
Chapter 12. Municipal Governance in Canada, United States, 
France and Pakistan: Some Lessons for Russia

Introduction 

The purpose of this paper is to examine the responsibilities and associated financing found at the municipal level in Canada, the United States of America, France and Pakistan. These four countries were selected for two reasons. First, they are well known to the authors and the information on them is available in either English or French. Second and more importantly, they present a range of institutional arrangement susceptible of yielding lessons useful to Russia. Canada and the United States are mature federations of a physical size that is similar to that of Russia; they can thus be seen as possible models for the long term. France and Pakistan are, respectively, a unitary country and a federation where attempts are made to change the municipal sector; they may thus yield lessons on transition paths. The paper is divided in four main sections, one for each country, followed by a lessons and conclusion section. Each country section examines the legal framework within which municipalities functions and the typical responsibilities of municipalities, as indicated by their expenditures and the associated revenues. The content of each sub-section will vary according to the nature of the institutional arrangements and the availability of data. Table 12.1 presents key characteristics of the four countries studied.

Table 12.1

Key Characteristics of Canada, United States, France and Pakistan,

2000

	Country
	Population
	Size (KM2)
	Population Density
	GDP US $(000)
	GDP per capita US $

	Canada
	30 493 000
	9 970 000
	3.0
	694 600 000
	22 705

	United States
	274 028 000
	9 363 123
	29.3
	8 018 600 000
	29 710

	France
	58 683 000
	547 026
	107.3
	1 321 100 000
	22 464

	Pakistan
	144 616 000
	803 940
	179.6
	282 000 
	195


Sources: Bird, Vaillancourt (2002)
U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2000 The World Factbook, CIA, 2000.

1. Canada :

Legal Framework :
Established since 1867, the Canadian federation counts today 10 provinces and 3 territories.  Canada is the second largest country in the world with an area of 9 970 000 KM2 and with a little more than 30 millions in population. 80% of Canada’s population live in urban areas with nearly two thirds residing in 27 of these. Local government is currently organised in approximately 4500 local authorities.

The constitutional recognition of local government as an order of government in federal countries is a modern phenomenon.
 Thus, not surprisingly, the Canadian constitution adopted in 1867 identifies local authorities as an exclusive function of the provincial level. Provincial legislation and regulations determine the expenditures and revenues generated by Canadian municipalities. This means that municipalities are « creatures of the province» and can or will do whatever it is that province permits or requires them to do.
 Constitutional recognition of the municipal sector has been raised when constitutional amendments were discussed in 1981, 1987 and 1992 but nothing came of it.

Since local government is an exclusive provincial function, there is a wide array of municipal organisation across the country. For example, in British Colombia three types of local authorities are to be found: incorporated municipalities, regional districts and improvement districts. Most provinces make a distinction between cities and other municipalities. Winnipeg in Manitoba and Montreal in Québec are “charter-cities”. Based on the policy that one legislative framework does not fit all municipalities, charter status recognises the uniqueness of a city and customizes the governing legislation to the needs and responsibilities of a particular city. 

Each province decides its number of municipalities, shown in table 2 for 1999; this number can change over time. For example, in the province of Ontario, the number of municipalities declines from 815 in 1995 to 537 in 1999 while the province of Québec had 1451 municipalities in 1999 and 1130 in 2002. In 1999, almost 85% of municipalities, where 21% of Québec’s population lives, had less than 5000 residents and 58% less than 2000. 

Table 12.2

Number of Local Governments by provinces Canada,1999 

	Provinces
	Total
	Per capita

	Canada
	4672
	1/6527

	Newfoundland
	466
	1/1160

	Prince Edward Island
	75
	1/1834

	Nova Scotia
	55
	1/17085

	New Brunswick
	103
	1/7324

	Quebec
	1451
	1/5065

	Ontario
	537
	1/21457

	Manitoba
	199
	1/5740

	Saskatchewan
	836
	1/1226

	Alberta
	361
	1/8198

	British Columbia
	455
	1/8852


Source: Finances of the Nations, Canadian Tax Foundation, 1999 Statistics Canada, Cansim 2, Matrix 051-0001

At the national level, the interest of local governments are advanced by the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, a voluntary self-financing association of 1000 municipalities representing 80% of the Canadian population. At the provincial and territorial level, municipalities are also organised in voluntary bodies, like the “Association of municipalities of Ontario” or the “Union des municipalités du Québec”. 

Intergovernmental relations between the local level and the others level of government in Canada are mainly with the provincial authority. In some provinces, the relationship between local and provincial have been formalised. In Québec, there is the “Pacte municipal” while in British Columbia the provincial government and the Union of British Columbia Municipalities signed in 1996 a protocol of recognition for local government as an « independent, responsible and accountable order of government ». The protocol states that:

· There must be a clear division of responsibilities which leaves the Province and the local governments accountable for specific policies and gives them the authority and the financial capacity to effectively perform their role ;

· For matters that local governments are responsible for, they must have adequate authority and independence to act ;

· New responsibilities will not be allocated without discussing the required funding thereof ;

· Proposed significant changes in legislation, policy or programs must be preceded by consultation.

The third item alleviates the problem of  « unfunded mandates », that is when a province increases the responsibilities of municipalities, without increasing their revenues.

Given the fact that local governments fall within the exclusive control of the provinces, the capacity of the federal government to interact directly with municipalities is limited. Note, however, the May 2002 statement by the federal minister of Finance: « Equally compelling is the fact that local governments are being asked to do more than ever before in our history…these challenges simply cannot be met just with the property tax base, user fees and development charges currently at your disposal…The fact is that a New Deal now provides Canadians with a new capacity to move together as a country, seeking national objectives at the local level. »

There are two approaches to municipal powers. The first is the so-called “laundry list”, municipalities have only those powers that are specifically granted and the ultra vires doctrine applies. This approach is followed in Ontario. The second approach is to grant municipalities plenary powers. In 1995 Alberta introduced the “natural person” powers that give municipality the powers of a natural person unless specifically excluded by legislation. Legislation in British Colombia gives municipalities broad powers including those facilitating public-private partnerships and giving more flexible revenue raising authority. A further variation is that some provinces are making a distinction between cities and other municipalities. The “charter-cities”, mentioned above, are given greater powers than other municipalities in their provinces, although they must still obtain the consent of the provincial authority prior to introducing new revenue sources and new regulations. 

