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After a decade of relative inactivity in
local boundary adjustments, local govern
ment consolidation once again has become a
topic of discussion and debate in Virginia.
During the past two years, consolidation has
been studied in at least six areas of the state:
Clifton Forge-Covington-Alleghany
County; Staunton-Augusta County; Mar
tinsville-Henry County; Emporia-Greens
ville County; Charlottesville-Albemarle
County; and Pulaski-Dublin-Pulaski
County. The renewal of interest in consolida
tion was triggered in part by the enactment
of the "annexation package" of legislation
by the 1979 General Assembly, which sig
nalled the end of a series of moratoriums on
city-initiated annexations, city incorpora
tions, and some consolidations that had
been in place fo most of the period since
1971.

The interest in consolidation is by no
means new to Virginia localities; indeed, Vir
ginia has seen more consolidations of local
governments than any other state in the
nation. From 1952 to 1974, fourteen coun
ties, cities, and towns combined to form the
five consolidated cities in Tidewater Virgin
ia-the cities of Hampton, Newport News,
Virginia Beach, Chesapeake, and Suffolk.
During the same time period, referendums
on consolidation were held in five other
areas of the state, and consolidation was
considered in at least twelve more.

This News Letter will focus on recent local
government consolidation activity in Virgin
iaby presenting an overview ofthe consolida
tion process allowed by Virginia state law,
reviewing the status of consolidation efforts,
and discussing the effectiveness ofconsolida
tion as a means of governmental reorganiza
tion.

THE CONSOLIDATION PROCESS
IN VIRGINIA

Consolidation is the merger or combining
of two or more governments. A consolida
tion usually takes one of three forms: (1) the
complete unification of the governments in
an area, resulting in one government and
uniform services for the entire jurisdiction;
(2) the unification of some, but not all,
governments with the retention of service
differentials, generally by taxing or service
district. Virginia law allows each of these
types of consolidation.

Because consolidations are difficult to
achieve, another type of reorganization has
been suggested as an alternative to consolida
tion. The comprehensive urban county
involves the tranfer of some functions to an
areawide government, usually a county gov
ernment, with the retention of more special
ized functions by municipal governments.
Thus the comprehensive urban county really
is a partial functional consolidation. While
current Virginia law does not provide for
this type of consolidation, the General
Assembly probably will be asked to consider
legislation allowing it since the Staunton
Augusta County proposal (discussed later in
this article) would establish this type of
arrangement.

Constitutional and statutory provisions
governing the consolidation process in Vir
ginia are flexible and fairly simple. Gener
ally, the state laws do not place obstacles in
the way of local efforts to consolidate;
further, the General Assembly generally has
responded to requests to amend the process
to facilitate merger negotiations. In con
trast, some other states either do not permit
local governments to merge or have fairly
restrictive and cumbersome statutes govern
ing the process.

The Virginia Constitution, in Article VII,
Section 2, provides a broad grant of author
ity to the General Assembly to enact proce
dures for the consolidation of counties,
cities, towns, and regional governments.
Article X further allows the legislature to
permit different rates of real property taxa
tion in consolidated governments.

The consolidation procedure established
by the General Assembly allows anyone or
more counties or cities with a common
boundary or any county and all of its towns
to consolidate as a county or city. The

On December 13 at the State Capitol,
Governor Charles S. Robb announced
that the National Endowment for the
Humanities has awarded a grant of
$205,000 to the Institute of Government
for a series of twenty public forums
leading up to the commemoration of the
200th anniversary of the United States
Constitution in 1987.

"The Constitution and the Common
wealth: The Virginia Court Days
Forums, 1984-86" is a part of a broader
array of commemorative activities
planned by the Institute, which was asked
by Governor Robb in 1982 to offer staff
assistance and support for opportunities
"for Virginians to reflect on our constitu
tional heritage." Governor Robb has
been represented in the planning for
Court Days and other commemorative
activities by A.E. Dick Howard, Counse
lor to the Governor and eminent constitu
tional scholar.

Further details on the Court Days
series are provided on the back page of
this News Letter.



following outline includes only the major
steps in the consolidation procedure
required by state law.!

1. The local governing bodies
negotiate a consolidation agree
ment. (The Code also provides for
citizen-initiated consolidation
efforts; a decision by the Virginia
Supreme Court on the constitution
ality of these provisions currently
is pending.)

