds - % of total

'.::3. 1971 local funds - % of total 

;!4. 1969 state funds - % of total 

�·j. 1971 state funds - % of total 

:�s. 1969 federal funds - % of total 

27. 1971 federal funds - % of total 

•\ID;.l - Average Daily Membership 

lbanoke Metropolitan Area 

Roanoke Roanoke Co. Salen 

$6.2 $7.3 (with Roanoke Co.) 

S32.8 $27.3 (with Roanoke Co.) 

0.97 1.04 1.05 

1.07 0.97 1.13 

40.0 30.6 34.7 

$1.38 $0.90 1.13 

68.7 47.6 81.2 

65.1 52.3 83.9 

26.1 47.4 18.8 

31.1 43.9 15.9 

5.2 5.1 0.0 

3.8 3.8 0.2 

··'Composite Index used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of
l,.-z, GoveLT,or's Task Force on Fducational Finance, December, 1972, and July, 1973.
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Roanoke Metropolitan Area 

Item Number 28 I 29 30 I 31 32 

I.o::al Sources 1969 1970 Percent 

of G<>....neral Revenue Arrount % of Arrount % of Change 

by Locality (thousands) Total (thousands) Total 1969-1971 

Roanoke 

a. property tax :CCpts. $10,437 .9· 46.5 $9,667.0 41.0 -7.4 

b. e:ales tax :ccpts. 2,697.9 12.0 2,977.4 12.6 10.4 

c. other :ccpts. 9,325.2 41.5 10,936.2 46.4 17.3 

d. total rcpts. 22,461.0 100.0 23,580.6 100.0 5.0 

Roanoke Co. 

a. property tax rcpts. 3,439.0 50.9 4,871.1 48.6 41.6 

b. salex rcpts. 589.4 8.7 826.2 8.3 40.2 

c. other ri:,pts. 2,726.0 40.4 4,318.7 43.1 58.4 

d. total i:cpts. 6,754.4 100.0 10,016.0 100.0 48.3 

Salem 

a. property tax rcpts. 1,677.5 65.0 2,388.7 66.6 42.4 

b. sales rcpts. 476.8 18.5 561.2 15.6 17.7 

c. other ri:,pts. 427.7 16.6 637.5 17.8 49.1 

d. total rt,pts. 2,582.0 100.1 3,587.4 100.0 38.9 

' 
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Rcanoke Metropolitan Area 

Item lbaneke Roanoke Co. Salem 

��t.::11 Expc."llditures 

:;:;. 1999 total expenditures (millions) $25.9 $12.5 $2.6 

'..A. 1971 total expenditures (millions) $34.6 $17.-2 $4.5 

35. % change, 1969-1971 33.5 38.1 72.2 

r:xpanditures by Function, 1971 
J< '" El:l.ucation 

a. per capita $169.89 $ 196. 78 $ 111.27 
b. % of total 45.3 77.0 53."9 
c. per pupil AI»!* $ 828.29 $ 616.32 (with Rcanoke Co.) 

37. Welfare
' 

a. per capita $66.49 $21.15 $3.39 ,, 

b. % of total 17.7 8.3 1.6 

38. Police and Fire Protection 
a. per capita $36.16 $5.83 $23.40 
b. % of total 9.6 2.3 11.3 

39. Public N:>rks 
a. Roads

(i) per capita $8.04 $0.00 $U.98 
(ii) % of total 2.1 o.o 6.3 

b. other

(i) per capita $34.34 $ii.JS $21. 73 
(ii) % of total 9.2 4.4 10.5 

40. Other Expenditures

a. per capita %0.53 $20.53 $33.80 
b. % of total '16.l 8.0 16.4 

41. Total Expenditures 

a. per capita $375.46 $255.64 $206.57 
b. % of total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

. .  x_;�JM - Average Daily Matibership. 
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Staunton, Waynesboro, Augusta County 

Item Augusta Co. Staunton Waynesboro 

General PoEulation Characteristics 

1. 1970 total population (thousands) 44.2 24.5 16.7 

2. 1980 (est.) total population (thousands) 51.0 27.0 17.5 

3. % change, 1970-1980 15.3 10.2 4.7 

4. 1970 % nonwhite 4.5 10.6 6.8 

5. 1980 (est.) % nonwhite 4.6 10.8 7.4 

6. 1970 % elderly (65 and over) 9.0 12.5 7.6 

7. 1980 (est.) % elderly (65 and over) 10.4 13.l 10.3 

8. 1970 % school age (19 and under) 37.2 33.4 37.3 

9. 1980 (est.) % school age (19 and under) 34.1 30.6 32.9 

Economic CP.aracteristics 

10. 1969 median family incane (thousands) $8.2 $9.0 $9.7 

11. 1971 per cap. personal incane (est.)
(thousands) $3.1 $4.0 $4.4 

12. 1971 per cap. personal incane as%
of state avg. 79 101 111 

13. 1969 % families below poverty level 12.3 7.8 5.7 

14. 1969 % families with i.�cane above 
$15,000 11.0 15.9 18.5 

15. 1969 % civilian unemployment 1.9 2.3 3.1 
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Staunton, waynesboro, AUgusta Count:;y 

·-

Item Augusta Co. Staunton waynesl:x:>J:o 
-

Indices of Local Fiscal Capaci!cX 
1�. 1970 true property value per 

. capita (thousands) $6.9 $6.0 $8.0 

17. 1970 true property vaiue per
pupil ADM* 1972-73 (thousands) $28.7 $33.4 $32.1 

13- 1974-75 per capita local capacity
index (state avg. = 1.00)** 0.85 0.96 1.11 

19. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 0.86 1.18 1.03 

20. 1971 property tax true
assesS!lellt ratio (%) 25.6 26.0 ·20.3

21. 1971 propert:;y tax effective 
$0.67. true tax rate (per $100) · $0.83 $1.02 

Sources of Local Government General Revenue 
2? 1969 local funds - % of total 53.l 63.5 76.9 

23. 1971 local funds - % of total 52.6 62.6 69.2 

24. i969 state funds - % of total 41. 7 35.2 21. 7 

25. 1971 _state funds - % of total 42.4 35.2 28.8 

26. 1969 federal funds - % of total 5.3. 1.2 1.4

27. 1971 federal funds - % of total 5·.0 2.2 2.0

--

*ADM - Average Daily Membership
"''Composite Index used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year .1974-75. See Reports of
·,u, Govemor's Task Force on Educational Finance, December, 1972, and July, 1973. 
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Item Number 

IDcal Sources 

)f General Revenue 

by Locality 

Augusta Co. 

a. property tax :rcpts. 

b. sales :rcpts. 

c. other :rcpts. 

d. total :rcpts. 

Staunton 
---

a. property tax :rcpts. 

b. sales :rcpts. 

c. other :rcpts. 

d. total rcpts. 

waynesboro 

a. � tax 1:9pts. 

b. sales rcpts. 

c. other rc.pts. 

d. total rcpts. 

I 

Staunton, waynesboro, Augusta County 

28 I 29 30 I 31 32 

1969 1970 Percent 
Am::runt % of Am::runt % of Change 

(thousands) Tc'"..al (thousands) Total 1969-1971 

$2,467.0 56.6 $2,682.4 54.8 8. 7 

339.3 7.8 474.5 9.7 39.9 

1,554.1 35.6 1,737.4 35.5 11.8 

4,360.4 100.0 4,894.3 100.0 12.2 

1,586.7 48.6 1,722.3 45.3 8.6 

486.2 14.9 547.9 14.4 12.7. 

1,189.1 36.5 1,533.3 40.3 29.0 

3,262.0 100.0 3,803.5 100.0 16.6 

1,843.8 40.5 2,141.1 55.7 16.1 

376.2 8.3 407.3 10.6 8.3 

2,333.2 51.2 1,299.2 33.8 -44.3 

4,553.2 100.0 3,847.6 100.1 15.5 
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Staunton, waynesboro, Augusta �ty 

-

item Augusta co. Staunton waynesboro 
---

�Dtal E.xp�nditures 
:.). 1969 total expenditures (millions) $5.9 $4.8 $3.8 
� · l • 1971 total expenditures (millions) $7.4 $5.6 $4.5 

,5. % change, 1969-1971 24.3 16.9 19.1 

,,.0=nditures b;j'. Function, 1971 
"6. Education 

a. per capita $132.03 $130. 74 $112.01 
b. % of total 79.4 57.5 64.2 
c. per pupil ADM* $ 565.60 $713.81 $ 706.27 

'7. Welfare 
a. per capita $15.15 $ 21.52 $15.65 
b. % of·total 9.1 9.5 5.8 

"' Police and Fire Protection.:.:. 

a. per capita $ 4.13 $ 22.27 $ 26.99 
b. % of total 2.5 9.8 10.1 

9. Public l·brks 
a. Roads 

(i) per capita $0.00 $9.44 $17.69 
(ii) % of total a.a 4.2 6.6 

b. Other

(i) per capita $2.15 $16.29 $ 8.05 
(ii) % of total 1.3 7.2 3.0 

o. Other Expenditures

a. per capita $12.80 $27 .27 $26.64 
b. % of total . 7. 7 12.0 10.3 

.1.: Total Expenditures 

a. per capita $166.25 $ 227 .52 $268.04 
b. % of total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

'':\DM - Average Daily Membership. 
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Winchester, Frederick County 

Item 

Gcr.er"-1 Population Characteristics* 

l. 1970 tot:Etl popuktion (thousands)

2. 1980 (est.) total population (thousands)

3. % chi�ge, 1970-1980

4. 1970 e., nonwhite

5. :!.930 (est.) % nonwhite 

6. 1970 % elderly (G5 and over) 

7. 1980 (est.) % elderly (65 and over) 

S. 1970 % school age (19 a�d under)

9. 1980 (est.) i school age (19 and under)

:Cconanic Ch:;.racteristics 

.'..O.· 1969 m:dieJ1 family income (trDusands) 

.J., 1971 per c2.p. personal incane (est,) 
( tlY.,,1sands) 

).2. 1971 per cap. personal inccrne as % 
cf state avg, 

.,3. 1969 ,, farrilies below poverty level 

l.4. 1969 � fu..-n.ilies 1;-:ith .i.ricanG above 
$1.5,000 

1_5, 1%9 % civilia� unerrployment 

Winchester 

14.6 

22.5 

15.8 

9.1 

7.2 

14.2 

13.2 

32.7 

32.6 

$8.3 

$4.2 

108 

12.2 

15.4 

2.8 

Frederick Co. 