To present the different functions and powers of the local government is preferable to use expenditures and revenues of municipalities, since responsibilities are different for a province to another. The local authority powers varied widely between provinces.

Expenditures:

Table 12.3 represents the overall expenditures of municipalities. If we look at expenditures of municipalities per capita, we note a large difference between Canadian provinces. This depends of many factors, such as different responsibilities, higher costs or greater needs (urban regions). Thus, in 2000 the expenditures in Prince Edward Island are 245 US$ per capita while in Ontario they are the highest, at 1287 US$, a difference of 1000 US$ per person. One partial explanation is the greater use of volunteers to produce public services such as fire fighters in PEI than in Ontario. Between 1988 and 2000, expenditures per capita of municipalities increased; the biggest increase is in Ontario and British Columbia. Measured in Canadian $ they increased by 44% while the CPI increased by 33%. Expenditures as a percent of gross domestic provincial product (GDPP) reflect the relative importance of this sector within a province.  

Table 12.3

Canada, Municipal expenditures by province, 1988 and 2000

	Provinces
	(2)

1988

per capita (US$)
	(3)

2000

per capita (US$)
	(4)

1988

% of GDPP
	(5)

2000

% of GDPP

	Newfoundland
	462
	456
	4.0
	3.0

	Prince Edward Island
	207
	245
	1.8
	1.7

	Nova Scotia
	710
	686
	4.5
	4.3

	New Brunswick
	453
	559
	3.3
	3.4

	Québec
	823
	839
	4.9
	4.5

	Ontario
	970
	1287
	4.6
	5.6

	Manitoba
	715
	761
	4.5
	4.2

	Saskatchewan
	669
	697
	4.5
	3.5

	Alberta
	1073
	1053
	5.2
	4.0

	British Colombia
	682
	852
	3.8
	4.2

	Average-Canada
	850
	1004
	4.6
	4.8


Source: Kitchen (2002), column 2,3,4 and 5 in Canadian dollar

Exchange rates: 1988: 1$US = 1.217$CAN

            2000:1$US = 1.478$CAN

We have to underline the fact that the municipal sector of the province of Ontario grew more than that of any other province over the past 12 years.   By and large, this change was driven by a number of provincial initiatives introduced in 1998. The province took over direct tax funding of elementary and secondary public schools by imposing a province-wide education (property) tax. Having done this, and to meet its objective of maintaining revenue and expenditure neutrality
 in provincial-municipal responsibilities, the province transferred to municipalities responsibilities for a wide range and variety of services with little say in services standards (social housing, 50% of land ambulances, 50% public health prevention, provincial highways).
 Note here that since these various responsibilities have different expenditure growth rates, notional revenue neutrality (that is the one calculated for a given cost/quantity goal) may be met. However, actual revenue neutrality is not observed in a given year. Table 12.4 presents expenditures by municipal functions for Canada as a whole, and for the two largest provinces, Ontario and Québec.

The following points are drawn from it:
 :

· Social services (welfare) are not the responsibility of municipalities, except for the province of Ontario. Elsewhere ,they are an exclusive or quasi-exclusive provincial responsibility  ;

· Health expenditures are small, mainly for preventive health programs;

· Expenditures on transportation, protection and environmental services account for over 50 percent of  municipal expenditures in every province;

· Expenditures on recreation and cultural services account for between 8% and 12 % of  municipal spending in all provinces;

· Debt charges show considerable variation, debt is incurred only for capital projects since municipalities are not permitted to borrow for, nor incur budget operating deficits.

· Difference in debt charges between Québec and Ontario is due in part to the financing of infrastructures in new developments by the municipalities in Québec and by developers in Ontario( public versus private debt).

Table 12.4

Municipal Expenditures by functions, Canada, Ontario and Québec, 1988 and 2000

	
	1988

Québec
	1988

Ontario
	1988

Canada
	2000

Québec
	2000

Ontario
	2000

Canada

	Per capita expenditures (US $)
	671
	970
	780
	834
	1287
	831

	Percentage growth, 1988 to 2000
	-
	-
	-
	24.3%
	61.9%
	30.0%

	Distribution of spending %:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	General administration
	13.1
	8.7
	9.9
	13.4
	9.4
	11.0

	Protection
	14.4
	15.0
	14.8
	18.6
	14.2
	15.9

	Transportation
	22.5
	21.6
	22.3
	23.5
	17.4
	19.8

	Health
	0.1
	2.9
	2.0
	0.1
	3.3
	2.0

	Social services
	0.5
	14.6
	7.4
	0.8
	25.0
	12.6

	Resources conservation
	1.3
	2.4
	2.1
	2.2
	1.5
	2.0

	Environment
	15.9
	14.2
	14.6
	12.9
	12.2
	14.0

	Recreation/

culture
	9.7
	11.2
	11.6
	11.9
	8.4
	11.1

	Housing
	2.6
	2.3
	1.8
	3.3
	3.5
	2.6

	Regional planning
	1.9
	1.9
	2.1
	2.2
	2.0
	2.2

	Debt charges
	14.1
	4.1
	9.5
	10.6
	2.8
	5.9

	Other
	4.0
	1.2
	2.0
	0.4
	0.3
	0.9

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: Kitchen (2002), Appendix table 2 in Canadian dollar

Exchange rates: 1988: 1$US = 1.217$CAN

2000:1$US = 1.478$CAN

Revenues :

Revenues of Canadian municipalities are broadly divided between grants (transfers), which can be conditional or unconditional, and  “ own source” revenues, which include property taxes and user fees. Conditional transfers must be spent according to the priorities of the government providing the transfer. The “condition” can be more or less vague (general area, specific program, precise item, ...). Unconditional, or general-purpose transfers, may be spent according to the recipient government’s priorities or, as is sometimes the case, simply used to provide tax relief

The importance of the two types of revenues for 2000 is 17.9% in transfer mainly from provincial government and the 82.1 from own source municipal resources
. 

Table 12.5 presents the revenues of municipalities and their evolution between 1988 and 2000 for Canada, Ontario and Québec.

This table shows that:

· The proportion of transfers and own sources of revenues has changed in the last 12 years with an increase of 5.0% points of own sources of revenues for Canada and 7% points for Ontario. This increase is due principally to property tax revenues;

· The other major component of own sources, user fees, has been stable for the past 12 years, with a small increase of 1.3% points for Canada and a little drop of 0.4% for Ontario;

· Unconditional transfers drop for Ontario but not for Québec.

