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PREFACE

A diary connotes & first person attitude. 
Therefore, I will use “I" and "me" throughout this 
presentation.

The internship period of ten working weeks 
began February 15• 19&7, and ended May 19, 1967*
During this time I was to receive training and orienta
tion in the administrative aspects of county govern
ment. The training took the form of attending public 
Board meetings four times per month and of research 
projects and reports designed to Introduce me to as 
many facets of county government as could be effectively 
encountered in the prescribed period.

A detailed day-by-day diary was not kept since 
the work did not entail daily experiences but, rather, 
was an overlapping of assignments. During the internship 
period, I received assignments which varied in subject 
matter, size, scope and importance.

X have Included in this document copies of reports 
I originally submitted to Mrs. Hanna, Clerk to the Board. 
To achieve clarity and grammatical smoothness, I have 
taken the liberty of editing and correcting these reports. 
They have not been altered in substance.
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In the ’’Conclusion", I will reflect upon what 
I learned during my Internship and its significance 
and present a constructive critique on the Internship.
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Chapter I

THE GOVERNMENTAL SETTING

The county, unlike the state, has no Inherent 
powers or rights as a unit of government. It possesses 
only those powers and rights granted it by the 
Constitution and the statutes of the state.

Originally called Ewell County, Pima County was 
one of four counties formed when the Territory of Arizona 
was first organized in I863. In I865, two additional 
counties were formed, Graham and Cochise, which took parts 
of Pima County along its eastern side. By 1910,
Santa Cruz County was also taken from the area of Pima County, 
and, to date, still holds these boundaries.

The Board of Supervisors

As the principal governing body of the county, 
the Board of Supervisors is both legislative and adminis
trative in character. Located on the third floor of the 
Transamerlca Building in Tucson, Arizona, the Pima County 
Board of Supervisors is composed of three members,
Mr. Thomas S. Jay, Chairman of the Board, Mr. Dennis B.
Weaver, Vice-Chairman, and Mr. Pete Rubl, member. Under 
this commission form of government, all decisions must be 
made by this governing body meeting as a whole.

1



2
Paragraph 11-213 of the Arizona Revised Statutes provides 
that at the general election held for state and county 
officers, one supervisor is to be elected from each 
district. They are to be nominated and elected by the 
qualified electors within their respective districts, If 
a supervisor moves from the district from which he was 
elected, his office, therefore, becomes vacant.

Every four years, during the even numbered years, 
voters in Pima County go to the polls to elect the 
Pima County Board of Supervisors. Present Board members 
were elected from the three existing districts to serve 
terms beginning January 1, 1965» and ending December 31, 
1968. At the present time, only one Republican serves 
on the Board,

Jurisdiction of the Board extends to matters 
relating to health, hospital care, recreation, finance, 
highways, zoning, public school bond issues and construction 
improvement districts, zoning in unincorporated areas, and 
approval of the annual county budget.

Office of the Clerk of the Board

Upon their election, the Board of Supervisors 
appoints a County Clerk who is responsible for recording 
all actions of the Board, processing legal notices and 
keeping complete files for public and county use.



Occupying this Important position is Mrs* Elsa B. Hanna*
Due to her prior years of experience as Assistant Deputy Clerk 
Mrs, Hanna is a walking storehouse of information on 
matters pertaining to the operation of county government# 
Consequently, as special assistant to Mrs, Hanna, I was 
exposed to many different facets of county government.

County Recorder

Anna Sullinger, as the County Recorder, is the 
official record keeper for Pima County, This office 
keeps on file copies of public documents such as 
mortgages, deeds, grants, liens and subdivision plats#

County Treasurer

The County Treasurer, Carroll H# Christian, was 
elected to a four year term. The responsibilities of 
this elected official include the collection of all real 
and personal property taxes for the county, school districts, 
and special districts,as well as the distribution of these 
revenues to the different jurisdictions#

Superintendent of Schools

The Superintendent of Schools administers the 
public schools system. This official not only apportions 
county aid but, state aid as well. This individual is 
elected to serve a four year term.