28.9 

28.7 

19.l

1. 7

1.2 

7.8 

8.4 

39.8 

36.0 

$ 8.3 

$ 3.0 

77 

11.3 

10.8 

3.3 

*Winchester annexed approximately 4,800 people and 5.9 square miles f:ran Frederick County, effective
January 1, 1971. Population projections are based on post-annexation figures.
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:�tern 

_.:ndices of Local Fiscal Capacity 

l.G. 1970 true property value per
capita (thousands) 

17. 1970 true property value per
pupil AD.�* 1972-73 (thousands)

18. 1974-75 per capita local capacity
i.�dex (state avg. = 1.00)**

:,.9. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 

20. 1971 property tax true
assessrrent ratio (%) 

'.11. 1971 property tax effective 
true tax rate (per $100) 

Winchester I Frederick COunty

Winchester 

$12.3 

$49,5 

1.24 

1.45 

39.2 

$1.06 

S,::,urces of Local Government General Revenue 

22. 1969 local funds - % of total '68.5 

. 23. 1971 local funds - % of total 69.3 

24. 1969 state funds - % of total 29.0 

�5. 1971 state funds - % of total 28.3 

/.G. 1969 federal funds - % of total 2.4 

27. 1971 federal funds - % of total 2.3 

''ADM - Average Daily Membership 

Frederick Co, 

$7.1 

$30.6 

0.85 

0.80 

16.7 

$0.57 

46.1 

52.1 

49.7 

44.3 

4.2 

3.6 

"-'Corrp:,site Index used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of 
c:C:e Governor's Task Force on Educational Finance, December, 1972, and July, 1973. 
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Winchester, Frederick County 

.. � 

I IItem Number 28 29 30 31 32 

I.ocal sources 1969 1970 Percent 

of General Revenue Arrount % of Arrount % of Change 

by I.ocality (thousands) Total (thousands) Total 1969-1971 

Winchester 

a. property tax rcpts. $1,139.8 49.2 $1,294.5 43.2 13.6 

b. sales tax rcpts. 485.7 21.0 643.2 21.5 32.4 

C.·:�other rcpts. 690.9 29.8 1,060.6 35.4 53.5 

d. total rcpts. 2,316.4 100.0 2,998.3 100.l 29.4 

Frederick co. 

a. property tax rcpts. 1,379.0 71. 7 1,886.2 65. 7 36.8 

b. sales tax rcpts. 345.3 18.0 374.0 13.0 8.3 

C. Other rcpts. 199.7 10.4 610.0 21.3 205.5 

d. total rcpts. 1,924.0 100.l 2,870.2 100.0 49.2 

! i 
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.1 tern 

I��l E:,q;,enditures 

,., . 1%9 total expenditures (millions) 

:; 1. 1971 total expenditures (millions) 

35. % change, 1969-1971 

_!';:::x,nditures by Function, 1971 

JG. Education 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 
C. pzr pupil ADM* 

:n . Wt=lfarn 

a. p<=r capita 
b. % of total 

32. Polict= and Fire Protection 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

30. Public W:>rks 

a. Roads 

(i} p<=r capita 
(ii) % of total 

b. other 

(i) per capita 
(ii) % of total 

40. Other Expenditures 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

:i,.. Total E.xpenditures 

a. per capita 
b. % of total 

··,'DM - Average Daily Menib=ship. 

Winchester, Frederick County 

Winchester 

$2.9 

$3.9 

35.1 

$151.34 
56.5 

$797 .42 

$31.39 
11.7 

$25.67 
9.6 

$ 8.63 
3.2 

$9.93 
3.7 

$ 40.89 
15.3 

$267 .85 
100.0 
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Frederick Co • 

$3.5 

$4.7 

36.6 

$161.46 
82.3 

$536.61 

$12.13 
7.4 

$3.05 
1.9 

$0.00 
0.0 

$ 0.00 
0.0 

$13. 76 
8.4 

$163.40 
100.0 



City, County, and State 'lbtals 

Ii:em* All Cities All counties State 

General Po)2Ulation Characteristics 

1. 1970 total population (thousands) 1,880.7 2,767.8 4,648.5 

2. 1980 (est.) total population (tmusands) 5,415.0 

3. % change, 1970-1980 16.4 

4. 1970 % nonwhite 19.l 

5. 1980 (est.) % nonwhite - 17.7 

6. 1970 % elderly (65 and over) 7.9 

7. 1980 (est.) % elderly (65 and over) 8.5 

8. 1970 % school age (19 and under) 38.0 

9. 1980 (est.) % school age (19 and under) 34.8 

Economic Characteristics 

10. 1969 median family in= (thousands) $9_10 

ll. 1971 per cap. personal incar,e (est.) 
(thousands) $ 3.9 

12. 1971 per cap. personal inccrne as% 
of state avg, 100 

13. 1969 � families below poverty level 12.3 

14. 1969 % fa.'11i.lies with inccrne above 
$15,000 19.8 

�5. 1969 % civilian unerrq::,loyirent 3.0 

*Aggregate city and county figures are not available for Itans 2 through 15. 
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:r tei'll*** 

J.:dices of I=al Fiscal Capacity 

lG. 1970 true property value per 
capita (thousands) 

l 7. 1970 true property value per 
pupil AD!1* 1972-73 (thousands) 

l.S. 1974-75 per capita local capacity
index (state avg. = 1,00)** 

19. 1974 per pupil ADM* index 

20. 1971 property tax true 
assessrrent ratio (%)

'.:1.. · 1971 property tax effective 
true tax rate (per $100) 

City, County, and State 'lbtals 

All Cities 

$6.8 

$32.9 

50.3 

$1.36 

All counties 

$8.0 

$33.0 

23.9 

· $0.90

sources of I=al Government General Revenue 

:?:?.. 1969 local funds - % of total 

23. 1971 local funds - % of total 

24. 1969 state funds - % of total

2S. 1971 state funds - % of total 
?r 
._,\). 1969 federal funds - % of total 

27. 1971 federal funds - % of total 

".l\D'.>I - Average Daily Membership 

62.2 

61.8 

31.4 

33.1 

6.4 

5.1 

54.4 

57.2 

36.9 

34.4 

8.7 

8.4 

State 

$7.6 

$33.0 

1.00 

1.00 

33.0 

$1.06 

58.0 
59.3 

34.4 

33.8 

7.6 

6.9 

*"Com,:osite Inde.'{ used in the distribution of basic educational aid for the School Year 1974-75. See Reports of 
t.he C-overnor's Task Force on F.ducational Finance, Decenber, 1972, and July, 1973. 

***City and County figures are not available for !tans 18 and 19. 
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City, County, and State Totals 

1
. .

IItan Number 28 29 30 31 32 

I=al Sources 1969 1970 Percent 

of C-€11eral Revenue Arrount % of Arrount % of Change 

by Locality (thousands) Total (thousands) Total 1969-1971 

All Cities 

a. property tax rcpts. $163,470.7 51.0 $213,609.1 52.3 30.7 
b. sales tax rcpts. * 36,273.9 11.3 · 43,025.5 10.5 18.6 
c. other rcpts. * 121,101.2 37. 7 151,729.6 37.2 25.3 
d. total rcpts. 320,845.8 100.0 408,364.2 100.0 27.3 

All Counties 

a. property tax rcpts. 210,967.7 63.6 278;746.7 62.8 32.1 
b. sales tax rcpts. * 26,655.8 8.0 33,458.4 7.5 25.5 

c. other rcpts. * 94,117.9 28.4 131,505.5 29.6 39.7 

d. total rcpts. 331,741.4 100.0 443,710.6 99.9 33.8 

State 

a. property tax rcpts. 374,438.4 57.4 492,355,8 57.8 31.5 
b. salex tax rcpts. * 65,008.2 10.0 78,311.8 9.2 20.5 

c. other rcpts. * 213,140.6 32.7 281,407.2 33.0 32.0 

d. total rcpts. 652,587.2 100.1 852,074.8 00.0 30.6 

* City and County totals for these ca1 tagories do no equal state l;otals due 1 p discrepancies in 

data reporting. 
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City, County, and State Totals 

J'·(�=In 
All Cities All Counties State 

---

'.]'�cal Expenditures 

3]. 1999 total e.'l)el'ldi tures (millions) $448.2 $493.7 $941.9 
J4. 1971 total expenditures· (millions) $597.2 $646.6 $1,24j.6 
35. % change, 1969-1971 33.2 31.0 32.0 

' 

_!:?:.psnditures b:i: Function, 1971
36. Education

a. per capita $155.60 $171.20 
- -

$ 164.89 
b. % of total 49.0 73.3 61.6 
c. per pupil An.'1* $751.50 $703.91 

37. Walfare
a. per capita $52.34 $19.32 $32.68 
b. % of total 16.5 8.3 12.2 

38. Police and Fire Prc:itection 
(1. per capita $35.49 $10.00 $20. 79 
b. % of total 11.2 4.6 7.8 

3�. Public WJrks 
a. Roads 

(i) per capita $9.79 $1.01 $ 4.56 
(ii) % of total 3.1 0.4 1. 7 

b. Other 
(i) per capita $18.30 $8.50 $ 12.46 

(ii) % of total 5.8 3.6 4.7 

40. Other Expenditures

a. per capita $45.90 S22.00 $ 32.15 
b. % of total 14.5 9.8 12.0 

-11. Total Expenditures 

u. per capita $317.43 $ 233.63 $ 267.53 
b. % of total 100.1 100.0 100.0 

. 

- -

''I-IDM - Average Daily Membership. 130 



Item 1 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, General 
Po�tion Characteristics. Final Report PC(l)-B48 Virginia 
(Washington: U.S. Governrrent Printing Office, 1971), Table 16. 

Item 2 Virginia Division of State Planning and camumity Affairs, "Pro­
jected Population by Age, Color, and Sex-April 1, 1980," 
(Riclmond: The Division). (Mllreographed.) 

Item 3 Ibid. 

Item 4 U.S. Bureau of the Census, General Population Characteristics, 
Table 16. 