Table 12.5

Municipal Revenue Sources and Their Distribution Canada, Québec and Ontario, 1988 and 2000

	
	1988

Québec
	1988

Ontario
	1988

Canada
	2000

Québec
	2000

Ontario
	2000

Canada

	Revenues sources (%)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Property taxes
	68.8
	41.7
	48.6
	67.3
	49.8
	53.3

	Other taxes
	1.0
	1.3
	1.4
	0.3
	1.3
	1.3

	User fees
	16.5
	20.0
	20.0
	16.9
	19.6
	21.3

	Investment income
	3.0
	5.1
	6.0
	2.3
	4.3
	5.0

	Other
	2.0
	0.7
	1.1
	2.4
	0.8
	1.2

	Total of own source revenues
	91.3
	68.8
	77.1
	89.1
	75.8
	82.1

	Grants
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Unconditional
	0.5
	7.3
	5.8
	0.8
	3.3
	2.7

	Conditional
	8.3
	23.8
	17.1
	10.0
	20.9
	15.2

	Total
	8.7
	31.1
	22.9
	10.9
	24.2
	17.9

	Total revenue
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source : Kitchen (2002), Appendix table 3

1. United States of America : 

Legal Framework 

Established since 1789, the United States of America is the oldest federal republic comprised of 50 states and a federal district, Washington DC. This country has an area of 9 363 000 KM2 with a population of 274 028 000, more than 9 times the Canadian population. More than 80% of the population lives in 329 metropolitan areas. In 1997 there were 87 453 local government of various types.

Like the Canadian Constitution, the American Constitution does not recognise local authorities; it considers them a responsibility of the states. The municipalities are “creature of the states” that are recognised in state constitutions. In this regard, the USA states are different than the Canadian provinces in having their own distinctive constitutions. The state constitutional provisions have three general aims. First, creating and protecting local autonomy, second, enshrining political accountability for certain activities and third regulating and controlling finances. Local autonomy is usually referred to in the state constitutions as “home rule”, or more recently “local self-government”. 

To date, 36 states have adopted home rule provisions in their constitutions while a further 12 have home rule by statute.
 For example, the Illinois State Constitution defines home rule powers as: “a home rule unit may exercise any power and perform any function pertaining to its government and affairs including, but not limited to, the power to regulate for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and welfare; to licence; to tax; and to incur debt”
. The principal strength of home rule provisions is to give communities substantial freedom to shape the structure of local government institutions. With regard to functional powers, conflicts between state and local enactment are usually resolved in favour of the state. 

Table 12.6 presents numbers for the United States and for 5 large states; evidence for all 50 states is found in Appendix table 1. In 1997, 87 453 local government structure was divided in 3 043 counties, 19 372 municipalities, 16 629 towns and townships, 34 683 special districts and 13 726 school districts. There are also an estimated 180 000 semi-private residential community associations that provide a limited number of community-type services. 
 

Table 12.6

Number of Local Governments in Five US States and US 1997

	States
	All govern mental units
	County
	Municipal
	Township
	School District
	Special Districts
	Unit per capita

municipal

	US
	87453
	3043
	19372
	16629
	13726
	34683
	1/14146

	California
	4607
	57
	471
	-
	1069
	3010
	1/68509

	Michigan
	2775
	83
	534
	1242
	584
	332
	1/18303

	New York
	3413
	57
	615
	929
	686
	1126
	1/29491

	Ohio
	3597
	88
	941
	1310
	666
	592
	1/11887

	Pennsylvania
	5070
	66
	1023
	1546
	516
	1919
	1/11749


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the Unites States, table No. 26 and No 491. www.census.gov

Each state is divided in counties, except the states of Connecticut and Rhode Island. Counties were first seen as a political subdivision of the state administration, but they have changed in most states to local self-government that may adopt home rule charters. The number of county governments per state ranges widely. Texas has the highest total at 254 while several states have fewer than 20. The average population served by a county government for the US as a whole is 79 100. 

Municipal governments are political subdivisions within which a municipal corporation has been established to provide general local government for a specific population concentration in a defined area. The number of municipalities per state also varies widely. Illinois Texas and Pennsylvania each has more than 1000 while at the other extreme are eight states with fewer than 50 municipalities. In the United States, nearly 164 million people live in areas with municipal governments.

Township governments exist to serve inhabitants of areas defined without regard to population concentration, as distinguished from municipal governments. Township governments are found in the northeastern and north central states. 

Special district governments are independent, limited-purpose local governmental units that exist as separate legal entities with substantial administrative and fiscal independence from general purpose governments. Most perform a single function (social housing, fire protection, public library, public hospital,..), but in some instances their enabling legislation allows them to provide several, usually related, types of services. 

The main association is The National League of Cities which group together 49 state municipal league and approximately 1800 members cities town and villages. The principal mandate of this association is to improve the relationship between the different level of government, mainly by conflict resolution.

Each state decides the functions and services offered by the municipalities. To avoid the problem of unfunded mandates, some states introduced constitutional limits. For example, a 1978 amendment to the Hawaii Constitution requires that when the state imposes a new function or increases the required level of a service, such determination must also provide that the state shares in cost. The New Mexico Constitution was amended in a similar vein in 1984.

Local governments are the dominant provider of the following services: primary and secondary education, utilities, police protection, fire protection, sewage, other sanitation, parks and recreation and libraries. As well, the three levels of government, acting in varying forms of partnership, provide certain services summarised in the table 12.7:

Table 12.7 

Functions and powers 

	Federal/state/local
	State/local
	Federal/local

	Health services

Environmental protection

Financial and judicial administration
	Roads

Streets

Highways
	Provision of housing

Community development

Airports and transportation services


Source: Kitchen (2002)

Expenditures :

Table 12.8 presents the relative importance of local expenditures for the USA as a whole and for each of five states, California, Michigan, New York, Ohio and Pennsylvania :we note that all five states have lower per capita expenditures than the average state in the USA. This may be due to the fact that they are larger than the average sate and can thus benefit from economies of scale.