3



Finance Department
4

Mr. Richard Kittle is Finance Director for 
Pima County. The Finance Department pre-audits and 
pays claims, compiles valuation of all tax roll assess
ments , administers the data processing division, computes 
interest on bid bonds and carries out the accounting and 
auditing functions of all county revenues and expenditures. 
This department is also in charge of preparation of the 
annual budget.

The Annual Budget

June A. Dlefenbach is the Budget Director for 
Pima County. She is in charge of preparation of the 
annual budget.

Many citizens are interested in where the County 
gets its money to maintain current operations and how 
it will spend its revenue during a fiscal year.

In 1966-67, fifty per cent of all revenue was 
received from the property tax; twenty-two percent from 
the state sales tax; eight per cent from the gasoline tax; 
five per cent from the auto-in lieu tax; eight per cent from 
departmental and miscellaneous receipts; seven per cent from 
the cash balance carried over from the preceding year.



For every dollar received from these sources during 
1966-67, twenty-one cents was spent for roads, streets, 
bridges, drainageways and flood control; eighteen cents 
for general government; eighteen cents for education; 
seventeen cents for courts and law enforcement; twenty-three 
cents for health and welfare♦

Elections Department

This department conducts all county elections.
It maintains a complete list of all registered voters in 
Pima County, Therefore, eligibility to vote in county 
elections is restricted to names appearing on this list.
This department processes all election returns. It also 
aids the Board of Supervisors in revising maps of election 
and justice precincts and legislative and supervisorial 
districts.

Payroll Department

Pima County lacks a separate, centralized personnel 
department. Due to the underlying philosophy that each 
elected official should have the opportunity to select and 
appoint his own staff members, full responsibility for 
personnel administration has been placed in the hands of 
individual department heads. Therefore, the function of 
the payroll department is to maintain current records for 
each employee including sick leave, vacation and other data.

5
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John S. Tsagurls Is the Planning Director for 
Pima County. His department prepares planning reports 
for incorporated and unincorporated areas, administers the 
county zoning ordinance, issues and enforces building 
permits and provides technical counsel to the Planning and 
Zoning Commission. It also administers the work of the 
Planning and Zoning Commission,

Purchasing Department

As chief Purchasing Agent, Mr. Haskell Proper 
coordinates buying for each county department. The 
Purchasing Agent also prepares specifications, advertises 
for sealed bids on all supplies over five hundred dollars 
and non-recurring items of one thousand dollars or more. 
Verbal quotes or written quotes are obtained on items valued 
at less than five hundred dollars.

Highway Department

The Highway Department is in charge of construction, 
maintenance and engineering of county roads and bridges.
It also acquires the necessary rights of way and easements. 
Road construction Is entirely financed by the seven cent 
gasoline tax revenues and public works funds.

Planning and Zoning Department
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Kupp.rl ntendent of Streets

This office bills property owners and collects 
assessments for improvement disricts. It also processes 
all improvement district petitions, and checks the costs 
and specifications*

County Assessor

The County Assessor, A. E* (Jack) Bade was elected 
to serve a four year term. The County Assessor assesses 
all real and personal property in Pima County. This 
official also prepares the annual assessment roll con
taining legal descriptions and values of all taxable 
land Improvements and personal property.

Auto License

This office must annually register all vehicles 
in the County, Both a registration fee and an auto-in 
lieu tax are collected on all privately owned vehicles.

Civil Defense

This department coordinates plans and preparation 
for minimizing the dangers of natural and man-made disasters.



County Attorney
8

William J. Schafer III is the County Attorney.
He is elected to serve a four year term. The County 
Attorney is the prosecutor for all major crimes committed 
within the County. He also serves as legal advisor to 
all county departments and public school districts.