Item 5 Virginia Division of State Planning and camumity Affairs, 
"Projected Population by Age, Color, and Sex-April 1, 1980� 

Itan 6 U.S. Bureau of the Census, General Population Characteristics, 
Table 16. 

Item 7 Virginia Division of State Planning and Camumity Affairs, "Pro­
jected Population by Age, Color, and Sex-April 1, 1980� 

Item 8 u.s. Bureau of the Census, General Population Characteristics, 
canputed from Table 35.

Itan 9 Virginia Division of State Planning and Camumity Affairs, "Pro­
jected Population by Al:je, Color, and Sex-April 1, 1980" (computed). 

Item 10 -U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population: 1970, General
Social and Econanic Characteristics. Final Report PC (l)-C48 
Virginia (Washington: U.S. Governrrent Printing Office, 1972), 
Table 124. 

Item 11 John L. Knapp and David c. Hodge, Personal Incane Estimates for 
Virginia Cities and Counties, 1971 (Charlottesville: Tayloe 
M.ii:phy Institute, 1973), Table 1. 

Itan 12 Ibid, 

Itan 13 U.S. Bureau of the Census, General Social and Econanic Characteris-
tics, Table 124. 

Item 14 Ibid. , Table 44. 

Item 15 Ibid. 

Item 16 Virginia Department of Fducation, Facing Up 8: Statistical Data on 
Virginia's Public Schools (Richrron:1: The Department, February 1974), 
Table 8 (per capita data have been canputed from true property values 
using 1970 population data from Column 1 above) • 
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Itan 17 

Itan 18 

Itan 19 

Item 20 

Itan 21 

Itan 22 
thru 41 

Ibid., (CailpUted). 

Virginia Division of State Planning and camrunity Affairs, 
uµpublished data on local fiscal capacity indexes. 

Ibid. 

Virginia Departnent of Taxation, "Real Estate Taxes in Virginia, 
1970 and 1971: Real Estate AssesS11191lt Ratios and Average 
Effective True Tax Rates in Virginia Counties and Cities-1970 
and 1971" (Richm:>nd: The Departnent). (Mimeographed.) 

Ibid. 

Auditor of Public Accounts, Ccmronwealth of Virginia, Conparative 
Cost of City Governroont and Canparative Cost of County 
Govermrent (Richm:>nd: Audibilr of Public 1\ccounts), (selected years). 
The sales tax receipts for cities utilized in Columns 22-26 are 
drawn fran Virginia Department of Taxation, Report of the 
Virginia Depart:rrent of Taxation (Riclmond: The Departrnent) , 
(selected years). The Auditor's Reports do not list separately 
the sales tax receipts for cities. Per pupil Al»! expenditures 
listed in Item 36 (c) are drawn fran Virginia Superintendent of 
Public Instruction, 101st Annual Repqrt: 1970-1971 '(Riclmond: 
State Board of El:l.ucation, 1971) , Table 56. 
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Appendix I 

Population, Area, and Density of Towns 3,500 and over, 1970 

Population Area Density 
TCMn County (1970) (sq. mi.) (pop./sq. mi.) 

Abingdon Washington 4,376 2.53 1,730 
Big Stone Gap Wise 4,153 4.00 1,038 
Blacksburg* l-bntgalery 30,000 18.74 1,601 
Blackstone Nottoway 3,562 2.12 1,680 
Bluefield Tazewell 5,286 4.07 1,299 

Christiansburg �ntgalery 7,857 4.93 1,594 
Culpeper Culpeper 6,056 6. 74 899 
Fannville Prince Filward 4,331 4.53 956 
Front Royal Warren 8,2ll 4.41 1,862 
Herndon Fairfax 4,301 4.00 1,075 

Ieesburg IDudoun 4,821 3.16 1,526 
Luray Page 3,612 2.77 1,304 
Manassas Prince William 14,000 8.06 1,737 
Manassas Park Prince William 6,844 .80 8,555 
Marion Smyth 8,158 3. 74 2,181 

Poquoson York 5,441 15.60 348 
Pulaski Pulaski 10,279 4.39 2,341 
Richlands Taze,ell 4,843 2.60 1,863 
Rocky M:Junt Franklin 4,002 4.50 889 
South Hill Mecklenburg 3,858 6.04 639 

Taze,ell Taze,ell 4,168 3.83 1,088 
Vienna Fairfax 17,800 4.45 4,000 
Vinton Roanoke 6,347 3.20 1,983 
Warrenton Fauquier 4,027 3.32 1,213 
Wytheville Wythe 6,069 4.14 1,466 

*Data includes 15.40 square miles and 10.4 thousand people annexed on January 1, 1973.

SOORCES: Tayloe Murphy Institute, University of Virginia; town estimates of population for 
Blacksburg, Blackstone, Manassas, and Vienna obtained by the staff of the Can­
mission on City-county Relations, 1974; town area figures drawn fran the Virginia 
Departrrent of Highways and Transporl!ation county maps, 1973. 
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Appendix J 
Selected Characteristics o�·virginia·Cities 

(ll (2) (3) (4) 

Population Area 
1970 1980 1970-80 

I thousands l /t-hn11s0-"sl ,� c'-,---' ,1_•_· lsg. mi. 
110.9 132.0 19.0 15 

6.0 G.l 1.5 7 
14.9 14.0 -5.8 4 
6.4 6.6 2.7 3 

38.9 43;0 10.6 10 
89.6 107.5 20.0 320 

5.5 5.5 0 2 
15.1 20.0 32.5 8 
10.1 9.5 -5.6 • 4
4G.4 46.5 .2 14 
5,3 5.1 -3.8 3

22.0 30,0 36.5 G 

10.8 11.5 6,8 2 
6.9 6,6 -4.1 4 

14.5 15.2 5.2 6 
6.3 6.0 -4.4 3 

120.8 150.0 24.2 57 
14.6 16.8 15.0 3 
23.5 26.5 12.9 10 
7.6 7.8 2.7 3 

54.1 53,5 -1.1 23 
19.7 21.0 6.9 10 

138.2 166.0 20.l 75 
308.0 305.0 -1.0 50 

4.2 3.6 -13.7 3 
36.1 50,0 38.5 22 

111.0 109.0 -1.8 42 
11.6 12.5 7.8 5 

249.6 240.0 -3,8 60 
92.1 89.0 -3,4 26 
22.0 24.4 11.0 14 
6.9 6.9 ,2 5 

24.5 27.0 10.2 9 
9.9 49.0 395.0 404 

172.1 256,0 48.7 255 
lG.7 17.5 4.7 7 
9.1 10.0 10.3 5 

14.6 22.5 54.1 9 
134 

(5) (6) (7) 

Density lj 
Tmle Tax 19/U 1�80 

lmn/sa, mi. l' · /mn/sa. mil· Rate (1971) 
-

- ··- i.393
.. 

8800 $1. 73 

857 871 .69 

3725 1761 1.33 

2133 2200 1.16 

3890 4300 1.07 

280 33G 1.56 

2750 2750 1.27 

1888 2500 1.13 

2525 2375 1.05 

3314 3321 ,90 

1767 1700 .75 

3667 5000 l.60 

5400 5750 1.32 

1725 1650 1.07 

2417 2533 1.12 

2100 2000 .82 

2119 2632 1.34 

4867 5GOO .85 

2350 2650 1.11 

2533 2600 .93 

2352 140G 1.25 

1970 2100 ,99 

1843 2213 1.75 

6160 6100. 1.37 

1400 1200 .99 

4513 2273 1.62 

2643 2595 1.40 

2320 2500 1.02 

4160 4000 1. 76 

3542 3423 1.38 

1571 1743 1.13 

1380 1380 1.06 

2722 3000 .83 

4950 121 1.58 

675 100.\ .86 

2386 2500 1.02 

1820 2000 .75 
4867 2500 :j.,i06 



'1lristol annexed 5.2 thousand people and 6.9 square miles effective 
January 1, 1974. Columns 1-5 are based on pre-annexation data. 
Column 6 is based on post-annexation data but does not include a 
1980 projection for the population in the annexed area. 
bLynchburg annexed 14 thousand people and 25 square miles effective 
January 1, 1975 •. Columns 1-5 are based on pre-annexation data. 
Column 6 is based on post-annexation data but does not include a 
1980 projection for the population in the annexed area. 
0Petersburg annexed 9.1 thousand people and 14 square miles effective 
January 1, 1972. Columns 2, 3, 4, and 6 are based on post-annexation 
d;ita. Columns 1 and 5 are based on pre-annexation data. 

d.r-ne City of Suffolk irerged with the City of Nansarond effective 
January 1, 1974. The City of Nanserrond had an area of 402 square 
miles, a 1970 population of 35,166', and a projected 1980 population 
of 40,000 •. The City of Suffolk had a pre-merger area of 2 square 
miles, a 1970 population of 9,858, and a projected pre-;rerger 
population.of 9,000. Columns 2, 3, 4, and 6 are based on post-
:rre...--ger data. Columns 1 and 5 are based on pre-reerger data. 

E\·,inchester annexed 4.8 thousand people and 5.9 square miles effective 
January 1, 1971. Columns 2, 3, 4, and 6 are based on post-annexation 
data. Columns 1 and 5 are based on pre-annexation data. 

Column 1. U.S. Census 1970 

Column 2. Division of State Planning and Comn.4,ity Affairs, 
Population Projections to·l980, 1990, 2000, 2010, and 
2020 for Vircp.ru.a ·eounties; Cities, and Planning 
DJ.Stncts. Statistical Infomtion Series No. 72-2 
(Richrrond, 1972) . 

Column 3. Calculated fran Columns 1 and 2. 

Column 4. Auditor of Public Accounts, Crnparative Cost of County 
Government, Year Ended June. 30, 1971 and Comparative Cost 
of City Governrr.ent, Year Ended June 30, 1971 (Richrrond, 
1973). 

Column 5. .Calculated fran Co1.umns 1 ar.d 4. 

Column 6. Calculated fran Colunms 2 and 4. 

Column 7. Virginia Departnent of Taxation. Real Estate Taxes in 
Virginia - 1970 and 1971 (Richrrond, 1973) • 
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LD5159. 
l Five hundred thirty-three D 1/5/75 GWW T 1/8/75 mag 

2 A BILL to amend and reenact the second enactment of Chapter 
3 234, as amended, of the Acts of Assembly of 1971, tne 
4 amended portion of the act relating to a moratori�m on 
5 the granting of certain city charters and the 
b institution of suits for annexation. 