Table 12.8

Local Government Expenditures and Distribution in Five US States and Total US 1996 (%)

	Functions
	US

Total
	California
	Michigan
	New York
	Ohio
	Pennsylvania

	Per capita expenditures
	3.120
	2.179
	1.436
	2.905
	1.400
	1.291

	Administration
	8.0
	9.9
	11.1
	5.2
	12.1
	10.1

	Protection
	17.3
	18.8
	16.2
	16.9
	18.7
	15.2

	Transportation
	12.1
	8.4
	12.7
	8.9
	10.8
	9.0

	Health
	5.6
	6.0
	11.3
	3.2
	9.9
	7.8

	Hospitals
	9.5
	8.1
	4.3
	8.1
	4.9
	1.1

	Public Welfare
	4.4
	14.9
	3.5
	16.3
	9.8
	9.2

	Environment
	18.1
	19.7
	17.9
	16.3
	18.5
	20.8

	Libraries
	1.0
	1.0
	1.8
	1.2
	1.8
	1.0

	Interest on debt
	8.5
	6.9
	7.6
	8.5
	5.7
	14.3

	Others
	15.5
	6.0
	13.3
	15.1
	7.8
	11.4

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: Kitchen (2002) Table 4 U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the United States: 2000, Table No 48 and No 494 www.census.gov.

Table 12.8 shows the following results :

· Protection, and environment are the two most important function in the USA as a whole and in all five states.

· The social services is the only function of local governments which shows big difference between states, ranging from 16.3% for New York state to 3.5% for Michigan state.

Revenues :

At the beginning of the 20th century local governments were almost entirely self-sufficient financially. A century later, they receive a third of its income from the state and the federal government, with the bulk coming from the states. While state constitutions may in principle provide that municipalities are authorised to levy and collect a wide array of taxes and fees, these powers are closely circumscribed either in the constitutions themselves or laws authorised by the constitutions. Rates on property have been the mainstay of own income of municipalities. 

Table 12.9 presents local government revenues by source for the USA as a whole and the same five US states. Own source revenues account for the largest part of the revenues of American local authorities, usually in the 65-70% range while grants  from the federal and state governments are in the 30-35% range. Property taxes and user  charges tend to be the main own source revenue of the municipalities even  in California, where proposition 13 adopted twenty years ago makes it difficult to have high property tax rates. Income taxes, found under the label other taxes and sales taxes are used but with great variability from one state to another. Finally, between 4.1% to 9.9% of revenues are from grants from the federal government comparatively to 24.1% to 36.0% from the states.

Table 12.9

Local Government Revenues, Distribution by Source, Five US States and USA, 1996

	Source
	US

Total
	California
	Michigan
	New York
	Ohio
	Pennsylvania

	Local revenue source :
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Property taxes
	23.7
	13.8
	24.4
	21.3
	16.3
	16.5

	Sales taxes
	9.1
	9.5
	0.4
	11.3
	6.4
	1.2

	Other taxes
	5.1
	3.3
	4.8
	12.0
	19.0
	14.5

	Charges (non-utility)
	22.1
	22.4
	23.8
	16.2
	19.5
	19.7

	Other
	9.8
	10.9
	11.7
	6.8
	9.4
	12.4

	Total own sources
	70.0
	59.9
	65.1
	67.6
	70.6
	64.3

	Grants :
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Federal
	5.5
	4.1
	5.8
	4.6
	5.3
	9.9

	State
	24.5
	36.0
	29.1
	27.8
	24.1
	25.8

	Total grants
	30.0
	40.1
	34.9
	32.4
	29.4
	35.7

	Total
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Source: Compendium of Government Finances, Census of Governments, U.S. Census Bureau, Table  48.

www.census.gov 

School district had be subtracted from the  total: 

US property taxes = Property taxes of local governments - Property taxes of school districts 

208 524 416 - 92 722 086 = 115 802 330

US General revenue = local general revenue - school districts general revenue

747 030 290 - 257 342 476 = 489 687 814

% Property taxes =

US property taxes / US General revenues

(115 802 330 / 489 687 814)*100 = 23.648%
3. France


Legal Framework

France is a unitary republic with a low level of decentralisation. With a population of more than 58 millions and an area of 547 000 KM2, French density is 106.7 people by kilometre in 2000.
 From 1962 to 1999, France has become more and more urbanised. In 1999 with 48.8 millions inhabitants, the 354 urban area account for 83.3% of the French population
. Municipal governments in France are extremely numerous cur as shown in table 12.10 with almost 37 000 local authorities, or one per 1596 inhabitants.

Table 12.10

Number of Local Government , France 1999

	Regional Level
	Departmental Level
	Community Level

	26
	100
	36 779


Source: Mauroy (2000), p. 34. 

France has approximately half of Europe’s municipalities. While most European countries have reformed local authority in the half of the century and diminished the number of local governments, France has not done this but has carried out other reforms at the municipal level. The number of municipalities has gone from 37 708 in 1971 to 36 394 in 1999, a diminution of only 3%. In comparison, the 1975 reform in Belgium lowered the number of municipalities by more than 75% and the German reform of 1970 by 41%.
 

Municipalities provide , either alone or with other local authorities, public services. As shown in table 12.11, since 1972, France uses inter-municipal co-operation as a substitute to the amalgamation of municipalities to attain economies of scales and to account for externalities. This co-operation allows municipalities to manage facilities and public services jointly. Municipalities transfer powers to these inter-municipal groupings bodies and either financial resources or the power to raise their own taxes.

Table 12.11

Evolution of number of groupings of municipalities, France, 1993-2001 

	
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001

	Own Taxes groupings
	466
	866
	1102
	1235
	1446
	1577
	1681
	1846
	2000

	Other groupings
	5071
	8973
	11516
	13566
	16240
	17760
	19127
	21328
	23486

	Population covered (millions)
	16
	22
	25
	27
	30
	31
	33
	37
	40


Source: Direction générale des communautés locales (2002) www.dgcl.interieur.gouv.fr.
There are three types of local governments. Municipalities are the smallest, but oldest of the Frenchlocal governments, going back to Middle Ages cities and town. Since 1884, municipalities have been independent bodies.
 Departments(prefectures) are creations of the revolution; they became independent local bodies in 1871. Regions are the more recent  French local government. becoming one in 1986. 
 Relation between local bodies and the national state is handled by “La Direction générale des collectivités locales.

Expenditures:

French budgetary rules distinguish two sections in the local budget: the current expenditures section and the investment section. The current expenditures section includes salaries, interest payments and transfers
 while the investment sections include capital outlays.