County Sheriff

The County Sheriff is elected to a four year term.
He is responsible for law enforcement in cities and 
towns where law enforcement is lacking as well as in 
unincorporated areas, The Sheriff also has custody of 
prisoners, serves Superior Court orders and serves 
warrants throughout the County. He also collects 
delinquent taxes•

Justice Courts

There are four Justices of the Peace in Pima County,
The Justice Courts handle traffic violations, preliminary 
felony' hearings, criminal cases', civil, (to five hundred dollars) 
misdemeanors, and paternity suits.

Justices and one constable for each district are 
elected to four year .terms. They also officiate at coroner's 
calls and Inquests.
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Superior Court

The Superior Court serves as appellate court 
from lower court decisions. It also hears all felonies, 
high misdemeanors and civil actions involving five 
hundred dollars or more, Judges are elected for four 
year terms. Present Superior Court Judges includet 
John P, Collins, Lee Garrett, Robert 0. Roylston,
William C, Frey, Mary Ann Richey, Alice N. Truman,
Richard N, Roylston, and Jack G. Marks.

Superior Court Clerk

The Superior Court Clerk, Frances C. Gibbons, 
maintains records and processes the paper work of the 
Superior Courts. This official records all civil, 
criminal^ probate, juvenile and adoption cases and issues 
marriage licenses and age cards. The Clerk is elected 
for a four year term.

Juvenile Probation - Detention

This department investigates referral of neglected, 
delinquent and dependent children. It also supervises 
and assists in the rehabilitation of these individuals.

Parks and Recreation Department

This department maintains and operates the park system.
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Dr. Frederick J. Brady is Director of the 
Pima County Health Department. This department 
attempts to carry on a preventable disease control program 
and an environmental sanitation program. It also offers 
maternal and child health care services, maintains a 
public health laboratory and periodically prepares public 
health statistics.

County Hospital

Pima County maintains the Pima County Hospital 
in order to provide for the care and maintenance of 
the indigent sick of the county. It also offers emergency 
hospital service and out-patient clinics. Dr. A. M. 
Libasci is the Hospital Administrator.

Health Department
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Chapter II

WEEKLY DIARY

Wednesday, February 15 - Friday, February 17. 1967:

My first week of employment at the Pima County 
Board of Supervisors was one of orientation to the 
county form of government. I was formally introduced 
to the three Board members, Thomas S. Jay, Pete Bubi, 
and Dennis B. Weaver. In addition, I had the oppor
tunity to familiarize myself with all county facilities 
as well as meet various county personnel.

On the first day of employment, Mrs. Elsa B. Hanna, 
Clerk to the Board, assigned me my first formal research 
project— a study of No-Fence Districts in Pima County, 
Arizona. Since this study centered around basic questions 
of law, a considerable amount of time was spent over at 
the county law library studying Arizona statutes,
Mr. Arcs, the librarian, was of great assistance in 
suggesting possible sources of information.

Monday. February 20 - Friday. February 24. 1967:

This week was spent in gathering data for my research 
project, A letter was written to the Arizona Committee on 
Livestock and Public Lands as well as to local livestock 
associations seeking information on the no-fence district.

12
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Two and one-half days wore spent over at the two local 
newspapers; The Arizona Dally Star and The Tucson Dally 
Citizen viewing microfilm and leafing through newspaper 
clippings for possible leads*

Monday* February 27 - Friday* March 3* 1967*

An interesting policy matter came to the fore
ground when a dispute arose between several construction 
companies all bidding to construct the new County Morgue.
It appears that one bid was received two minutes after 
the deadline of three p.m, and the other construction 
companies, therefore, felt this bid should be rejected. 
Legal counsel for the Board contended, however, that 
according to law, as long as none of the bids were unsealed 
before the 3 p.m, deadline, all bids could be considered.
It is interesting to note that the construction companies 
chose to take no further action.

During this week I received a second major 
assignment— compiling up-to-date information for the 
Pima County Directory, This project provided me with an 
excellent opportunity to become better acquainted with 
all other county departments and to formally meet key 
personnel.