2. After the agreement is
reached, the agreement must be
filed with the circuit court, qeigh
boring jurisdictions must be noti
fied of the agreement, and the
agreement must be published in
local newspapers. - - --- ~

3. If a consolidated city is pro
posed, a special three-judge court
determines if the city is eligible for
city status.

4. The referendum on consolida
tion is held; to pass, it must receive
a favorable majority vote in each
jurisdiction proposing to consoli
date.

5. The General Assembly must
enact a charter for a consolidated
city; in some instances, General
Assembly approval must be sought
if a consolidated county is pro
posed.

6. In the case of a consolidated
county, new county officers are
elected prior to consolidation,
unless the consolidation agree
ment otherwise specifies the mem
bership of the governing body.

7. On the date specified in the
agreement, the consolidated gov
ernment comes into being.

Virginia law allows local officials wide
latitude in designing the form of a consoli
dated government. A county or city can be
proposed; special taxing and service districts
can be established; the size and method of
election of the governing body can be deter
mined. Also, town governments can be
retained; in fact, towns do not have to be a
party to a consolidation agreement between
a city and county. In this case, the agreement
does not have to be approved by the town
council, and town voters do not have to
approve the consolidation in a separate
referendum. The discretion permitted local
officials under state law certainly has contrib
uted to the high success rate (when com
pared to other states) that consolidation
efforts in Virginia have enjoyed.

While the flexibility of the statutory pro
cess governing consolidation can affect the
consolidation effort, it by no means is the

IThe basic procedure for consolidation is contained in Virginia
Code, sections 15.1-1130.1 through 15.1-1147.
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only factor that motivates consolidation
campaigns. Experience in Virginia and else
where in the nation suggests that major
structural changes often occur because of a
"precipitating event" that may be viewed as a
crisis situation by either the local electorate
or political leaders. Other important factors
include the support of local political leaders
and the sense of a community of interests
between the consolidating governments.

HISTORY OF CONSOLIDATION
EFFORTS IN VIRGINIA

Several of the consolidations that have
occurred in Virginia had a common precipi
tating event-the threat of annexation by a
central city. The threat of annexation,
coupled with the statewide practice of city
county separation, was a factor in the series
of events leading to the creation of the five
consolidated cities in Tidewater Virginia,
although the importance of annexation var
ied from situation to situation.

Hampton, the first example of city-county
consolidation in the state, resulted from the
merger of the City of Hampton, Elizabeth
City County, and the Town of Phoebus in
1952. Annexation certainly was a major
factor in this case; Hampton was more or
less forced to join consolidation efforts when
Elizabeth City and Phoebus began consider
ing merger as a city to prevent Hampton
from annexing, a move that would have left
Hampton with no means of expansion.
(While Hampton was the first merger of a
city and county, the cities of Richmond and
Manchester had merged in 1910, and the
towns of Waynesboro and Basic City had
consolidated in 1923.)

Then in 1952 Warwick County incorpo
rated as a city to thwart possible annexation
attempts by Newport News. Concern about
the economic and political future of the
region led these two cities to consolidate in
1958.

Until 1960 the state's consolidation sta
tutes applied only to a limited number of
local governments in the state. In that year,
however, the statutes were amended to apply
statewide, primarily to accommodate
merger talks between the City of Richmond
and Henrico County. The consolidation
referendums held in those localities failed,
however, and instead consolidation activity
moved south across the Hampton Roads
port. In 1962, the City of Virginia Beach and
Princess Anne County merged as the City of
Virginia Beach; the City of South Norfolk
and Norfolk County merged as the City of
Chesapeake. Both these consolidations were
viewed as means of avoiding annexation by
the central cities of Norfolk and Ports
mouth.

After 1962 consolidation efforts were
unsuccessful until the merger of the cities of
Suffolk and Nansemond in 1974. During

those twelve years, referendums on consoli
dation were defeated in Winchester-Freder
ick County (1969), Roanoke-Roanoke
County (1969), Charlottesville-Albemarle
County (1970), and Bristol-Washington
County (1971). The only consolidations that
occurred during these years were town
mergers-between Tazewell and North Taze
well in 1963 and Christiansburg and Cam
bria in 1964. Then in 1972 Nansemond
County consolidated with its two small
towns-Holland and Whaleyville-as the
City of Nansemond. Two years later, the
merger of the cities of Nansemond and
Suffolk went into effect. While annexation
had a role to play in these consolidations,
some cjty officials feel that a more important
motivation was the voters' feeling that a
consolidated government would sa
money.