7 

8 Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia: 

MG 

9 l. That the second enactment of Chapter 234, as amended, of 

10 the Acts of Assembly of 1971 Is amended and reenacted as 

11 follows: 

12 2. Beginning-Febnte�Y-1l.i1L1U1_0ne, nineteen hundred 

13 seven�y-one_seyenty-1lu2_and terminating-�entte�y_Jyl;t_one, 

14 nineteen nundred seventy-six, no city charter shal I be 

15 granted or come into force in any county which adjoins a 

17 popa�e�teft , and, for and during such time, no annexation 

18 suit shall be instituted_t.i:t_a_J;j_1Y. against-stteh_anv_county; 

19 an annexation suit-1.1.¥..IL.kli.Y against-stteh_anv_county 

20 i�stituted during such time shall be stayed; provided, 

£1 ho wever, that an annexation suit against-saeh_apy_county 

22 Instituted and pending prior to-F1ttt�a•�Y.Jl&Lkh_one, 

23 ni neteen hundred-sl!?en�y-one_��Y�D1Y::1illL, shall not be 

24 stayed and such proceedings may continue in any such suit; 

25 pr ovided, however, that the foregoing shall not prohibit the 

2b Institution of an annexation proce�dlng for the purpose of 

27 implementing annexation involving such county, the extent, 
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LD5159 MG 533 
1 terms and conditions of which have been agreed upon by such 

2 county and a cit y or by such county and a town_i_e.L2�l��� 

3 iLl.tlhu.L-1!at the fpr..e.Jl2lll�iLLL1l2Le.LJl.hll2lL.ii.llllU.ii.llill 

4 e.L.!1.!t.�ll.llls�under t l�...l=lQ2!L.2!-lh�_!.2�_2!-�iLginl�i-�D� 

5 aL�l�AQ--1.YL�Li--1h.ii.1--1hA-1.!u:�sRlng_�hall_n91_e.t2hl.l!l1_1h� 

o 1..2�!J.2.ii.1aD-ln12...!._�11�-ll!-.ii.n�-�2un�_an�-a1L1nA_l2!!ns 

7 l2&.ii.1�Q-1hU.e.l.D_li--1hA�:.&llQ.ii.1l21l_e.L��MLA_has_�A�ll 

a lnl1 I ate d a o LlhLr..e.llll�Ym...htl.1Le.Llu--12_Ja.nu.aLL2D.tti 

9 nlia�n-ll.un���u��112 . 

10 3. That an emergency exists and this act is in force from 

11 its passage. 

12 # 

2 



LD5lb5 
1 Five hundred thirt y-t hree D 1/5/75 GWW T 1/8/75 rp 

2 A BILL to amend and reenact S 15.1-978 of the Code of
3 Vi rqinia, relating to transition of town to city 
4 status. 

5 

b Be it enacted b y  the General Assemb ly of Virginia: 

7 l. That t 15.1-978 of the Code of Virginia is amenaed and 

8 reenacted as fol lows: 

9 § 15,1-978. Proceeding for enumeration of population 

10 of town.--Any town in the State claiming to have a

11 oopulat ion of five thousand or more and wishing to be 

12 incorporated as a city may, through its mayor and counci I, 

13 apply to the circuit court of the county in which it is 

14 situated, or to the judge thereof in vacation, to have a 

lb [aeJ.l�A1.i2.n-�11-�-m�DQ.L_lU!�Dgln.!LAEE11£�1lQD� 

11 imElll.ll�n��-.un111_ao�-iu.l�L-.J.lll�-�o��-01n�1��0-1lYD�L�� 

RII 

When such app Ii cat ion is made it sh al I be the 

19 duty of the court, or the jud3e thereof in va cation, 

,o forthwith to divide such toftn into four districts, with 

21 we II-defined boundaries, numbered one, two, thret: and four, 

22 a nd to appoint for each of such districts two enumerators, 

23 one of whom shal I be a resident of the county in which the 

24 town is situated, outside of the town, and the other a 

25 resident of the town. Before entering on their duties such 

2b appointees sh�II take an oath before some notary public or 

533 
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l other officer qualified to administer oaths under the laws 

2 of this State for t he faithful discharge of their duties. 

3 2. That an. emergency exists and this act ls in force from 

·4 its passage. 

5 # 

2 



LD5005 
1 �i ne hundred ninety- nine D 1/5/75 GWW CC l/b/75 mag 

2 A BILL to amend the Code of Virginia by adding in Chapter 24 
3 of Title 15.1 a section numbered 15.1-1031.1, so as to 
4 pr ovide how political subdivisions may agree upon a 
5 t rue boundary I lne. 

b 

7 Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia: 

8 1. That the Code of �irginia is amended by adding in 

9 Chapter 24 of Title 15 .1 a section numbered 15,1-1031.l as 

1 J f o 11 ows : 

11 L�1=llU.l�..__fl..._li.tuHlililJ.IUl_J..JUlll1.l.i::u._JJ.Oll._ilt.c. 

12 £l1l�Q.t_Jl_J.�and-A-£11.ll..hi.�as�-•�-1R_1b�lL-1Lue 

13  lil!lllllL!Ul-b.rul�iU.1£-11.o..e.i_ttll.lUl_1�.J!.iwod.llL't-1..iDe_�_J.hllDse�_due 

14 1ll..A-1l�l�.ll!!.!1::�£.hll.Il!llL.2i-£2YL�-Q!_�_11n�.._QL_�hen 

15 11_Jl!ln2L_J.hiUl�-�h2uld-�..J11ll�lL�2-1ha1.J!JU1�L-llDd-m2Le

1 & tl.titiliL.Ullil.il-l!lll y be Pr ov.iJ;ledJ..c._llll.ll..L.Ul"oL.c.L:t.he 

17 ml.!!.l!LJI.LA.l!-P�.ILlR�-l.hJUlgedi-1hlL!l.JIY8LDlng_brujle�_21 

18 .t.llll_J..OJJ.01l�i.J.l1l�-2L-J.JUI.01:t_JJ.Og_J.l1ll...Jllll�-2§1lll20_1be 

20 PLdeL-���bll�lngJ.be-.ne�_b2undaL:it._llne.i_�hi.1.h_oLdeLi-�hen 

21 enle.L§Qi....:.lllll..L.12LileL_:.e11��§1.umiDlL�-e:i.111bli�b-lhe 

22 lLue_llJ!ullll11L:it._llne..__iu£b_�L-�bllll-..!lJLLe£2Lded_ln_1ne 

23 J.2mm2D::lllli-2�.J!.c.2h_il.!ld_lnJ.he_i;uLLenLdeed_b..o.c.�-21_1he 

25 lil!UOl�-a�..J.�i-

2& a�:t.l.1.e-21-an:it._11eellJ.111l2n_11�-PL.D.Ylded_ln_A�-heLe.c.i 

999 



LD5U05 

1 i!.i��g-b.�.tli.e_��.1Ul1��..J.i_�ukh-�lg�o1�-mah� 

2 IIR�k11Rll..�Mkh-l.hilD.!l.e.i_.tliJU!_:ib.illl-��-�Lml11�i-12 

3 lIJ.llll.lUl.L.iJl--iJll..2.LllkilS!lD�L-il.D.!L:ihlULliJlU_ltb.,'L1� 

s �hilll-�-mlUl���Al.os:i--:ib.illl�g�-h�l.!Laa_a�1-Ru1_l.o 

b l.2..al=lQ.�a�b.e_eLR:t.i�lR.o:....oJ._1b.a1_��lgn_�b.all_aeel� 

7 IDM1il1lll..lll.U.lillll�.a-. 

8 2. That an emergency exists and this act Is In force from

9 Its passage. 

10 # 

2 

HG 999 



L D5 lb 1 
l Five hundred thirty-three D 1/5/75 GWW T 1/8/75 rp 

MG 

2 A BILL to amend the Code of Virginia by adding in Chapter 2b 
3 of Title 15.1 an article numbered b, containing a 
4 section numbered 15.1-1227.1, so as to prohibit the 
5 consolidation of govern111ental units unti I July one, 
b nineteen hundred seventy-six. 

7 

a be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia: 

9 1. That the Code of Virginia Is amended by adding in 

10 Chapter 2b of Title 15.l an article numbered b, containing a 

11 section numbered 15.1-1227.1 as fol lows: 

12 Atll.UL� 

13 Ulll�Jl..li.la..ti�ll-lll-�.12.YJ:Lll�1.il..L.i.!Jll�l-£.Lllhlb.l1l.!Ul�-

14 i-li....l.=�..__li.!L�.u!�JUJ1..i2L-£.QD�Rlld�112D-2l-�D� 

15 �Q��D.1ill-llll�-2Ll!:t.id�.IL.IU'.-1hl�-1<h�e1�L-�h�l.L.��-

lb J.llldertaken-l!L-lm.el.e.il�n1.1uLuJl1.i.L..il.llll-�i1.ll.L-.!Ml�n1L.L..nln�1��n 

18 2. That an emergency exists, and this act is in force from 

19 its passage. 

2J II 
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LD5lb7 
1 Five hundred D 01/05/75 GWW T 01/08/75 ss 

JB 

2 A BILL to amend and reenact §§ 58-476 and 58-476.1, as 
3 amended, of the Code of Virginia, relating to city tax 
4 on bank stock when bank or branch Is located in a city. 

5 

6 Be it enacted by the General Assembly of V irginia: 

7 1. That §§ 58-476 and 58-476.1, as amended, of the Code of 

8 Virginia are amended and reenacted as follows: 

9 § 58-476. City tax on stock when bank located in 

10 city.--Any city in this State in which Is located any bank 

11 may, by ordinance, impose a tax not to exceed-fe�tY�1Sh1�­

l2 per centum of the State rate of taxation on each one hundred 

13 do llars of the taxable value of the shares of stock In such 

1� bank so located In such city; but If any such bank has any 

15 branch or branches located outside the corporate llm!ts of 

lb such city, the tax Imposed by such c1ty shal I be upon only 

17 such proportion of the taxable value of the shares of stock 

18 In such bank as the total deposits of such bank, minus 

19 deposits through any branch or branches located outside the 

20 corporate I lmlts of such city, bear to the total deposits of 

21 th e bank as of the beginning of the tax year. 