Work also commenced on a project to study existing 
committees in Pima County, Efforts were made to compile 
complete and accurate lists of citizens currently serving 
on committees, boards and commissions.
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Considerable time was spent in answering 

correspondence. In one instance, a gentleman inquired 
as to whether an ordinance had been passed to improve 
Pima County*s ambulance service. Although no action 
to date had been taken, the gentleman was informed that 
as soon as an ordinance was passed; a copy would be 
forwarded to him immediately.

Three letters; two to the State House of 
Representatives and one to a State Senator urging the 
passage of Senate Bills 99 and 100 regarding the in
stitution of a mental retardation center were drafted. 
Needless to say, I was delighted when both bills secured 
passage. The new retardation center is to be built on 
government owned land at 29th Street and Swan Road at 
a cost of $960,000,

On Thursday, March 2, 1967, Mrs. Hanna and I 
attended the annual "Day In Court" program. It con
sisted of a tour of the facilities at the Juvenile Court 
Center and an explanation of the operation and procedures 
of the juvenile court system in Pima County. The 
Honorable Jack G. Marks, Juvenile Judge, presided.

It was a most informative program since neither 
Mrs• Hanna nor I were familiar with the inner workings of 
juvenile court procedure.
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According to Lyman C. Foster, Chief Probation Officer, 
the major program of the Detention Home centers around the 
care and custody of a youngster. Once this youngster 
enters the Detention Home, he is placed in twenty-four 
hour isolation. The purpose of this isolation period, 
he explained, is to ascertain whether this individual has 
any diseases, mental problems or will cause harm to himself 
or to others, After serving his time in isolation, he is 
then worked into the detention program itself. To ensure 
that the youngster won't get behind in school during his 
stay, he is tutored and counseled on an individual basis.

Judge Marks pointed out that the real trouble with 
the child starts in the home with the parents. In many 
cases, he stated, it is the sad but true fact that these 
children never "had it as good" as when they got into 
trouble. According to the Judge, approximately 7,84-2 
children were handled by the Pima County Juvenile Court 
system last year.

Monday, March 6 - Friday, March 10, 1967i

This week concentrated efforts were made to write 
the first draft of the No-Fence District research project.
A no-fence district is commonly defined as an area in which 
it is not necessary for land owners to build fences to 
keep grazing cattle out.
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Monday, March 11 - Fridayt March 15. 196?:

The No-Fence District project was completed 
and turned into Mrs, Hanna for her review and consideration.

Monday, March 20 - Wednesday, March 23, 1967:

According to Paragraph 11-251 of the Arizona 
Revised Statutes, one of the major powers and duties of 
the Board is to "sell at public auction at the courthouse 
door after 30 days previous notice given by publication in 
a newspaper of the county and convey to the highest 
bidder, for cash or contract • • . any property belonging 
to the County which the board deems advantageous for the 
County to sell . . . ",

Consequently, on March 21, 1967, I accompanied 
the Clerk to the Board, Mrs. Hanna, to the courthouse 
steps to auction off Old Tucson. Although the existing 
lease had not offically expired, the company then leasing 
the facilities asked that bids on a new lease be called 
for as soon as possible. Apparently, the present company 
wished to put in major Improvements in Old Tucson but 
would not do so unless assured of being able to renew its 
lease.

The auction was held at eleven o ’clock on the 
courthouse steps. Since only one bid was received, the 
new lease was awarded to the Tucson Development Company.
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Monday« March 27 - March 31. 1967%

A new research project was assigned. I was 
requested to make a study of all cities and towns which 
have been incorporated within Pima County, Arizona, since 
its territorial days. One complete day was spent at the 
Arizona Special Collections library browsing through various 
periodicals, reading a master*8 thesis on South Tucson, 
viewing the George Hand Map and examining the Howell Code.
At this time, I learned that the Howell Code is the first 
book to be printed in Arizona. Hence, it is also Arizona*s 
oldest printed book.

Monday. April 3 - Friday. April 7. 1967?