Table 12.12

Municipal, Departmental and Regional Expenditures in US $ per capita, France, 2000 

	
	Municipal
	Department
	Region

	Current Spending Budget
	862
	415
	99.5

	- Personnel  (1)
	418
	72
	7

	- Interest (2)
	53
	15
	8

	- Transfers (3)
	163
	124
	75

	- Social Services (4)
	-
	258
	-

	- Colleges (5)
	-
	19.5
	-

	- Secondary Schools (lycées) (6)
	-
	-
	15

	- Professional training(7)
	-
	-
	38

	Investment Budget
	438
	243
	125

	- Debt Refund (8)
	123
	76
	31

	- Equipment (9)
	288
	92
	36

	- Colleges (10)
	-
	28
	-

	- Secondary School (lycées) (11)
	-
	-
	39

	- Professional training(12)
	-
	-
	2.3

	Total
	1301
	658
	223


Source: Direction générale de la comptabilité publique and Direction générale des collectivités locales. (2001) p. 53

www.dgcl.interieur.gouv.fr

Exchange rate: 1 Euro = 0.9785 US $

Current spending section: (1)+(2)+(3)+(4)+(5)+(6)+(7)+ others(not shown here)

Investment section: (8)+(9)+(10)+(11)+(12)+others(not shown here)
Expenditures of the three different level of local government are linked to their responsibilities which are linked to their physical size. Hence, department are responsible for the construction and maintenance of colleges, while municipalities are responsible for these expenditure for primary schools.

Revenues:

Table 12.13 

Municipal, Departmental, Regional Revenues in US $ per capita, France, 2000

	
	Municipalities
	Department
	Region

	Current spending Budget
	1011
	565
	176

	- Transfers (1)
	205
	114
	47

	- Taxes and Income Taxes (2)
	622
	398
	123

	- Direct Taxes (3)
	437
	239
	68

	- Charges (4)
	-
	33
	-

	- Real estate transfer taxes (5)
	-
	71
	0.35

	- Automotive registration fees(carte grise) (6)
	-
	-
	13

	Investment Budget
	268
	100
	24

	- Subsidies (7)
	101
	36
	45

	- Loan (8)
	121
	52
	21

	- Debt Total (9)
	890
	377
	21

	Total
	1296
	665
	221


Source: Direction générale de la comptabilité publique and Direction générale des collectivités locales. (2001) p. 53 www.dgcl.interieur.gouv.fr www.finances.gouv.fr

Exchange rate: 1 Euro = 0.9785 US $

Current spending section: (1)+(2)+(3)+(4)+(5)+(6)+others( not shown here)

Investment section: (7)+(8)+(9)+others(not shown here)

4 direct taxes included: housing taxes, property taxes built and unbuilt and professional taxes 
Table 12.13 shows the importance of each source of revenues of local government. Municipalities have the biggest budget, at 1296 US$ per capita, while at the regional level it is 1/6th at 221 US $. The own sources of municipalities represented the most part of the revenues of French local authority. Transfers between government are used but less than other resources, like taxes. 

Table 12.14 

Relative importance of Local Taxes ,France 1998

	
	Income
	Sales
	Property
	Other
	Local taxes as a % GDP

	France
	0
	10.2
	50.6
	39.1
	4.7


Source: Kitchen (2002), p. 164

Table 12.14 represents the importance of each tax in French local revenues. In France, local governments do not have access to income taxes, like many other OECD countries. Property taxes accounts for more than 50 % of all local revenues and other taxes, mainly on business, for 39.1%. The main business tax is the «taxe professionnelle». This tax is a modern form of the «patente», an old tax applied to businesses on the basis of a table that listed specific amounts to be paid by for specific activities and size. It is imposed on the value of inputs, that is both capital and labour but the taxable share of labour is being reduced to 0% in 2003,progressively since 1999.As a result, this is mainly a tax on capital inputs and no longer a quasi-VAT.

4. Pakistan

This section of the paper differs from the previous three since we are describing the conception, birth and first year of existence of a new system of local governments.

Pakistan is under the 1973 constitution a two-tier federal state with 4 provinces, which are Punjab (57.3% of the population), the largest, Sindh (23.7%), North -West Frontier Province-NWFP (13.9%) and Balochistan (5.2%). One also notes the presence of the Islamabad Capital territory ,of the Northern territories and of Federally Administered Tribal Areas(FATA). Provinces can create both administrative units through decrees and local governments through local government ordinances (LGO); such bodies have no constitutional status.

In 2000, provinces (4) were divided into three levels of administrative units: divisions (26), sub-divided into districts (105), and the later subdivided into tehsils (354). These administrative units covered the whole of Pakistan’s provinces

Local government bodies also existed mainly in urbanised areas (32.5% of the population lived in urban areas in 1998). Thus, in decreasing order of size, one encountered metropolitan municipal corporations, municipal corporations (, municipal committees  and towns committees . There were and still are, untouched by the reform, cantonment boards (41), where un-elected Boards presided by the commanding officer, administer the civilian part of military cantonments. Such cantonment areas are imbedded in larger urban areas. Finally, one found in some rural areas Zila councils responsible for local services as well as union councils.

Following the fall 1999 military take-over, and beginning in March 2000,with the publication of a discussion paper, the National Reconstruction Bureau (NRB) undertook the creation of three countrywide levels of governments, districts, tehsils and union councils. This was accompanied by the abolition of three levels of provincial administrative units, divisions, districts and tehsils and the replacement of the existing municipal bodies by these new local governments. Thus, while one uses similar names for mainly unchanged geographical entities; the reality underlying these names has changed. The legal framework used is the Local Government Ordinance (LGO) promulgated by each province on August 2001.

The official goals for devolution put forwards by NRB are known as the fives Ds:

· Devolution of Political Power -elected politicians articulating the goals of their population;

· Decentralisation of Administrative Authority;-autonomy of district departments;

· Distribution of Resources to Districts –Taxation powers and transfers;

· Deconcentration of Management Functions-specialisation of staff, performance –based appraisal;

· Diffusion of the Power Authority Nexus-monitoring by citizens, checks and balances.

The Structure of the System is as follows: 
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Note: Districts are governed by the District or Zila council 

Figure 12.1. Local government Structure of Pakistan 2001

This structure presently does not cover Islamabad capital territory, which is to be included in August 2002 following elections, FATAs which could be included in late 2002 and cantonments, which will be included as towns/tehsils/talukas in 2003. 

Responsibilities of the three new levels of governments are found in the LGO.