Frustrated with the problems of boundary
adjustments between Richmond and Hen
rico County, the 1971 General Assembly
enacted a moratorium on both annexations
and city incorporations for certain areas of
the state. The next year, this moratorium
was applied statewide to all counties adjoin
ing cities; in addition, the General Assembly
put a halt to the ability of these counties to
become cities through consolidation. The
moratorium removed consolidation as a
possibility for some local governments, and
interest in consolidation waned as a result.
Between 1972, when Suffolk and Nanse
mond voters elected to merge, and 1983,
only one consolidation referendum was
held-in the town of Front Royal and
Warren County in 1976. That consolidation
effort was unsuccessful.

As previously noted, the recent surge in
consolidation can be attributed in part to the
lifting of the moratorium in 1979 and to
other parts of the 1979 annexation package,
particularly the provisions relating to negoti
ation of boundary disputes. Whether any of
the efforts will culminate in a merger, how-
ever, is open to question. In fact, one of the
consolidation efforts has already met defeat
at the polls.

RECENT CONSOLIDATION ACTIVITY

Pulaski County-Pulaski Town-
publin Town

The most recent consolidation referen
dum held in the state sought the approval of
the voters of Pulaski County and the towns
of Pulaski and Dublin on whether their
governments should consolidate as the
County of Pulaski. The referendum was
defeated by the voters in each of these
localities in July 1983. The results of the
referendum were a major blow to efforts to
reorganize the local governments in Pulaski
County.

Those efforts began during the early 1980s
with a series of meetings between officials



Emporia-Green ville County

The consolidati n of the City of Emporia
and Greensville County has been discussed
for over a decade. The most recent impetus
for consolidation began in 1978 when a
group of citizens petitioned the circuit court
to force the initiation of the consolidation
process. City and county committees were
appointed to develop a consolidation plan,
but they were not successful in their efforts.
Then in April 1981 the circuit court
appointed a citizens committee to develop
the consolidation agreement, as allowed by
Virginia's consolidation procedure. The
city, however, challenged the constitutional
ity of these provisions of the procedure. That
case has been heard by the Supreme Court of
Virginia, which is expected to render an
opinion early in 1984.

In the meantime, the Emporia city council
voted to annex over six miles of Greensville
County territory. In September 1982 the city
and county, with the help of a mediator,
announced that they had signed an intergov
ernmental agreement that allows Emporia
to annex over four square miles. The Com
mission on Local Government subsequently
gave its approval to this agreement in May
1983. However, the agreement will not
become effective, and the annexation will
not take place, until the Supreme Court's
opinion on the constitutionality of citizen
initiated consolidation efforts is handed
down. If the court rules that the consolida
tion effort is to proceed, then the annexation
case will be postponed until that effort is
resolved. A successful completion of a con
solidation agreement and approval of that
agreement at the polls would mean an end to
the annexation case. If the consolidation
effort fails, however, the annexation will
proceed.9

Thinking About Consolidation

Recent experience in Virginia reinforces
the idea that so e type of precipitating event
may be necessary for the voters and elected
officials to contemplate or agree to a govern
mental change as drastic as that of consolida
tion. Research on local government consoli
dations in Virginia and across the nation
often point to the need for this precipitating
event to spark the consolidation momen
tum. Consolidation efforts, however, repres
ent more than a response to some type of

9Commission on Local Government, Report on the City of
Emporia-County of Greensville Annexation Agreement (Rich
mond, May 1983).
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pending political CrISIS. A well-developed
body of literature in public administration
favors larger and more efficient local govern
ments, which are sometimes best obtained
through consolidation. In any consolidation
campaign, a number of additional argu
ments for the effort are advanced; oppo
nents of consolidation counter these with
their own set of arguments. Here is a brief
summary of the arguments that generally are
made both for and against consolidation.

Arguments in Favor of Consolidation

1. A consolidated government is more
efficient and effective than several smaller
governments. Costs can be held down and
perhaps reduced through the elimination of
duplicative services, personnel, and equip
ment. Further, the larger unit may be able to
take advantage of "economies of scale" or
lower per-unit costs for government ser
vices.