22 s 58-47&.l. City tax on stock when branch locateo In 

23 clty.--Any city In this State In which Is located the branch 

24 of a bank whose principal office Is located outside such 

25 city may, by ordinance, Impose a tax not to exceed-+e�ty 

26 �1Sh1� per centum of the State rate of taxation on such 

500 



affairs, revenues and expenoitures of the several political 

2 subdivisions of the State, and of the Commonwealth itself. 

3 Such study shal I inc I ude, but not be Ii mi ted to, the 

4 benefits, and the inequities which might result, to the 

5 State as a whole i f  the recom111endations of the Commissi on on 

b City-County Relations are implemented. 

7 The Commission shall complete its study and report to 

8 the Governor and the General Assembly no later than November 

9 one, nineteen hundred seventy-five . 

10 # 

2 



LD5157 
l Jne hundred sixty-one D l /5/75 GWW T l /8/75 js 

2 HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO ••••• 

3 Directing the Revenue Resources and Economic Commission to 
4 study the impact of the report of the Commission on 
5 City-County Relations on the Commonwealth and its 
b political·subdivisions. 

7 

a WHEREAS, the Commission on City-County Relations has 

MG 

9 largely completed its task In making its study and report to 

10 the Governor and the General Assembly pursuant to its 

11 ch arge; and 

12 WHEREAS, many recommendations of that Commission wbuld, 

13 if implemented, cause substantial impact to be made upon the 

14 fiscal affairs of the several political subdivisions of the 

15 St ate; anci 

lb WHEREAS, a careful study should be made of the 

17 consequences, if any, of the implemen·tation of such report 

18 by the .General Assembly, upon the fiscal affairs, revenues 

19 and expenditures of the several pol ltlcal subdiv ls Ions, and 

20 the equities and inequities which might flow therefrom; now, 

2.1 th erefore, be It 

22 ;1.ESOLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate 

23 concurring, That the Revenue Resources and Economic 

24 Commission is directed to review the report and 

25 recommendations of the Commission on City-County Relations 

Lb and make a study and r epcrt on the fiscal impact of such 

27 recommendations upon the economy in general, the fiscal 

lbl 
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1 affairs, revenues and expenditures of the several political 

2 subdivisions of the State, and of the Commonwealth itself. 

3 Such study shal I include, but not be I imlted to, the 

4 benef Its, and the inequities which might result, to the 

5 State as a whole if the recommendations of the Commission on 

6 :ity-County Relations are implemented. 

7 The Commission shal I complete its study and report to 

8 the Governor and the �eneral Assembly no later than November 

9 one, nineteen hundred seventy-five. 

2 



LD5lb3 
l One hundred •lxty-one D l/5/75 GWW T 1/8/75 ss 

2 A BILL to continue the Commission on City-County Relations; 
3 to allocate funds. 

4 

5 WHEREAS, the Commission on City-County Relations was 

b cr eated by the General Assembly at its session in 1971; and 

7 WHER�AS, this Commission has spent l ong and hard h ours 

8 in the formulation of a report to the Go�ernor and the 

9 General Assembly, which report has now been made; and 

10 WHEREAS, the report, am ong other things, recommends 

ll that it be studied by the General Assembly, the several· 

12 political subdivisions of the State and the people of the 

13 Commonwealth at large; and 

14 WHEREAS, the Commission should be kept intact in order 

15 that Its members, as a group, shoulc be ava ilable to· work 

lb witn the Committees of the Senate and the House of De legates 

17 charged with the duty of further studying the legislation 

18 which Is appended to the report; now, therefore, 

19 Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Virginia: 

20 1. _i..i��ll!ai..1�...C.�m.ml.:i�lQ.D._J2JJ.J:.l1�J2.UJ.11�-&�lB1lQDSi 

21 £L.ea�_tu/._,nAJ1.1.w:._z21t..!!!_1n.11..A&1�_21�mgl�-R1_121li_un� 

22 �QD1.lJl.u.�lL�.J:.DB�-2li-Ri..1ll.11..�1s-R1..A:i�mk�-Qi_13zi_la 

23 n��k�_£.QJ11ln�&�4-..lh�.J:.2mml�l�n_�nall�R&-&2IDIU!���-21-1n& 

24 m�ID.2�Lshlil....11.a_ls_�-2�_1n_.1_i_21_,na21�L-2J2_21_1n&-A&1s 

25 �i..A�mlU:t_ll.1.-1.21.ii_B�...il.2221n1�A-aS�2JU.l1l��-1D�L�ln�-

2b In.11..m�IDklU�hle_2.L.ih�-&.Qmml�s.i.rui_aa_11-��1�1s_2n_1n� 

MG lbl 



LD5lb3 KG 
1 �i�.i..il�.e...��i-1h�J&1_s�ll.J.Rll1�SRf.aL_a.:,_ls 

2 a!.l!£1l£a.b.l�a--1ll-1b�-��ll1_i�-1l!f.J!l2gL_i,S,_yDi2l�-1Q_��LYgi 

3 1b1:-sJ.1&£1Ui��ba.l.L.2g_£bQsgn..a.:._1n_1�lslnal_a££RlD1mgn1 

4 �i_:i.u&lL-111.gm.llflL�-�lllllml�.uin..snall-&lLl!Llllna.U_l�-�QL� 

s �l.tti-1ha.1..R!-1bg_.lgna.1�2mm11u.e...12�a.l_k�Lnm�n1_a.n� 

6 1b.L t1i1u s e C ommllU.e...i.RL.�Rl.ln1l.1Ui.,_t.11�.wLI.l2lol.llS..L-UL_1bg 

1 �u�s,g_Jl.i..illJII.Llla.Llzlns_1b�s..e-t.Qmml11��11b-1h�-�RLh_Ri 

B 1nJL,Q!!lfil�Dil_tthl£h_£LQQl,1£gg_l1S..L�£!!.L1-l!.DQ_1b�-l�slsli1lYg 

10 1-'..__Jbg_mgJ11!.gL�-!!!_1bL!:J!Dlllll��Q!L�ba.ll_L�£�1Y�-i-R�L 

11 !Ul:lll_illRUD&.e...Ri-1hlLU=illl-..llQllau f P C ea £b.-d.a..:t_llJD.:t 

12 l!.ll.L1-1b����1b�l.11��J�-'IU:m»gL.s_Qi_1bg 

13 'Pllll)lSSlP.llJllgi_ln--i.ggl1lpn��11_2�..L�RYLS��-iPL-1bg!L 

14 �£g�1Ui--1n&�.!Lln_1bg_g�JU.S�-Pi��l.11l�sa_iQL 

15 �bl&ba_a.[lg,..iPL.Sl.l&tL.P1�L-!U.lli1Ui�llali_�£gL1�o� 

16 sg£Ltla£.La.L.�l&.!Ui-a..s_l1..111ax c esulUJ.-1hu.e...u_b�».:.: 

i7 aJ..l.ll&a.1������..l!.JU.1..Jl.i-1b�-a.££LQ2Lla.11Qo_mag.e...1o 

18 l1..lD-�ba£llL.222-Pi-1bLA&1LJl.i-Ass�m.ll.i.'L.Pi-l21ia-

19 2. That an emergency exists and this act is in force from 

20 its passage. 

21 # 

2 
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LD5107 
1 Nine hundred ninety-nine D 1/7/75 GWW C 1/10/75 ss 

2 A BILL to amend and reenact Si 15.1-1036, 15.1-1038, 
3 15.1-1039, 15.1-1040, 15.1-1041, 15.1-1046, 1 5.1-1047 
4 and 15.1-1055, as severally amended, of the Code of 
5 Virginia; and to amend the Code of Virginia by adding 
o sections numbered 15.1-1032.2, 15.1-1032.3, 
7 15.1-1035�1, 15.1-1035,2, 15.1-1040.1 and 15.1-1041.1, 
� the amended and added sections relating to annexation; 
9 immunity of certain counties therefrom; constituti on of 

10 annexation court; auty of State agencies to assist 
11 court; hearing and decision; partial hearing tit case; 
12 how proceed I ngs not to fai I; court to exist for five 
13 years; finality of proceedings. 

14 

15 Be it enacted by the General Assemb ly of Virginia: 

lo l. That ss 15.1-103 6, 15.1�103&, 15.1-1039, 15.1-1040, ·

17 15.1-1041, 15.1-1046, 15.1-1047 and 15.1-1055, as severally

18 amenoeo, OT tne Cooe OT V1r91nia are amended and reenacted 

.1-,, auu .. ua" 1ouc \.uo� u1 v 1191n1a is amended by adding sections 

�u numbereo l�.1-1032.2, 15.1-1032.3, 15.l-1G35.1, 15.1-1035.2, 

21 15.1-1040.1 and 15.1-1041.1 as follows:; 