The responsibilities of Districts are not as clearly spelled out in the LGO as those of Tehsils (Article 54) or Union Councils (Article 76) in the LGO but can be deduced from their organisational chart. Table 12.15 presents their responsibilities 

It is important to note that the 3 councils - District, Tehsil and Union are not intended to be in a hierarchical relationship. Although funds will flow to Tehsils via a District Provincial Account, the District is to pass these funds to the Tehsil without conditions. The only co-ordinating mechanism between District and Tehsils (there may be a number of Tehsils in any District, although some Districts may have only one Tehsil) is the Committee of District and Tehsil Nazimeen
 (the Mushariat Committee).  This committee has the potential to integrate planning functions and implementation plans between levels. Thus, although there is a political link between the levels as a result of the interlocking membership of Union, Tehsil and District Councils (see Table 12.16) there is no administrative/managerial relationship at the official level.  Staff of the Tehsils and towns are employees of that tehsil while the district officers are (at present) provincial civil servants and will eventually become district employees.  

Direct elections to Union Councils were held in five waves from December 2000 to September 2001, four of which predated the adoption of the LGO. The election of Nazims, Naib Nazims and reserved council seats at the district level took place after the election of Union Councils(UC) in August (82 districts) and September (14). The qualifications of the politicians (literacy, education level) are higher for Nazim and Naib Nazim than for councilors and for districts than for UC. Local politicians cannot be provincial or national assembly members.

Table 12.15

Inter-Level Relationships, Local Government, Pakistan, 2001. 
Assume a district with 60 Union Councils (UC), regrouped in three equal Tehsils (20 UCs per Tehsil)

1. The electorate directly elect the UC: 21 councilors: of which 19 councilors are elected at large. Also elected  at large is one UC Nazim(Mayor) and one UC Naib Nazim(Deputy Mayor) on a joint ticket 

2. By virtue of this direct election, the UC Naib Nazim, is also (concurrently) directly elected to the Tehsil council as Tehsil councilor;

3. Each of the three Tehsil councils is made up of one Tehsil Nazim, one Tehsil Naib Nazim, 20 UC Naib Nazim, and 9 additionnal councilors: 7 women councillors. The Tehsil Nazim, the Tehsil Naib Nazim and the additional 9 councilors are elected by the 1260 (21X60)UC councilors (thus of the 31, 20 of the councilors where directly elected by the people) 

4. The UC Nazim is also directly (and concurrently under step 1)elected to the District council as District Councilor;

5. The District Council is thus made up of one District Nazim, one District Naib Nazim, 60 UC Nazim and 26 additional councilors:20 women councilors, 3 peasants and 3 minority councilors for a total of 88 members. 

6. The District Nazim, the District Naib Nazim and the additional 26 councilors are elected by the 1260 UC councilors( thus of the 88 councilors, 60 are directly elected)

Under devolution, district staff continues to be provincial civil servants and for the first year of devolution, was paid directly by the province.  Provincial line departments similarly have been slow to relinquish the reigns of direct management and control over their staff in the districts. Tehsil Councils however, are staffed in an entirely different manner.  Many Tehsils are successor bodies to the former Tehsil Municipal Corporations.  As such they inherit the staff and organizational structures of these bodies as well as their financial. Senior staff appointed to District governments is drawn from both Federal and provincial cadres, which remains their employer and ultimately pays their pension. Junior staff (teachers) are provincial civil servants. Senior staff is used to a high geographical mobility linked to promotions and thus is not as such very loyal to a given district.
Table 12.16

Responsibilities of Districts, Tehsils and Union Councils, Pakistan, 2001

	Responsibility
	District
	Tehsil
	Union Council

	Education
	Primary and secondary education, Literacy
	X
	X

	Health
	Dispensaries and local hospitals
	X
	X

	Roads
	District roads
	Local roads and street
	Local streets

	Water
	X
	Water supply systems
	Wells and Ponds

	Sewers and Sanitation
	X
	Yes
	X

	Fire services
	X
	Yes
	X

	Parks playgrounds
	X
	Yes
	Yes

	Animals
	X
	Slaughterhouses, Fairs
	Cattle pounds and grazing areas

	Cultural and sport services
	X
	Fairs, cultural events
	Libraries

	Street services
	X
	Street lighting ,signals
	Street lighting

	Varia
	X
	
	Register births and deaths


Source: Analysis of Local government Ordinance Authors Note: an X indicates no direct spending responsibility

Districts are entirely funded by the transfers of resources by the provincial government in 2001-2002. Until devolution, districts were budgetary units of provincial governments and as result, did not have autonomous revenues. Now as then, the Districts rely primarily on provincial funds, then as budget line items, now as accounting/real transfers. Indeed, district budgets for 2001-2002 were prepared by the provincial finance departments and then approved by the Zila councils in the fall of  2001. Tehsils have inherited from their various predecessor urban bodies both the Urban Immovable property tax (UIPT) and the Octroi/ZilaTax(OZT) replacement grant revenues. Union Councils have little own revenues; they appear to be mainly dependent on development funds granted by the district councils.

The funding of districts almost entirely by transfers is in the tradition of fiscal federalism in Pakistan. The main source of provincial revenues is a transfer based on a share of federal tax collections. The decision on the list of taxes to be shared (the “divisible pool”), the ratio of the provincial/federal share of the pool, and the formula for its distribution to the provinces is to be fixed at least once every five years (Constitutional provision) by the National Finance Commission (NFC). The NFC members are the federal Finance Minister, the finance ministers of each of the four provinces, plus other members as the President chooses. The NFC last rendered an Award in 1997, allocating to the provinces 37.5% of the divisible pool with the distribution to the provinces by population (based on the 1981 Census of Population). This divisible pool, which is about 430 million Rs in 2001-2002, is made up of the income tax (150 billion RS), sales tax (180 bn. Rs), and revenues from customs (70 bn. Rs), and federal excises, wealth, and capital value taxes (30 bn.Rs. In addition, various other tax transfers and grants are also made by the federal government to the provinces. This includes  some federally ceded taxes that are returned to the provinces on a derivation basis net of a 2% federal collection charge(e.g., royalties on petroleum and on natural gas, surcharges and excise on natural gaz. The current NFC Award, announced in February 1997 and implemented starting with the 1997/98 budget, brought some major structural changes in the formula and modalities for revenue sharing between the federal and provincial governments. Under the new revenue sharing arrangement, the divisible pool of tax revenues has been expanded to incorporate all federally collected taxes, including customs duties that had previously been retained by the federal government in their entirety. As against the previous Award, which allocated 80% of net receipts of taxes in the divisible pool to the four provinces, the new formula allocates 37.5% of the enlarged divisible pool to the provinces. The 1997 National Finance Award is now under review. Until the new award is made, the existing one remains in place. Figure 12.2 present the main financial links between levels of government in Pakistan
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Figure 12.2. Intergovernmental financial relations in Pakistan, 2002: a schematic exposition

Notes on distribution keys:

NFC award: the revenue assigned to the provinces is distributed among them on the basis of their respective populations according to the 1981 Census. The smaller provinces of NWFP and Balochistan also receive NFC-mandated revenue deficit grants amounting to Rs 3.3 billion and Rs 4.1 billion, respectively, from the federal government in 1997/98 (to be increased annually by 11 % in nominal terms, subject to subsequent adjustment for inflation in each of the following four years).