2. Consolidation helps eliminate spill
overs or externalities. Many government
services benefit citizens in adjoining areas
who neither pay for the service nor share in
the effort involved in its delivery. These
"spillovers" are eliminated if the taxing
jurisdiction is coterminous with the service
jurisdiction. While the complete elimination
of spillovers is probably impossible, the
larger jurisdiction is better able to avoid the
problem than are several smaller ones.

3. The environment for decision making
and long-range planning is improved. A
single government in an area is better able to
coordinate policies and decisions than are
several governments.

4. Consolidated governments, with only
one governing body, are easier for the citi
zens to understand and use. Decision mak
ing and service responsibilities are more
clearly defined and understood.

5. Consolidation matches area needs with
area resources. Tax burdens within a com-
munity are equalized through the creation of
a government that more clearly corresponds
to area needs.

Arguments Against Consolidation

1. Larger, consolidated governments do
not save money; in fact, statistics show that
larger governments have greater per capita
costs than smaller ones.

2. By consolidating, the benefits of diver
sity of governments are lost. Citizens are not
able to show their approval or disapproval
of government policies by moving. Consoli
dation results in a monopoly that stifles the
competitive drive, produces uniformity, and
decreases options for citizens.

3. Consolidation weakens community
identification. Citizens' identification with
counties, cities, and towns will not be carried
over to the new, larger consolidated govern
ment.

4. People are closer to smaller govern
ments than larger ones. Further, smaller
governments are more easily controlled by
the people. Two or more governments are
preferable to one bigger government that
will rely on a larger impersonal bureaucracy.

5. Consolidation trades the status quo for
the unknown. Resistance to change often
thwarts attempts at consolidation. (On the
other hand, dissatisfaction with the status
quo may be a precipitating event, if some
type of crisis emerges.)

Conclusion

Whatever the arguments are for or against
consolidation, this process, like annexation,
has been a means for some cities to solve the
problems of fixed borders, declining popula
tions, and stagnant economies. In Virginia,
however, the process has been used to pre
vent the expansion of central cities by sur
rounding them with other cities, which can
not be annexed. Thus the consolidations in
Tidewater resulted in a landlocked Norfolk
and Portsmouth. If the Staunton-Augusta
County proposal is approved, Waynesboro
will be unable to grow.

Other cities, such as Richmond and Roa
noke, are unable to annex territory because
the counties that border them are immune
from annexation. Cities reaching annexa
tion agreements since 1979 may have had
their last chance at territorial expansion
since the county areas surrounding them
may well be immune from annexation by the
time the cities are allowed to start the
process again. Thus, cities such as Frede
ricksburg, Harrisonburg, and Williamsburg
may find themselves precluded from future

n xation effort. Charlotte vill ha
excluded itself permanently from annexa
tion through its participation in the revenue
sharing agreement with Albemarle County.

Whether consolidation" will be a viable
future alternative for cities that cannot exer
cise the annexation option is open to ques
tion. It may well be that other "precipitating
events" will develop, or, as could happen in
Charlottesville and Albemarle County, the
spirit ofcooperation engendered by revenue
sharing agreements or cooperative activities
may help lead to consolidation. On the other
hand, consolidation activity may well con
tinue at its present pace, but with very few
completed mergers.

Persons or institutions may be placed on the mailing list to receive copies ofthe News Letter by sending a written request to News
Letter, 207Minor Hall, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia 22903. The complete mailing address shouldbeprintedor
typed, and the Zip Code should be included.



independent and separate from the county;
like towns, it is part of the county.

Governing bodies and elected officials.
Under the terms of the proposed agreement,
each tier has its own elected governing body.
The county board of supervisors has either
seven or eight members (depending on the
results of a referendum), each elected from a
single-member district. (The tier-city is
divided among three of these districts.)
Because the plan specifies that the county
would operate under the county manager
form of government, the only other elected
officials for the county are the sheriff, Com
monwealth's attorney, and circuit court
clerk. The tier-city has a seven-member
council elected at large. No separate constitu
tional officers are elected in the tier-city.
Because the tier-city is part of the county,
tier-city residents vote for both county and
tier-city officeholders.