22 i-lS....l=�lZi,..__1mmunl1:t-iLRID-AllW.Xa1lRn�==Ai_lh� 

23 9Q�.c.nlas..�a:t-Qi_an�_.1u2un1�-111a:ti_h�_JU.alnankA-aa���a-h�_a 

24 l�£.QLaAa-lli!lLJ11i1l��-�JUg_Qf_jill_1nA_mA!!!.l!gL�-�1��1Aa 

25 1h�A12i..a�l1l2n_1ng_kl.L&Ul1_&2UL1-2i_1Q§_&QU01�-iQL_an 

26 �L�§r._gLan1lua_1h§-�Q�n1�-lmmunl1�-1LQID_jlllO§Xa1lQO_g�_an� 

27 �l1�-&2ll1l!l\lQ�_j;Q_�u&!L.&2UO�i--SU&b_QL.ilnan&��ha11-A1l§B§ 

29 li_lJla1-1..t1A_&QUll1�2n1al!l..a_2Qeula.:tl2n_�l!.k��aJng 

30 1����A-1bQU�w;t_aw;1_a...1t�.:u.1�_Qi-£Q2Ylalll!.Ll_21_1�2 

31 UYll.S!�a-1!.!_m�-�Ul.Qil�-2�L�BuaLA_mllA_ha��a-ua20_1n�-m2�1 

J5 999 



LD51J7 
1 LA�ni-�o.l�.!L�aias_£JUl�Y�-.IU.-2D-a-�e�l.lal_kansusL_ang 

2 �-IJJa1_1n&__Jj_Ll!an-llL&a�--.!!l_1na_£.!Ul!ll�-aLA-��lng 

3 �L.l!l£l�A£.jj.l1h_YLRan_sarl'.l£AS-2l_a_gyall1�-£2m2aLaRlA-12 

4 -1n�11-hAlns_ll.f.lALA.!Lh�_i.l1l�ln-1hai_g�gLaehl£_L�sl2n_21 

s 1h!Li1a1!!..l.-ll� 

o lL_lha1--1.Jll._£lUJ.D1:L.ls�11-12_i:.llll.l&ni!�-lln£

7 �11A£ilY�Y-filAA1_1lla-2YB1l��LYl£�_naag�_Qf_1na_L�slgAD1S 

H �1-1.UA_Y.tl?.an_aLA.il.S�1-ihA-iALLl12L�L-RDg 

9 !w__l.ha1-1h&-'1.�i-.i!l1&!..ll.:US_Qf_1h&_i1R1&-RD£_1h� 

10 gg.113La2n1£_aLAa_aLa_h�s1_s�g-�Y-SLan1lns_1DA_£2YD1Y_1bA 

ll lmmunli�_hALAlil-SA1-.2Y:lJ._ 

12 2i-1.h�_£l!.llD1�_s�ghlng_lJnmYnl1Y_sha!l_glyA_DQil£A_12_1hA 

13 C2mm2DliAal1D!..li_Ai12LDA:L.ang_12_Aa£0_mAmhAL_Qi_ill�-g2y�Lnlns 

14 QQ�_Qf_anx_£11Y-�1lgimy�i.Jl-1h.!LkQJ.!.O�i-10a1_l1-�lJ!i_Qn 

15 a_sl�n-ga:t.z.-llil.1_�s-ihan_1blLiY_gaxs_�LAai1ALi-m2Y�-10A 

16 klL£Yl1-.�.u.r.�-1ha_£lUJ.ll1Y_12_gLan1_10A_lmmunl1Y_L�SYAS1�g 

17 lD�illJl_QLglnan£Ai-�iD-lihl£b-1!211£A_sna!l_QA_S&LY�g�a 

1a £�Lilll�.!Lk22Y-2l_ih�-2LglnaDJ.Ai--A-£22Y-21-1h�-Il21l£A_ang 

19 �Lglnan£11-12.L_an_lnl2LmailY�-summaLY-1h��21_sna!l_R� 

20 2Ylll.lsh�g_ai_J.�as1--12D£11.-.a_�g�_12r_l2YL_JiY££ASSlY�-�A�hs_ln 

tl SQIIIJl.--llAli�lll<llL_2Y2llsh�-ln_SY.!Ul-l.QYll�i-llDg_lih�0-1hALA_ls 

22 QQ_OA�S2lll<AL-�YRllsO�g-1D�LAlni_1o�n-ln_a_nAliS2a2�L-haYlns 

23 g�n�La!_£lL£Y!all2n_1n_10�.-£l1Y_2r_£lil�s_£2nilau2us_12_1hA 

24 k2YlliYL_..lhA-Il2il£�_an!1_2LQlllaD£�-Sha!!_2g_L�lYLO�g_a!i�L 

25 ��LYl£�_12_1n�_£l�Lh_21_1n�_l..tL£Yll_£QYL1_ang_nh�Il-lhA 

20 �ul11.1£ail2n_ls-£2m2!�1�i-21-klbl£0_10A-�1l!l£a1�-2i-10A 

�7 ��DALi-�d.l1QL_QL_manas!l.L_Qi_iDA_Ila�S2A2!l.L_£Yh!l�blng_lt 

2d snall-��-2L22fi_1n�_£aSA_sna11_��-£2£h�1a�_fQL_n�arln��-

JS 999 
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l �&-1Wl.Lflli1fC..._1hf�2meJ!sl1llW-!ti_1hf_£�L1i-1hJl._aLQ£�gUL�S 

2 1hfL.fil.n_and_aP.e.fal:L-1h�fiLQl!Lshall_hf_as_ELQ�l£fa_l!J_1hls 

3 �OilE�L-1ll.L..all-Annf�a1lQO_£�as ..... mu1a1�_mu1awtls&-

s uas_mf1-1nf_&Ll1aLla_iQL_lmmunl1�-iLQm_Ann��a11Qo_1h�n-1n� 

b £QUL1-!i.h.il..l.L.gLlUl1-1nf-�£fL-�111lQOfQ_iQL...._ 

1 �&..l�EL!!�sl2ns...Qf_ihls_s&£11Qn_snall.JJ£1_aaal�-ln_1bf 

a fX�1-A-l1.ll1l1l.D.n_ls...ma�-su&�ssiull�-uilJlgL_1nf_aLQ�lslQOS 

9 �i-1-1�...l=lQl!t..._ 

10 i_li...1=1Ql,�--1IL1DL-.lll'.�1-lL.£�n1�-shall_fslahllsh 

14 i..l�il=lQl2ilL-lmnwnl�..!.L£m_annf�a11£ni=::l1-shAll_hf 

15 an�hsQlY1f-�1ansL-asll..lns1..JUl:t-Rf1111Qn_iQL_annfXall9o_li 

16 1h�&QlLll�-iL2m-�hl£h_1hL-�LLl1QL�-s�gh1-1Q_hf_annfxag 

11 shall-sh�l-

la 1i_1ha1_11_.1..Anlalns_a_a!!Rulall2n_fl!J:.l:fglog_1�fn1�=il�f 

19 1hQUSAilQ..l!.ll£..l!.-£f0Sl1�-.Qi-RQEUl&1lQil_Qi�Q-hUOQLfQ_QL_filQLf 

,o �fLSQDS-l1.llL-s!i.U.a�-l!lllL-hasa.lLuaQn_1oa_�sl_Lf�fol-Uollfg 

21 �1algs_Q�SUS.J!.L_Qn_a_.saa£lal_£fOSUS��ln_1h�-fXf01_1hf 

�2 Q&iansa_Qi-lmmuo11x_1s_alaaQ�i-ang_1oa_a£Rula1lgn_£Lll�tla 

23 Sf1..£Y1-h1l.Laln-ls_n21_sa1lsil.J:g_h�-1ha_lalgs1_Uol1f£-�1a1as 

24 £ansusi-lhf-£QUL1-sha1.L.£L£fL_lhal_a_saa&lal_£fOsus_ba_mada 

25 UD�L-1hL-.:Wl1.llLX�lQO_Ql_lna-&QUL1&--li-1ha-LfSUl1_Qi_su&h 

2b s�a&lal_ia.osus_g9as_n£1..salls1�-10f-&L11a!la_i£L_lmm�nl1�i 

27 1hf_£QUill�-Sh&ll_hf-ASSfSSf£-1hf_££Sl_£i-lhf-&fOSUS1-AO� 

�a ,&_lJla1--1.b.f_uthan_ataas...l!i-1hf_1aLLl1£L�-s£usn1_1£_ha 

3 



LD5107 

1 ann��ll-ilL��lns_1U.11.Yl.ll.ullL-1U.l2L-111._1n.u-.tlllns_2L_1n.u 

2 a.u1l1l2n-1.iu._ann.uxlLl.l2n_R�-il__£JU.l2!1_11..L.B.1-l.uaa1_2n.u_�.uaLi 

3 �110�.an_s.auu�JL.ll.i�_guall�-�2m2aLll..h�-1g_-1h11.s��.ulns 

4 aL��-lU'.-&l11J!a_ln-1Jlii1_s.u.l!SLa2hl£_L.usl2n_2i_1n�-�1a1.u1 

5 ii.OIi 

J5 

b �-llla1-1h.u_1JU.Ll12LY-�.lll1Sb1-12-R.u_ann.ux.u!l..nlll_D.u_a�l.u 

7 12..ll.iil£ill.01�ni1_.uti�llYa��ma.u1_1n.u_2a�ll£_a�LYl&.u_o.u.u!ls 

a 2i-1�L�l!l�--2i_1hL.UL�il.O-ilL.Uil.S-11..L.�-1.ULLl111.LYi-il.D!1 

9 �..._:uia1-1h�-Q�1-ln1��s1a_2L_1n.u_�1a1.u_an!1_1h� 

10 a.U.Ql!La2hl£_a�.a_aLa_�as1_s.uLY.Ull_R.:t_sr.ao1lLU1_su£.h_£2llll1Y_1b.u 

11 lmroanlt�..hJU.�n�:L.11.aii_ 

12 ln_.1h.u_�.un1_a..!l��ns�-2i_lmmun11�_1s_2l�a!l�!li_1n.u 

13 �2JJLl..ShalJ....�ilU.�£211Slll.ULlns_ao�_21n.ur._��l!I.UD£�i-D�il.L 

14 �Yi!IJUJ£.u--2n_1�_2l�i-..li_a_.!!li1.l2I.l1�-2i-1b�&2w:.1_sball_!ln11 

15 1n.u.-1n.u...£Ll�a-i2L_lJiuiunl�-.tL2m_aon.uxa112n_naa_��n-m.u1i 

lb l!l.un_tn�...£11.uL1-alliill_!llsmlaa-1n.u_2.u1l1ll!lJ.a. __ a22.ua1s_anall-�.u 

17 ii.ll!l.1!.!t.!l_as_gLQYl�ll-�Y-lil.�i-

lH 10.u...1?.L2.ll.ial2nJL.2i_1n1s_�&1l2n_sna11_021_a22l�-ln_1n.u 

19 �Y�1_a_2.u1l1l2n..la_ma�-s���asiull�-�!!.l!�L-1n.u_2LSYlsi2na 

2 o 2Li-li.&l::lll!t.L-

21 i_l:i....l::llliLa.L-_l.Jl_1b�-.UY.UD1-il.DY-&2aD1�-Sbi1.ll 

22 .u1�£11YlllY..�a1aR1lsn_1n.u_!l.u�iu..u_11.i-lmDU1Dl1�-ln_an� 

2 3 a.u UU11.n..i11.L-ann.u . .u1l.11.ni_o2_iaLib.uL..auW2n_i11.L_ann.uai111.n 

24 aha11-Ril.-RLiash1-i1.!!.».lDA1-11-lU'.-ini-aa.u.11,a1-su�!llYlsl11.ni 

25 unlaas_1na--2L11.Ylsi2na_ll.i�i-l�l=l�J�_sna11-a221Y�-

2b S l5.l-l03b. Additional parties.--_!� In any 

27 proceedings hereunder any qualified voters or frBet,olaen; in 

ld tne territory proposed to be annexed or any adjoining cltY 

4 
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1 or town may, by petition, become parties to suc n proceeding, 

Any county whose territory is 

3 affected by the proceedings, or any city, town or persons 

4 affected thereby, may appear and shal I be made parties 

5 aefendant to the case, and be represented by counsel. 