WAPDA Hydel: This amount represents the share of the Water And Power Development Authority profits generated from hydroelectric production, which is located in NWFP; it is capped at 6 billions Rs per year, the amount paid in the first year this was done(1992), an amount less than the full amount due.

KPP: Khushal Pakistan Program; The KPP is a job creation program that uses small schemes to create employment across Pakistan .The funds are allocated as follows between provinces:

· 70 % according to population (NFC award) and 10% each for Baluchistan, NWFP and FATA areas (in addition to NFC determined amounts for Baluchistan and NWFP).

KPP spending is allocated according to a formula in each of the provinces( they make their own choice) as follows:

· Punjab uses population(20%) and backwardness (80%)

· Sindh uses population(90%) and backwardness(10%)

· NWFP uses population(30%), social development(40%) and Infrastructure needs(30%)

Districts then allocate the funds to UC according to their own criterions. A common practice appears to be to allocate some funds equally to all UC and some funds according to the appropriateness of the scheme. 

ESR: Punjab and Sindh have signed contracts with districts to ensure that Education Sector Reform funds are spent according to national priorities ; this is the first time such contracts have been signed but they are seen as a mechanism to ensure respect of nationally agreed priorities with donors by implementing districts

OZT: Until 1999, Urban bodies such as municipal corporation or town committees collected Octroi (import taxes levied by municipal entities at their borders on goods imported for resale) while rural ones collected Zila Export taxes on agricultural goods exported out of rural (then called “ Zila”) councils.They were abolished in as of fiscal 1999-2000 with the agreement that the federal government would come up with a replacement grant to be paid to the urban bodies 

As of 1999-2000, the federal government implemented a 2.5 % point increase (from  12.5% to a 15%) in the General Sales Tax (GST) in all of Pakistan ,that was distributed directly to local bodies as  a  “hold harmless” revenue replacement grant. This amounted to 14.4 Rs billion in OZT revenues (provincial unaudited figures). Then, for 2000-2001 and subsequent years,, arguing that the 2.5 percent of the GST was generating an  amount well  in excess of the initial 19 billion Rs (30 billions Rs in 2000-2001), the federal government broke the direct  the link between the OZT and 2.5% points of GST by placing the 2.5% of the GST proceeds in the divisible pool to be then divided between provinces according to the NFC formula. The federal government argues that since 37.5% of the GST surcharge is in the divisible pool, it now becomes responsible for direct grant equal to only of 62.5% of OZT revenues; and the provinces will get the other 37.5% through the NFC Award. Thus the replacement grant to the provinces has fallen to 62.5% of the 14.4 billion Rs OZT amount (capped in nominal terms) to the provinces—i.e., about 9 billions Rs (14 x .625). 

We now turn to an examination of the budgets of the major new level of governments, districts. Districts budgets for 2001-2002 were prepared using line ministry information on past budgets and information from the accountant general on spending in each district. Total district budget is thus an aggregation of line items. Until then, Finance was not involved in allocating current spending across districts. Some line departments for these allocations used formulas. For example, each school or Basic Health Unit was given an operations budget ( Rs per classroom or per bed). This implies that current budgets are a function of past infrastructure spending; indeed, one explanation of the non completion of schemes is that once completed, they create a demand for current expenditures;

The district budgets for 2001-2002 prepared by the provinces Finance departments then had to be approved by the Zila councils. This approval led to demands for more resources by some councils which were met in some cases. Table 12.17 presents the overall size of the provincial and district budgets for 2001-2002. Examining Table 17, one finds that district shares per province in the total budget are respectively 43%, 28%, 36% and 26%. These expenditures can be divided in three items: salaries (current non-salaries), expenditure (petrol, electricity, school supplies, medications,...) and development expenditures. Salaries while appearing as district expenditures are paid by the provinces in 2001-2002. As a result, non-salary current and development expenditures are sometimes referred to as transferables. One should note that these numbers are those found in provincial budget books prepared in June 2001. Districts voted on these budgets in the Fall of 2001 and in some cases, may have obtained larger transfers at that time of their respective provincial governments. One should also note that these budgets are for expenditures funded by the provinces; they do not include district, tehsil or UC spending funded by Local funds, which are revenues raised by their own taxes or obtained from the OZT replacement grant.

Table 12.17

Pakistan Provincial and District budgets,2001-2002,millions Rs

	Province
	Provincial, Total

(1)
	District ,Total

(2)
	District transferables

(3)
	Wage component

(2) - (3) Which the Wage Bill is a (%) of total District
	Total Provincial and District (4)

	Baluchistan
	14313
	10937
	NA
	NA
	25250

	NWFP
	31771
	12289
	1714
	10,575 (86.1)
	44060

	Punjab
	77269
	43044
	14914
	28130 (65.4)
	120313

	Sindh
	51464
	17959
	2788
	15171 (84.5)
	69413


Source: Local Government Fiscal Transfers, volume 1 ADB, Table II-V. 

Note (4)=(1)+(2);(3) is subset of (2)

Source: Local Government Fiscal Transfers, volume III ADB, Summary Tables

How do the districts spend their budgets is presented in Table 12.18 for 3 provinces Examining it one notes immediately that education is the major function of districts, with 50% in Punjab, 70% in NWFP and Sindh of current spending. Health follows in the 10-15% range; other items are less than 5% of spending. This breakdown reflects the responsibilities of districts outlined in Table 12.15.