Several new projects were assigned this week. 
School-age children, particularly at the elementary school 
level, frequently write to the Board of Supervisors re
questing information about the County. Since the County 
had no brochure to send them, I was given the task of com
piling information about Pima County. I was also placed in 

charge of answering any further letters received from these 
children.

A  second task which was assigned to me involved 
making a comparative study of hospital costs at Tucson 

Medical Center and Saint M a r y *8 Hospital for the care of 
indigent patients over the last ten years.
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Next, a study of property leased by the county 

was undertaken. The purpose of this study was to 
procure a description of all property leased by the 
county, the name and address of the lessee, the amount 
due, the date rent is due, terms of the lease and terms 
of renewal as well as the expiration date of the lease.

Monday, April 10 - Friday. April 14. 1967:

The project on hospitalization costs was completed 
as well as the lease project. Letters from school children 
were answered and a preliminary draft of •'Facts and Figures 
About Pima County" gathered.

Printed copies of the Pima County Directory were 
received for distribution.

Monday, April 17. - Friday, April 21. 1967:

This week was devoted to gathering data for 
the incorporation of cities and towns in Pima County 
research paper.

A visitor to the County, Mr. Brown (A Democratic 
candidate for Mayor) discussed the virtues of the mayor- 
council system of government with me and the weaknesses of 
the Council-Manager form. Since our individual political 
philosophies differed, it proved to be a thought-provoking 
discussion.
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Monday. April 24 - Friday, April 28, 196?:

The material about Pima County was edited and 
revised. Additions were made and the final draft 
approved. Eventually this information will be printed 
and made available to the public. However, since the 
number of Board members may be changed from three to 
five in the near future, the printing of this publication 
has been temporarily postponed*

The preliminary draft of the incorporation paper 
was completed.

A new project was assigned to me— indexing the 
1966 and 1967 Minutes. My job consisted of condensing 
each Minute extract into capsule form so that an interested 
party could tell at a glance what action has been taken 
on each county matter.

Monday. May 1 - Friday. May 5. 1967:

The incorporation paper was completed and turned 
over to Mrs. Hanna.

Replies to letters from school children were drafted.
Information on the Board of Adjustment was revised 

and updated.
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A new project was started involving the 

construction of a position classification plan for the 
Board of Supervisors office.

Monday. May 8 - Friday. May 12. 196?:

Work was continued on the indexing project and 
the personnel project.

Monday. May 15 - Friday. May 19. 1967:

All work on unfinished projects was completed.
A sample position classification plan was turned into 
Mrs. Hanna for her approval.

The condensation of the Minutes was completed for 
1966 and 1967 and placed in notebook binders.

Thus, at five p.m. on Friday, May 19th, my four- 
hundred hour internship at the Pima County Board of 
Supervisors came to a close.



Chapter III

GOVERNMENTAL RESEARCH

The role of governmental research is becoming 
increasingly important. Since the major objectives of 
government are to serve the public and meet the needs 
of citizens as efficiently as possible, the demand for 
various organizational studies within each level of govern
ment is becoming more and more prevalent. Therefore, 
government, at all levels, is hiring professional personnel 
to conduct these studies.

Approximately eighty per cent of my time as an 
Intern at the Pima County Board of Supervisors was devoted 
to the conduct of county research. T h u s , my internship 
provided me with the opportunity to further develop my 
professional skill in the conduct of research.

The following pages contain synopses of two major 
research projects conducted during my internship. With the 
permission of Mrs. Elsa B. Hanna, Clerk, the paper which.is titled 
No-Fence Districts In Pima County is reproduced in entirety. 
Segments of other projects are contained herein for the 
reader*s review.