7 �ual�lL�1.ll.L_QL_iL��Qls�r_ma�-��£QID�-a_£aL1�-lQ_��£h 

a �L��ilru.L_aalL1h�L�ai1�LL-��Y£h_£�111lQD_shall_2� 

9 l��lY�.1-��£�£l_iQL_gQQS_Qa��-�h2sn�_A_£�£�_Qi_1h�_QLS�L 

12 1n_1n�_£.LJ.�_.!!L_1Q�IL�lthlng_1h��1�LLli.2L.)Lans_lo_1h� 

13 �lLl1QL:t_SQUgll1_1Q_��..Jiilll���g.._ 

14 § 15.1-1038. Constitution of court.--The court, without

15 a jury, shall be held by three judges-T-1t1t-f1t++ew5+--fh1: 

17 t1:rr+t1tf�-"1ttight-te-b1:-1tflfle�ea-++e"-er--1tft)'-jadge-deetg"et1:d 

15 a"-pr-c..-+ded-t,:,-t1tlf-tc-e+t-tr,-n�1t-ete"ct-tnere+rt1tfter-+"-tht:!I 

"O circuit courts remote from the territory to be annexed, to 

21 be designated by the Chief Justice of the 5uµreme Cuurt-ot 

,2 A�1>e1t+1t or by any judge, or committee of juoges, cf tne 

23 court, designated by him for such purpose;-�rc..-+dedT 

2 4 ,, c 11e..-erT-'Ht aat;-+f-'l;i,e-+c1:1t+-j·.,.dge-ct+ :!I q1nt+f te1t-h+m:!tetf T-�h r-ee 

27 governing body of the city �r the town and the county by 

co or ai nance or resolution dee I ares that tne necessity for an 

5 
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l expediency of the annexation of the territory exists and 

2 that such annexation should be decreed, and with the consent 

3 of all intervenors in such proceedings, such court may be 

4 composed of-the-+o�a+_JLJudge_Qi-1h�-�l.U.Ml1-�QML1-R1-1h� 

5 C..11W1:t.L.ln.._1U1 i c b :t be :tuLl1RLlL.ll.l.Ulh1_1JL.il�llllll�g,-1bli 

b only. 

7 s 15.1-1039. Vacancies occurring during trial.--If a 

8 vacancy occurs on such court at any time prior to the final 

9 disposition of the case and the completion of al I duties 

lJ required to be perform'ed by it, the court shall not be 

11 dissolved and the proceeding shall not fai I; but the vacancy 

12 shal I be f i I ied by designation of another Judge, possessing 

13 th e qual ificatlons prescribed in S 15.1-1038. Such 

14 substitute Judge Jhall have all the power and authority of 

15 his predecessor and the court shall proceed as so 

lb constituted to hear and determine the case and do al I things 

17 necessary to accomplish Its final disposition and the 

18 completion of al I the duties of the court, including such 

19 matters as the certification of evidence and exceptions; 

20 pr ovided, that no decision shal i be rendered or action taken 

21 after such designation with respect to any question 

22 previously submitted to but not decided by the court except 

23 after a full hearing in open court by the court as 

24 reconstituted of aii the evidence theretofore introduced 

25 before the court and a hearing of al I arguments theretofore 

2b made with reference to such question. -tn-the-eYent-that-the 

b 
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l ot-stteh-et�e�tt-eett�ty-wh++e-e"�-otteh-p�oeeedt"9-ts-pe"o+n9y 

7 deeffled-to-e�+ot-on-stteh-eott�t-w+th-�espeet-to-otteh 

9 S 15.1-1040. Pre-trial conference; matters 

1� considered.--The court shal 1, prior to hearing any case 

11 under this chapter, direct the attorneys for the parties to 

12 appear before It, or In its discretion before-the-+oee+_a_ 

13 sl.os..LJi judqe-+es-det+ned-+n-t-T��+-T&3&t for a conference to 

14 consider: 

15 lal The simplification of the issues; 

lb lbl Amendment of pleadings and filing of additional 

17 pleadings; 

18 le) Stipulations as to facts, documents, records, 

19 Photographs, plans and like matters, which wi II dispense 

20 with formal proof thereof, including: 

21 11) Assessed values and the ratio of assessed values to

22 true values as determined.by the State Department of 

23 Taxation in the area sought to be annexed, city or town and 

24 county, including real property, personal property, 

25 machinery and tools, merchants• capital and pub I ic utility 

2b assessment for each year of the five years immediately 

27 preceding; 

t8 121 Tax rate for the five years next preceding in the 

7 
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l area sought, including any sanitary district therein, and In 

2 the city or town; 

3 131 The school population and school enrollment In the 

4 county, In the area sought, and In the city or town, as 

5 shown, respectively, by the quinquennial census of school 

b population and by the records In the office of the division 

7 superintendent of schools; and the cost of education per 

8 pupi I in average dally attendance as shown by the last 

9 orecedlng report of the Superintendent of Public 

10 Instruction; 

ll 14) The estimated population of the county, the area 

12 sought and of the city or town; 

13 ldl Limitation on the number of expert witnesses� as 

14 we ll as requiring each expert witness �ho will testify to 

15 I I le a st·atement of his qua I ifications; 

lb tel Such other matters as may aid in the disposition of 

17 the case. 

18 The court, or-t�e-+eea� judge as the case may be, shal I 

19 make an appropriate order which wii I control the subsequent 

20 conduct of the case unless modified before or at the trial 

21 or hearing to prevent manifest injustice. 

22 i-ti...l.::�&--lb£_£QYL1..!!�1D-l.t�-gl��La1lQili 

23 ,1�i.1_atu:�.1UU.22Lla1a�1a1a..AsaDMX-12..�1baL-illl�-2La�an1 

24 Qa111..._12-2.tJl�a1l1�gaDMa_aoJLiAhl�l1�i.lU.-1na_sulQ&Oka_2i 

25 1h.L.�u.L1.a._aog-1.2_21naL�l�a-��l�1-1hL-£ll�L1-1D-aox_maonaL 

2b a�-m�a.ul-1bJLg�22�l1l2n_.!!1..1ha-ka��-

27 S 15.1-1041. Hearing and decision.--lal The court 

28 shall hear the case upon the evidence introduced as evidence 

8 
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1 is introduced in civl I cases. 

2 (bl The court shall determine the necessity for and 

3 expediency of annexation, considering the best interests of 

4 the_�alJa county and the city or town, the best interests, 

DR 

5 services to be rendered and needs of the area proposed to be 

6 annexed, and the best interests of the remaining portion of 

7 the county. 

a ihl.U.1-ln-£2n�ld�Llna_1lll-R��1-ln1�L��1�i��-��1-2!.L1_ln 

9 il!LlllU.11.1.L..�lU.�alLil�"UL 

1J ill��d-ln_1lll_aL�eL2e2��d_f.2L_ann�a1l2n_i2Li 

11 l!!.L1..D21-1lm.l1�d-12-L-1h�-12llJUtlns_!.LLl!an_�L�l���1-

12 .Lal-.:.����a1m�nli 

13 ihl-lialUi 

14 1tl.....:i.12.l�u..i.2li�.£.H2n_11.Dll...��ali 

1s Lll...e!.Ll!.li_.£_.e.LB.finlllili 

16 1.e.l-.:.Ul!�l2n_U,.9Jllli112Lanll...ZJUl.i.DSi 

11 iil-.1:Llm�_eu.��n11J!n_anll...d�u.£1l!!ni 

1 a il.L!.1L.1wu.1uuwli2n_a.iuu!uu.£1l.1UL,. 

19 1lll...E!Yl!ll.£_L.ru.L�a.H.ruial-1.a.£lll1l�i 

21 ill..£!.LLl!iu._su11�Liu._�lg.!U!al�i-�12un_gLaln�i 

2 2 i.11.L�1Lil1..ll9.h11D..9.l 

23 ill1-1h��-9.i�.£h_11..tl!li.1L��L���-S�Il�Llill� 

24 a�Sj!i...ia1ltll_�l1h_aL�a�_2i...t.lll-�lmllaL_d��1�-ln 

2 s !!!!.Lnltieali1lu_ln_.£12a_eL2l!.lJ!iil�i. 

26 illll-1h�_Ql,LLU.ll1..L�la1l��-l�Y�l-2i-��L�l���-eL2Yl2�d 

27 l!�-1�.£2!.Ln1�...a.nd.:..1h�-ti1Y_Q.t_1Q�i. 