Table 12.18
Budgetary Allocations by Function, Pakistan, 3 Provinces, 2001-2002( millions of Rs)

	Budgetary items As % 
of Total
	NWFP
	Punjab
	Sindh

	Total(1)
	100.0 %
	100.0 %
	100.0 %

	Development-total(2)
	8.9
	8.8
	16.0

	Current-total (3)
	91.1
	91.2
	84.0

	Education-current(4)
	63.4
	43.8
	59.0

	Health-current(5)
	10.3
	9.4
	12.9

	Public works-current(6)
	1.6
	3.3
	1.1

	Other(7)
	15.8
	34.7
	10.0


Source: Data spreadsheet, World Bank office, Islamabad. Police expenditures removed from Sindh data for purposes of comparability Note: (3)=(1)-(2); (7)=(3)-((4)+(5)+(6))

Conclusion and lessons 

The first conclusion is that there is a diversity of structures, as shown in the table 12.19 to deliver government services and that not one in particular is preferable in the absolute to another( Bird and Vaillancourt,1998). The appropriateness of a structure depends on the characteristics of the countries.

Second, one notes that there are various ways to do away with lack of economies of scales in the delivery of services .One is to reduce the number of municipal governments, the Canadian approach. Another is to create larger bodies than local governments, the USA (special district) and French approach. One can then go around opposition to amalgamations while getting some of its benefits.

Third, reforming local governments has three main components: institutional/political, human resources and financial resources. Pakistan carried out the first reform fully but not the other two. As a result, the politicians do not have the full support of their top civil servants and have little control over their budgetary decisions and financial resources. Ideally, reforms should be carried out simultaneously on all three fronts.

What is the best possible outcome to ensure the effective delivery of public services? There is no clear answer to this since there is no indicator of efficiency or effectiveness that can be used across all countries. Some countries may prefer medium quality roads in all parts of the country while others may be willing to accept high quality roads in some cases and low quality ones in others. Either outcome is acceptable if it represents the informed choices of the electorate. Informed control by the population is what ensures in Canada , France and the United States that local government output is not too far from what is socially desirable, not control by bureaucrats or by funding schemes. This belief is what inspired the reform in Pakistan. Supervisory bodies such as municipal affairs departments must be available to investigate complaints of illegal/fraudulent behaviour and to produce comparable statistics on taxes and spending per capita by local entity. This last activity is an important informational output and an input in the decisions by citizens. Such decisions will be of better quality if these citizens must bear  at the amrgin a substantial part of local expenditures.

Table 12.19

Percentage of expenditures by level of government Canada, United States, France and Pakistan, 2000

	
	Federal /national
	Province/state
	Local government

	Canada
	40%
	45%
	15%

	USA
	55%
	20%
	25%

	France
	80%
	-
	20%

	Pakistan
	70%
	20%
	10%


Source : Canada and USA Steytler(2002), paper prepared for the Forum of Federations : An International Network on federalism.

France: Finances Locales dans l’Union Européenne  Crédit Local de France http://www.clf.fr.
Pakistan Approximation based on budgetary information, Federal Ministry of Finance and presuming that districts expenditure are broken out. 

Annex

Table 1

Number of Local Governments by States, United States of America, 1997

	States
	All governmental units
	County
	Municipal
	Township
	School District
	Special Districts

	US
	87453
	3043
	19372
	16629
	13726
	34683

	Alabama
	1131
	67
	446
	-
	127
	491

	Alaska
	175
	12
	149
	-
	-
	14

	Arizona
	637
	15
	87
	-
	231
	304

	Arkansas
	1516
	75
	491
	-
	311
	639

	California
	4607
	57
	471
	-
	1069
	3010

	Colorado
	1869
	62
	269
	-
	180
	1358

	Connecticut
	583
	-
	30
	149
	17
	387

	Delaware
	336
	3
	57
	-
	19
	257

	District of Columbia
	2
	-
	1
	-
	-
	1

	Florida
	1081
	66
	394
	-
	95
	526

	Georgia
	1344
	156
	535
	-
	180
	473

	Hawaii
	19
	3
	1
	-
	-
	15

	Idaho
	1147
	44
	200
	-
	114
	789

	Illinois
	6835
	102
	1288
	1433
	944
	3068

	Indiana
	3198
	91
	569
	1008
	294
	1236

	Iowa
	1876
	99
	950
	-
	394
	433

	Kansas
	3950
	105
	627
	1370
	324
	1524

	Kentucky
	1366
	119
	434
	-
	176
	637

	Louisiana
	467
	60
	302
	-
	66
	39

	Maine
	832
	16
	22
	467
	98
	229

	Maryland
	420
	23
	156
	-
	-
	241

	Massachussetts
	861
	12
	44
	307
	85
	413

	Michigan
	2775
	83
	534
	1242
	584
	332

	Minnesota
	3501
	87
	854
	1794
	360
	406

	Mississippi
	936
	82
	295
	-
	164
	395

	Missouri
	3416
	114
	944
	324
	537
	1497

	Montana
	1144
	54
	128
	-
	362
	600

	Nebraska
	2894
	93
	535
	455
	681
	1130

	Nevada
	205
	16
	19
	-
	17
	153

	New Hampshire
	575
	10
	13
	221
	166
	165

	New Jersey
	1421
	21
	324
	243
	552
	281

	New Mexico
	881
	33
	99
	-
	96
	653

	New York
	3413
	57
	615
	929
	686
	1126

	North Carolina
	952
	100
	527
	-
	-
	325

	North Dakota
	2758
	53
	363
	1341
	237
	764

	Ohio
	3597
	88
	941
	1310
	666
	592

	Oklahoma
	1799
	77
	592
	-
	578
	552

	Oregon
	1493
	36
	240
	-
	258
	959

	Pennsylvania
	5070
	66
	1023
	1546
	516
	1919

	Rhode Island
	119
	-
	8
	31
	4
	76

	South Carolina
	716
	46
	269
	-
	91
	310

	South Dakota
	1810
	66
	309
	956
	177
	302

	Tennessee
	940
	93
	343
	-
	14
	490

	Texas
	4700
	254
	1177
	-
	1087
	2182

	Utah
	683
	29
	230
	-
	40
	384

	Vermont
	691
	14
	49
	237
	279
	112

	Virginia
	483
	95
	231
	-
	1
	156

	Washington
	1812
	39
	275
	-
	296
	1202

	West Virginia
	704
	55
	232
	-
	55
	362

	Wisconsin
	3059
	72
	583
	1266
	442
	696

	Wyoming
	654
	23
	97
	-
	56
	478


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Statistical Abstract of the Unites States, table No. 491
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