Division of services. Additional services
that can be provided by the tier-city include
police; street, roads, sidewalks, and storm
drains; garbage collection and disposal;
water and sewerage; public transportation;
parking; and cable television. Functions to
be assigned to the county include education,
health, welfare, courts, property assessment,
fire services, voter registration, library ser
vices, street lighting, and housing of prison
ers. The consultants predict that through the
elimination of some positions and increased
efficiency, the consolidation would save
almost half a million dollars in the first
budget year.

Taxes. Under the agreement, the county
has exclusive power to levy the personal
property tax; consumer utility tax; business,
professional, and occupational license taxes;
and local motor vehicle registration licenses.
Both the county and tier-city have authority
to levy real estate taxes. Thus, tier-city
residents would pay real estate property
taxes to both tiers of government. Despite
this, he-estimates are that curren aun on
city residents would experience a 20 percent
reduction in real estate taxes; current
Augusta County residents that become tier
city residents would see increases in their
real estate taxes, while the remainder of
Augusta County residents would realize a
slight reduction in taxes.

Expansion of the tier-city. The tier-city
will not be able to regain city status for thirty
years following consolidation. Ten years
after consolidation, however, the tier-city
will be able to initiate annexation suits. The
territory included in Augusta County's peti
tion for partial immunity will not be subject
to annexation by the tier-city.

Since October, when the plan was submit
ted to the city and county, both localities
have prepared lists of objections, additions,
recommendations, and corrections to the
proposal. Points on which the city and
county are unable to reach agreement will be
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submitted for arbitration to the appeals
commission, whose decision is binding. As
of early December, the city and county were
debating a number of issues, including the
boundary of the tier-city, whether the
county should operate under the county
manager form of government, whether fire
services should be consolidated in the
county government, the number and boun
daries of the county magisterial districts,
and what revenue sources the tier-city will
have.

Clifton Forge-Covington
Alleghany County

The independent cities of Clifton Forge
and Covington and Alle han CountyhacLa
combined population in 1980 of about
28,500 persons. These three local govern
ments were facing stagnant or declining
population growth and decreases in state
and federal aid, and they were concerned
about the future economic growth and devel
opment of their region. Covington was
threatening to initiate an annexation suit;
the county and Clifton Forge were consider
ing consolidation as a means of forestalling
Covington's ability to annex.

In an effort to work together, in March
1982 the three localities agreed to explore a
range of alternatives for delivering public
services in the Alleghany Highlands. The
alternatives selected for study included
annexation by Covington, economic growth
sharing, consolidation of Clifton Forge and
Alleghany County, consolidation of all three
governments, and consolidation of services
but not governments. The study's results,
released in February 1983, concluded that
consolidation of all three governments was
the best long-term solution for the area's
governmental problems.6

In November the three governments
agreed to develop a consolidation plan that
will be put before the voters in a referen9um
by May 1985. The consolidation plan will
include an annexation back-up agreement
that will specify voluntary boundary adjust
ments in the event the consolidation attempt
is unsuccessful.

Charlottesville-Albemarle County

In February 1982 governing bodies of the
City of Charlottesville and Albemarle
County reached an agreement in which
Charlottesville relinquishes its right to
annex county territory in exchange for shar
ing the revenues collected from real estate
property tax levies in the county.7 Revenues
are shared as follows:

1. The city and county put a
share of their real property tax
revenues in a revenue-sharing

6John McNair and Associates, Alleghany Highlands Govern

mental Summary: Executive Summary (December 1982).

7Annexation and Revenue Sharing Agreement Between the City
of Charlottesvile and Albemarle County (xeroxed, June 28, 1982).

fund. The share is based on a fixed
percentage of the total assessed
value of taxable real property.

2. The fund is then divided
between the city and county by a
formula based on population and
true real property tax rates.

3. A limit is put on the total
amount of funds that can be trans
ferred to either jurisdiction from
the fund.

The agreement went into effect in 1983.
For this first year, the net effect was that the
county transferred $1.3 million to the city.
The county's payments will increase as its
tax base grows; but if the county's popula
tion grows faster than its tax base or if the
city's relative wealth increases, the amount
paid by the county will decrease.

Also included in the revenue sharing agree
ment is a provision requiring the city and
county to appoint a committee to study the
desirability of either total governmental con
solidation or the consolidation of services
only. To date the committee has requested a
background study on governmental consoli
dation as well as studies in a number of
functional areas, including law enforcement,
social services, and education. The delibera
tions of the consolidation study committee
are continuing, although at this point consol
idation does not appear to be an immediate
alternative.