21



Chapter IV

SYNOPSIS

Arizona cows are unique animals. They are noted
for their secret way of cutting a barbed-wire fence.
Cattle inspectors, sheriffs, and police officers are all
bewildered— no one has yet discovered the cow's exacting

1
method of cutting a fence. This can present problems
because when loose or allowed to roam, cattle can be very 
destructive animals. They destroy valuable shrubbery and 
vegetation or other costly improvements. As cities have 
grown in size and populations have continued to increase, 
more and more property owners are being affected by the 
problem of wandering cattle. Thus, the concept of the 
no-fence district developed to cope with the uncontrollable 
movements of livestock through residential areas.

The process of establishing a no-fence district is 
one which is rigidly governed by State statute. According 
to the Arizona Revised Statutes, Paragraphs 24-341 and 
24-342, a no-fence district encompasses any one of the 
following situations:

1
Arizona Dally Star. May 23, 1964, Tucson, Arizona

22



1. A majority of taxpayers residing on land containing 
thirty-five thousand acres of irrigable land for 
which water is available.

2. A majority of taxpayers residing on twenty thousand 
acres of which seventy-five per cent is irrigated.

3. A majority of taxpayers residing on a body of land 
containing one thousand acres where land is con
tiguous to the limits of an Incorporated city or 
town with a minimum population of thirty thousand.

4. A majority of taxpayers residing on land extending 
not more than twelve miles in one direction beyond 
the limits of an incorporated city or town.

Provided that any one of the above situations 
exists, a majority of taxpayers residing in the area may 
petition the County Board of Supervisors that a no-fence 
district be formed and that no fence be required. If 
satisfied that a petition meets the legal requirements, 
the Board of Supervisors must enter the facts upon its 
records and order the institution of a no-fence district. 
Then, by law, the Board is required to publish this order 
in a local newspaper for four consecutive weeks.
Although the Statutes do not require specific information 
in an order, it, nevertheless, should include a complete 
description of all the land within the district, the date 
of the filing of the petition and the date after which the 
district is to be declared a no-fence area.

23



After the completion of this publication, no fence shall
be required around the land unless members of the local 
livestock association apply to the Board to have certain 
lands across that district properly fenced overwhich 
livestock must be driven.

The first piece of no-fence legislation dates 
back to 1913• Since that time, the statutes have frequently 
been revised in order to improve the quality of the law.
In 1928, for example, three important changes went into 
effect. The minimum population was changed from five 
hundred individuals to thirty thousand. Secondly, it 
was required that the body of land encompassing the 
future no-fence district be contiguous to the city limits. 
Then, too,, a new provision stipulated that a no-fence 
district cannot extend more than five miles in one 
direction beyond the limits of the incorporated city. The 
law was amended for the last time, in 1952, when 
Representative David G. Watkins sponsored an amendment.
He, more than anyone else, attempted to correct possible 
defects in no-fence legislation.

Three districts which filed petitions for the 
purpose of establishing no-fence districts were denied their 
requests. In the case of Emery Park, it was discovered 
that the boundaries of the district were not contiguous 
to the city limits of Tucson as required by law.

24



In the Mission and Ajo Road neighborhoods, a registered 
letter was sent in protest to the petition which had 
circulated. Consequently, no further action was taken 
to establish the Mission No-Fence District. In the 
Wrightstown area, a petition was first submitted to a 
School Board and then was referred to Bruce Ellis, the 
acting County Engineer. The County Engineer, noting that 
the District failed to meet any one of the possible 
legal standards as ennumerated in A.R.S. 24-3^1 and 
24-342, recommended that this petition be denied. These 
three cases clearly illustrate that only those districts 
which failed to meet minimum legal requirements were denied 
their request to establish a no-fence district.

A total of fifteen petitions were filed with 
the Pima County Board of Supervisors requesting the 
formation of a no-fence district. Today, approximately 
eleven of these districts are in existence. (A twelveth 
district is merely an extension of the original 
Amphitheatre District.) The first district to be established 
was the one set up on October 6, 1924, eleven years after 
the first piece of legislation pertaining to no-fence 
districts was passed. The Eastside District and the 
Catalina District are the ones most recently established.
Both were formed in 1964.