9 
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1 !lJl W.1!.U-lil.ilLa.1!..1!.liJ;.alll1t-i1.il1ll-.l!..IUilll:iJ!l.ltLLll.l!.lll..Li.1t 
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2 llll��i.il�£11.IU!.1...fil1Jul.!l_J!.l.illlnl!!.2i_Jlli11.&.BilRni-.l!.Ybll£ 

3 iLllJl:ut.1tLi.ili.l.1U1.a....b.2»:.ln.!!i..J1.L.nibA.L.iiai1t-R.11ll�lll:i-.ll.LRmulsaieli 

4 ta...illLw.Wll.U.LAllJI.JD.lu:il 

5 l:t.l..!b1t-li.l!.!!.lllUllix-2!._lnill.Lll.lii_�b.ll.1Lmax_ll..llJ.:..t_bll.i�ll.llD 

7 !111l�!Ui�-l�11t.t.11-�£l!.!lmYnli�-2!.-1n�.t:-ma)L..ln£lY�lli-bui 

s onLll-!1Jlil�.1ti-1bL-Mnntlilai.l.11.J1..J!i...o.iliY!.ll.l 

9 OllillttiulLb.!tsuill..L-naiYL.ill-.ilDli..Jll.il!l::Jlllllill-2.QJLDg.ilLlll:i.L..1bll. 

lD �ml��-R�Lt.'l.iJ..L.�:i-ll..Dli_llill::�llll..Ri-1.bll.-£111•1lD:i 

11 Q!..lulilL.1U.ll.llli..L-.il.wi..ibe degree Qf RQ!lii.G.A.lJ._�al-.ilnli 

12 1t£.1tD.ll!!l.!l..lni�2n�hll-.l!.lli.lilRn1t1-.i..D�-1b1t..i1tttli2rx 

13 SJ2M!Lbi..iJL.ltll-.ilDDll.lili� 

14 lb.LJ.Zl_lbJl_�ULLJib.illLnRL£RD�lli�.ilDX-'-2R.1!.ll.L.ilil�ll 

15 asL1tllmllD�n.g__i.llJ.nLai..i�lllli..1LDli1tLi.ilJl.en_a.wi..J.m2l1tm1tn11tli 

lb ia...ih.Jt-.l!.lliillwl.e..L.llJlli-ibL-!lJIIUl�-liQII.Sh.1..i.!t_21t_llJlQll.�llli-.1!.Ll.!tL 

17 12..1�aitR21�-21-1hll..AD!lll�.ililR.!L.1!.Lliln!.D�.ilnd_illll_illlns 

18 tl�tlillJl.o.L2.U:t.LJi.lui.....1h.ilLihll._lli�nL1bL!U2.llll.LD1Ds 

19 b2Jtx-2LJ!.lli.l11R!lllL-2L..ib.il1-2!..ib.ll-92�!nlll9_2�-2i_ihll 

2D llll11liL.s.Jl.11.9.llL1JL.b!L_.ilDD!l.lili-1n_ao .te r i Di o ...lt.L..l!.11.UY.L:i�b 

21 l..2!22AL.ili�lLD.L...i.lUDi_JlSL.ll.ll.BlJUli:._a:._maL�ll-2llW-.!t11ALAlii_.!tL 

22 imeiAl!llOill.li_iQ_�..ll.�1�-Bl�-all..!lJlD:.llill!llli-QX_ihll-£2ULi 

23 an.iL�o..ll..ll�!l.ll.L�nL_JLg.illn:.1-ihe.._aran11ns_lli._11..D 

24 an.DJ.�11Rn-2rlillL-all..ih11...&filltLm1x_itJti�mlnAi--li-l:._1h1t 

25 ��-lli-1blli..:.Yk:.1ti..1l.11.J1_1n_an�n11.1.11SA-.11.sL1Jllnlns-Anllili..a1 

2b :.11.bli�l.!t�..i.lt..JUJ.1llL-ln1.1t-:iW.IL,2Q.l!.llL.il1.u'..ll-.ilSLll.ll.Wll.Oi:. 

27 �2lll.n1.ilLll�-lWli.Jtl1h211.i-.il.l!..l!.Lllhlln:.l2D-2!...l!.!lllll.lil£!L&_ 

2.8 (cl If a majority of the court is of opinion that 

10 



LD5107 DR 999 
1 annexation Is not necessary or expedient, the petition for 

2 annexation shall be dismissed. If a majority of the court 

3 is satisfied of the necessity for and expediency of 

4 annexation, it shall determine the terms and conditions upon 

5 which annexation is to be had, and shall enter an order 

b granting the petition. In all contested cases, the court 

7 shall render a written opinion. 

8 (di The order granting the petition shall set forth in 

9 detail al I such terms and conditions upon which the petition 

1� Is granted. Every annexation order shall be effective at 

11 midnight on December thirty-one of the year In which issued; 

12 or, In the discretion of the court, at midnight on December 

13 thirty-one of the year fol lowing the year In which issued. 

14 Al I taxes assessed in the territory annexed for the year at 

15 the end of which annexation becomes effective and for all 

lb prior years shall be paid to the county. 

17 lei In any proceedings instituted by a city or �own, no 

18 annexation shal I be decreed unless the court is satisfied 

19 that the city or town has substantially complied with the 

20 conditions of the last preceding .annexation by such city or 

21 town, or that compliance therewith was Impossible, or that 

22 sufficient time for comp I lance has not elapsed. 

23 (fl In the event that the court enters an order 

24 granting the petition, a copy of the order shall be 

25 certified to the Division of State Planning and Community 

2b Affairs. 

27 1-l�l=l�£l£-Ai_h�1�11!l.3.laDdlns_1b�-�L�lLl.�l�D�-�l-i 

28 l2.�=ill.i�-1h�.QII.L1_maY.L_ln--l1�-£l�kL�1.ign�-��i�L�-h�aL1DB 

11 
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1 i!l..�-1h.e.-�lU.liw:u.JLln_t;h�-£.!Ui��-L�£�JL�xl��n£�-L�la1lns 

2 QD�-1.li-1h.1L�U�--11.i_:t..Jll._n�&���i2L-�-��l�DJ.�-2i 

3 an�xlll.l2!l�-a���u1..ln_i_l.2&l=l2�l-ll?l&--ln_1h�-�x�n1_1b� 

4 �W:.1-AU£.U-11LlittU.IL.1Ui_�--11..u1_h�il�-l1-liha!L�U2 

5 !Ul1l!�-2aL1��1-1hJL2L�LlaL£2niJ:.L�D£�_li2Xl���-ln_i

b l.2 .al.=l.Q.!t..12...._ 

7 1i.o.-1i_a_1D.LL11.Ll.ix�1hJL£2uL1-1lnQ�-1ta1-ann�Aa1l2n_l�-D21 

8 n���L�IU.-1Um.ll..d.�n1.._1h�D-1h�-2�1112D-i2L-IUID�xa1l2D 

9 �ha.LL.k§....JLL:i�.ll.d..._11A..£L2Yl�.IL.ln_i_l2�l2�l..lkl&-

10 !;i..l�_U1.AJ2I.l1.'t-2i_1hJL£2UL1_il��-1ha1-a.on�Aa1l2n_max_2� 

11 D���aL�an�.1t11.�l�D�-l1_.:wall-�2-lU.�L-aDQ-2L2&���-Ki1h 

12 1h���22n_al!_1h�!Q��--11.i_ih�..&��-2�1Q���-1ha1 

13 li.&..W?J2D-h.11.i.Llns-.all-ll.U£h_���£��-a..J11ll.i2Ll1x--11.i_1h�-£2UL1 

lb § 15�1-1046. Proceedings not to fall for technical or 

17 Pr.ocedural defects or errors.--No proceedings brought under 

18 this chapter shall fall because of a defect, Imperfection or 

20 does not affect the substantial rights of the parties or any 

21 other technical or procedural defect, Imperfection or error, 

22 but the court shal I at any time allow amendment of the 

23 QL�DiaD£JLJU...11:lli pleaclngs or make any other order necessary 

24 to Insure the hearing of the case on Its merits. 

25 S 15.1-1047. Court granting annexation to exist for 

26 fi ve years.--(al The court created by§ 15.1-1038 shall not 

27 be dissolv ed after rendering a decision granting any motion 

28 or petition for annexation, but shal I remain in existence 

12 
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l for a period of five years from the effective date of any 

2 annexation order entered, or from the date of any decision 

3 of the Supreme Court-ef-�ppea+s affirming such an order. 

4 Vacancies occurring in the court during such five-year 

5 period shal I be filled as provided in i 15.1-1039. 

b lb) The court may be reconvened at any time during the 

7 five-year Period on its own motion, or on motion of the 

8 governing body of the county, or of the city or town, or on 

9 pe t it ion of not less -than fifty free ho Ide rs in the area 

10 annexed. 

11 le) The court shal I have power and it shal I be its 

12 duty, at any time during such period, to enforce the 

13 performance of the terms and conditions under which 

14 annexation was granted, and to issue appropriate process to 

lb IUtiU.JLA1iqLn�:t:i!._1.!!..e.�.L-£RYL1..A.nsl_�1bJU_Lj!���n�tz.J.�_£Q.:!1�-1� 

11 1n1:-�1�--ll.aL1l��-2n-�b2�L.m2112n_1bL.£�uL1-1� 

18 U�"-a-

19 ldl Any such action of the court shall be subject to 

20 review by the Supreme Court-ef-•ppea+s In the same manner as 

21 is provided with respect to the original decision of the 

22 court. 

23 15.1-1055. Annexation proceedings final for five 

2� years; pending proceedings.--No city or town, having 

25 instituted proceedings to annex territory of a county, shall 

2b again seek to annex territory of such county within the five 

l7 years next succeeding the entry of the final order in any 

28 annexation proceedings under this article or previous acts 

13 
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1 ex cept by mutual agreement of the governing bodies affected, 

2 in which case the city or town moving to dismiss the 

3 proceedings before a hearing on its merits may file a new 

4 oetit ion f Ive years after the f i I Ing of the pet ltlon In the 

5 prior suit. Nor sha 11 any county be made defendant In any 

6 annexation proceeding brought by any city, except by consent 

7 of the county governing body, more frequently than once in 

8 any five-year period following the conclusion of any 

9 annexation proceeding instituted against It bY any city; 

10 provided, however, that this provision shall not apply to 

11 any suits brought by �onsent of the county governing body-t 

14 huml��-aftd-+t+��-et�h� . 

15 Not�lthstanding the foregoing provisions, a city shal I 

16 have the right to fl le and maintain an annexation proceeding 

17 against any county against which it has not filed such a 

18 proceeding during the preceding eight. years. 

19 lhe...!!L2.l!.Uil.2nJL.2!..1Jll�-l!Jl£1l2n_�hBll-n21_aA2.ct_12_�nx 

20 ��1l1l2n--i..1U.--BnJl�l211..2L2M.!Ul1-RX-B�l1X-.IU.-l.JUtil-�l1nln 

21 �Mlih--1l���&�l2.ll....-11-1h�2L��lR��-�1l11Rll..�&� 

22 gl:;m��M�12�..l!LR��MLa.L.�i�k1i-l&&h_2i_lMLl�gl&1l2ni 

14 
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1 stteft-p�oeee�tft�-tft-whteh-the�e-sha++-ftot-haye-�eeft-a-hee�tft§ 

11 This section shal I apply to any city which was a town 

12 at the time of the fi I ing of such petition. 

13 # 
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