Martinsville-Henry County

In 1981 the Martinsville city council and
the Henry County board of supervisors
created a merger study commission that was
asked to "analyze functional and political
aspects of the two governments and deter
mine the feasibility of total or partial
merger."8 At a June 1982 joint meeting of
the council and board, the study committee
recommended the full merger of the city and
county. A month later, the two localities
appointed a committee to draw up a consoli
dation agreement. That committee prepared
a draft agreement establishing a consoli
dated city and drawing heavily upon consoli
dation plans developed in the Tidewater.
Last April, however, the city and county
negotiating teams reported that they were
unable to overcome two major areas of
disagreement: the handling of existing debts
in the consolidated government and the
method of election (ward or at-large) of new
city officials. The movement toward full
consolidation of the two governments
appears to have come to a halt, although
administrative and elected officials are still
exploring the possibility of the consolida
tion of some services.

8Martinsville-Henry County Merger Study Committee, Sum

mary Report to a Joint Session of the Henry County Board of
Supervisors and Martinsville City Council (xeroxed, June 28,

1982).



from the Town of Pulaski and Pulaski
County about a possible town annexation
suit. These meetings evolved into the
appointment of a joint study committee on
consolidation, city status, and annexation,
with members appointed from the county
and the towns of Pulaski and Dublin. This
committee commissioned a report, issued in
August 1982, on functional and governmen
tal consolidation, as well as city status for
and annexation by the Town of Pulaski. The
report recommended the complete consoli
dation of the two towns and the county
city status was judged to be too costly, and
annexation would be only a temporary
solution, while consolidation would save
money.2

A consolidation agreement then was pre
pared by a consolidation advisory commit
tee; by arch 19 3, the three localities had
agreed to hold the referendum on the consoli
dation. The consolidation agreement did not
receive unanimous support from all of the
governing bodies involved, however; and, as
noted earlier, it was rejected by the voters.

The consolidation agreement would have
established a unique local government in Vir
ginia-a consolidated county.3 The agree
ment proposed that the two towns and the
county merge as a county, that the county be
divided into shires (two of which would
consist of the former towns of Pulaski and
Dublin), and that the Dublin and Pulaski
shires also would serve as special taxing and
service districts. Additional services-side
walk and street maintenance, fire protec
tion, law enforcement, recreation, and street
lighting-would be provided within these
districts. The governing body of the consoli
dated county would be a seven-member
board of supervisors, elected from single
member districts for four-year terms.

The defeat of the consolidation referen
dum in the county and the towns highlights
the importance of the factors that motivate
consolidation. First, while annexation by
the town was an issue, t ere really was no
"precipitating event" or crisis situation to
command the allegiance of both the elector
ate and political leaders for consolidation.
Second, local leaders were decidedly not
united about the consolidation-as an exam
ple, newspaper articles noted that four
members of the Pulaski town council voted
in favor of holding the referendum on con
solidation but did not endorse the proposed
agreement.

On the other hand, two factors should
have worked for the consolidation. First,
once again the flexibility of Virginia statutes
governing consolidation was proven. The

2See Municipal Advisors, Inc. Report to the Joint Study
Committee on Consolidation, City Status, and Annexation,
August 1982, 202-4.

3Consolidation Advisory Committee, Agreement Establishing

the Terms and Conditions of the Consolidation of Town of

Dublin, Town of Pulaski, County of Pulaski (xeroxed, n.d.).
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1982 General Assembly, in order the facili
tate the negotiations among the govern
ments in Pulaski County, amended several
sections of the consolidation statutes relat
ing to the establishment of shires, special
service and taxing districts, and the consoli
dation of a county and all towns within it as
a county. Legal barriers to reaching a consol
idation agreement thus were not a problem
in Pulaski County.

Second, the consolidation effort should
have been aided by the fact that the county
already provided some services to town
residents, including education, social ser
vices, and the functions performed by consti
tutional officers. Because independent cities
were not involved in the consolidation cam
paign, it would seem that the merger might
have been somewhat easier to achieve.