25
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Several Individuals chose to test the con

stitutionality of the no-fence law. In Fenter vs. the
Pima County Board of Supervisors, Knagge vs. the Pima County 
Board of Supervisors and the State of Arizona vs. Campas, 
the Court chose to uphold the constitutionality of no- 
fence districts. In Campas vs. the Pima County Board of 
Supervisors, however, Robert N. Hillock, Attorney for the 
Defendants offered a most comprehensive explanation. A 
widely accepted rule exists, he stated, which stipulates 
that when a statute Is complete In Itself, there Is no 
unconstitutional delegation of power If an operation depends 
upon the petition of electors In the district. It Is 
Implied, therefore, that A. R. S. 24-341 and 24-342 are 
statutes complete In themselves.

The Court, Itself, ruled that when testing 
the constitutionality of a statute, the Court has no right 
to substitute its judgment for that of the legislature. 
(Schecter vs. Kllllngworth, 93 Arizona 273t 38° P* 2d 136) 

The South of Speedway District constitutes one 
of the largest no-fence areas in Arizona. On October 15, 
1951t the Board accepted a petition requesting that this 
no-fence district be altered and extended. Francis Knagge, 
a cattleman residing In this district, soon sought a declar
atory judgment and a permanent injunction against the 
Board of Supervisors for taking such action.



Thus, the question arises, is annexation of territory on 
to already existing no-fence districts legally justified? 
After carefully examining the proceedings, it appears that 
this case did not question the legality of annexation. 
Rather, the Court ruled that since the petition did not con
tain a majority of signatures from the taxpayers residing 
in both the South of Speedway District established in 1936f 
and the proposed area to be annexed, the Order of the Board 
of Supervisors was invalid. It had failed to meet one of 
the legal requirements.

It is clear, therefore, that annexation of property 
on to already existing districts is legal if the proper 
legal procedures are followed.

In essence, if an area sets up a no-fence district 
in compliance with the provisions enumerated in the Arizona 
Revised Statutes, Paragraphs 24-341 and 24— 34-2 and follows 
the necessary legal procedures described therein, the area 
shall be deemed a no-fence district by the Pima County 
Board of Supervisors and its constitutionality shall remain 
unquestionable.

Substantial numbers of people continue to move into 
Pima County. Consequently, the cow is no longer king in 
open range country. The no-fence district was designed to 
keep cattle fenced in. Therefore, except for those cows 
which cleverly utilize the barb-wire cutting technique, the 
days of the roaming cow have come to an end.

27



THE NO-FENCE DISTRICT: A CONCEPT BECOMES A LAW

Introduction:

No-fence districts were originally created as 
anti-open range measures. During the early 1930‘s, 
the problem posed by roving cattle in Arizona became 
acute as cities such as Tucson began to expand their 
boundaries into cattle country. The first no-fence 
legislation dates back as early as 1913. Since that 
time, the Arizona statutes and laws have frequently 
been amended and revised in order to more efficiently 
and effectively deal with the problems posed by 
wandering cattle.

In a state which has traditionally been re
garded as open range country, it is difficult for both 
cattlemen and citizens alike, to adjust themselves to 
the changes imposed by the establishment of no-fence 
districts. Consequently, it shall; be the objective of 
this research study, conducted under the auspices of 
the Pima County Board of Supervisors to delve into the 
complexities of the no-fence district situation.

Chapter V

28
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Statement of the Problem:

The Pima County Board of Supervisors frequently 
receives inquiries concerning the geographical areas in
cluded in no-fence areas. What is more, while citizens 
frequently ask questions concerning the no-fence district, 
and, situations invariably arise which demand answers, 
no single source of information is available with up-to- 
date current data. Thus, the problem posed by this study 
comes clearly into focus: this research study will attempt
to define what a no-fence district is. In addition, it 
will describe how these districts were originally established, 
the legal justification for their institution, the processes 
involved in setting them up, and the court rulings related 
to their establishment.