Regardless of the dependent status of Vir
ginia towns, however, town residents have
strong ties to their communities. Several
persons at the public hearings held on the
consolidation campaign in Pulaski County
testified that they feared the loss of commun
ity identity in a consolidated county. News
paper accounts on the day after the referen
durn noted that voters had indicated more
concern about protecting their community
identities than saving tax dollars through
merger.

Staunton-Augusta County

Staunton, the birthplace of the city man
ager form of government in the United
States, is now a partner in the proposed
creation of a new form of local government
in Virginia: the tier-city. The proposal, while
new to Virginia, resembles proposals for the
creation of urban county governments in
other states. Indeed, the proposal is not a
complete consolidation, as two governments
will continue to exist.

The proposal for the consolidation of
Augusta County and Staunton into a consol
idated Augusta County and the tier-city of
Staunton was unveiled in October 1983. The
city and county now are trying to resolve
differences over some of the points in the
consolidation plan. The localities are work
ing under an immediate deadline-any bills
to amend state statutes that concern the
consolidation must be filed with the General
Assembly by January 11. If the city and
county are able to reach final agreement on
the consolidation plan and the General
Assembly makes the needed statutory
changes, the referendum will be held in the
fall of 1984. Provided the referendum is
approved by both the county and city voters,
the consolidation will take place on July 1,
1985.

The consolidation plan followed a year
and a half of meetings, confrontations and
negotiations between the county and city
that began in April 1982, when Augusta
County filed notice with the Commission on
Local Government that it intended to peti
tion for partial immunity of some county

territory from city annexation and city incor
poration. The Waynesboro city council
voted in August to begin annexation pro
ceedings; the Staunton city council took
similar action in October. In the meantime,
negotiations between the county and each of
the cities had begun, with the purpose of
reaching a negotiated settlement for the
partial immunity and annexation proceed
ings. In December 1982 the Commission on
Local Government recommended against
partial immunity for Augusta County, and
negotiations over the annexation suits
resumed again. While Waynesboro con
tinued to press for annexation, Augusta
County and Staunton began considering
consolidation as a solution to their interlocal
problems. By March 1983, the localities had
agreed to study the consolidation of their
governments into a single, two-tier govern
ment in which general government services
would be handled by the first tier and special
urban services, by the second.

The agreement reached between the city
and county also specified that the localities
were to hire a consultant to develop a
consolidation plan based on the two-tier
government, appoint an advisory committee
to assist the consultant, and appoint an
appeals commission to handle disagree
ments about the consolidation study. The
agreement contains strong incentives for
consolidation: if the referendurn on consoli
dation is not approved, Staunton will annex
Augusta County territory. The amount of
territory will depend on which government
fails to approve the agreement or, if the
agreement passes, on the results of the
consolidation referendum. If either the
county board or the county voters reject
consolidation, Staunton will annex about 16
square miles of territory. In the event the city
councilor city voters reject consolidation,
the city will annex only 1J miles. The
rejection of the consolidation plan by the
city and the county means the city will annex
about 13 miles. 4

In October, only several months after the
county and city had agreed to study consoli
dation, a consolidation plan was present.ed
to the localities. Some of the major points
included in the plan, as proposed by the
consultant hired by the localities, are sum
marized below. 5

Form of government. A consolidated
county (to be named Augusta) is proposed
as the upper or general tier of government.
The second tier is the tier-city of Staunton,
which includes almost double the area of the
present city of Staunton. The proposed tier
city, unlike other cities in Virginia, is not

4Study Agreement for Consolidation, agreement between

Augusta County and Staunton, Virginia (xeroxed, March 21,
1983).

5Municipal Advisors Inc., A Consolidation Study for the

County of Augusta, Virginia and the City of Staunton, Virginia.
Volume 11/: The Consolidation Plan (xeroxed, October 15, 1982).



THE CONSTITUTION AND THE COMMONWEALTH: THE VIRGINIA COURT DAYS FORUMS, 1984-8,6

1985 Forums

(CH=Courthouse)

SCHEDULE OF FORUMS

1984 Forums

THE CONSTITUTION AS SYMBOL AND SUBSTANCE (Colonial Williamsburg CH of 1770)/
RELIGION AND THE CONSTITUTION (Orange Co.CH)/DEMOCRATIC REPRESENTA
TION UNDER THE CONSTITUTION (Loudoun County CH)j COURTS AND THE CONSTI
TUTION (Richmond City John Marshall Courts Bldg.)

SWINDLER, John Marshall Professor of
Law Emeritus at the College of William and
Mary, and author of Court and Constitution
in the 20th Century; and THAD W. TATE,
Director of the Institute for Early American
History and Culture at the College of Wil
liam and Mary and author of "The Social
Contract in America, 1774-1787," in the
William and Mary Quarterly. Further
details on the Williamsburg forum will
appear in the January 1984 News Letter.

FEDERALISM AND THE CONSTITUTION (Danville City CH)/THE PHILOSOPHICAL
ROOTS OF THE CONSTITUTION (Albemarle Co. CH)/THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
AND INTERSTATE COMMERCE (Wise Co. CH)/TECHNOLOGY AND THE CONSTITU
TION (Augusta Co. CH)/CONFLICTING RIGHTS UNDER THE CONSTITUTION (Hanover
Co. CH)j SUFFRAGE AND THE CONSTITUTION (Roanoke City CH)j SCHOOLS AND THE
CONSTITUTION (Hampton City CH)/ CHANGING THE CONSTITUTION (Westmoreland Co.
CH)/THE CONSTITUTION AND THE BUREAUCRACY (Alexandria City CH)

1986 Forums

FOREIGN POLICY UNDER THE CONSTITUTION (Fredericksburg City CH)/DEMO
CRACY AND THE CONSTITUTION (Winchester City CH)/THE CONSTITUTION AND THE
WORLD ECONOMY (Norfolk City CH)/ FEDERALISM AND THE CONSTITUTION (Bristol
City CH)/NATIONAL AND STATE CITIZENSHIP UNDER THE CONSTITUTION (Peters
burg City CH)/STATE CONSTITUTIONS AND THE U.S. CONSTITUTION (Henrico Co.
CH)/CAPITALISM AND THE CONSTITUTION (Lynchburg City Old Hustings CH)

"The Constitution as Symbol and Sub
stance: What Does Constitutionalism
Mean?" The panelists for the forum include
A. E. DICK HOWARD, White Burkett
Miller Professor of Law and Public Affairs
at the University of Virginia and author of
Commentaries on the Constitution ofVirgin
ia; MERRILL D. PETERSON, Thomas
Jefferson Professor of History at the Univer
sity of Virginia and author of The Jefferson
Image in the American Mind; WILLIAM F.

"The Constitution and the Common
wealth: The Virginia Court Days Forums" is
a series of twenty public forums on the
United States Constitution to take place at
various sites throughout the Common
wealth over the next three years. The series is
intended to promote a broader public under
standing of persistent issues of constitu
tional governance, as the nation looks ahead
to its third century under the Constitution;
to foster a greater appreciation of the Consti
tution and of Virginia's contribution to its
creation and evolution; and to encourage
citizen participation in the discussion of
public affairS' through the revival of the
Court Days tradition of eighteenth century
Virginia.

Each forum will be held in a city or county
courthouse at a site relevant to the constitu
tional issue to be discussed. The forum itself
will bring together a panel of experts
drawn from the fields of history, political
economy, philosophy, and law-with a
general audience, who will join with the
panel in a free-flowing discussion of ideas
and points of view on the topic of that
forum. The historical background and con
temporary debate on the issue to be dis
cussed at a particular forum will be exam
ined in an article in the University of Virgin
ia News Letter, which will be issued six to
eight weeks in advance of the forum. Ten of
the twenty forums will be videotaped by the
Central Virginia Educational Television Cor
poration for later broadcast on WCVE-TV,
Channel 23, in Richmond.

The first forum-to be held at the Court
house of 1770 in Colonial Williamsburg on
February 28, 1984-will deal with the topic,

Editor's note: Since 1987 will mark the 200th anniversary ofthe United States Constitution, the News Letter is carrying regularly in this space announcements ofupcoming activities
and pllhlications on constitutional themes ofinterest to Virginians. Fundingfor this service has been provided in part by a grantfrom the Virginia Foundationfor the Humanities and
Public Policy. For further information on the 200th anniversary of the U.S. Constitution in Virginia, contact Timothy G. 0' Rourke at the Institute of Government, 207 Minor Hall,
University of Virginia, Charlottesville 22903 or A. E. Dick Howard at the Office of the Governor, Richmond 23219.
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