Statement of Purpose:

Since no single source of Information is readily 
available with up-to-date information concerning the no
fence district, it shall be the purpose of this study to 
provide a brief dictionary of facts pertaining to the no
fence district. Consequently, when future questions arise 
regarding the subject matter, an answer may easily be 
secured by referring to this basic study.



Justification:

Boundaries of no-fence districts presently in 
existence will be outlined, the legal nature of no-fence 
laws will be discussed and the legal procedures involved 
in setting up a no-fence district will be explained. 
Therefore, a study of no-fence districts can be justified 
on the grounds that it will aid in eliminating any present 
controversies over no-fence districts. Moreover, this 
study will serve to furnish guidelines to those individuals 
wishing to establish a no-fence district for the first 
time.

Hypothesis:

If an area sets up a no-fence district in com
pliance with the provisions enumerated in the Arizona 
Revised Statutes, paragraphs 24-341 and 24-342 and follows 
the necessary legal procedures described therein, the area 
shall be deemed a no-fence district by the Pima County 
Board of Supervisors and its constitutionality shall 
remain unquestionable.
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Review of the Literature:

A review of the literature demonstrates that the 
importance of no-fence districts has rapidly increased over 
the years as the City of Tucson has continued to expand 
and it has become more densely populated. An increased 
migration of people into Tucson and its surrounding areas 
has necessitated that further restrictions be placed 
upon cattle. No longer an area in which the cow is king 
in open-range country, Tucson now requires owners to 
fence their cattle in. Without a no-fence district, if 
a motorist hits a cow, the cow's owner can sue him.
Within a no-fence district, on the other hand, the cowls 
owner can be held liable for damages that the animal 
does. Before liability can be determined, however, 
it is first important to determine what constitutes a 
no-fence district.

Arizona Daily Star. Tucson, Arizona, May 23, 1964
1
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Definition of Terms:

A no-fence district is commonly defined as an
area in which it is not necessary for land owners to
build fences to keep grazing cattle out. Instead,
cattle owners must erect fences to keep wandering cows 

2
in. In terms of the law, however, a no-fence district 
is defined in more complex terms. It encompasses any 
one of the following situations:

1. A majority of taxpayers residing on land con
taining thirty-five thousand acres of irrigable 
land for which water is available.

2. A majority of taxpayers residing on twenty 
thousand acres of which seventy-five per cent is 
irrigated.

3» A majority of taxpayers residing on a body of
land containing one thousand acres where land is 
contiguous to the limits of an incorporated city 
or town with a minimum population of thirty 
thousand.

4. A majority of taxpayers residing on land extending 
not more than twelve miles in one direction

3beyond the limits of an incorporated city or town.

2
Arizona Daily Star. June 23, 1965 

3
Arizona Revised Statutes Annotated. Vol. 8, West Publishing Co., 
” 1956, pp. 547-48 '
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Provided that any one of the above situations exists, a 
majority of taxpayers residing in the said area, may 
petition the County Board of Supervisors that a no
fence district be formed and that no fence be required.

Laws Governing the No-Fence District:

The establishment of no-fence districts, it is 
clear, are rigidly governed by legal requirements. The 
first piece of no-fence legislation, later to become 
known as Paragraph 3254- of the Arizona Civil Code, was 
passed in 1913• According to this law, if a majority of 
taxpayers reside on any portion of the lands under any 
irrigation project containing fifty thousand acres of 
Irrigable land for which water is available, they may 
petition the Board of Supervisors to establish a no
fence district. The Board must then enter the facts 
upon their records, publish an order in the local 
newspaper for four consecutive weeks and, upon com
pletion of publication of this order, a no-fence district

Lis thereby established.
This basic law was amended for the first time in 

1919 with the passage of House Bill 65 (Chapter 105 of the 
Session Laws of Arizona, 1919). Paragraph 3254- was 
amended to read as follows:

4
Arizona Civil Code. 1913



"A majority of all taxpayers residing in any unincorporated 
city or town of more than five hundred inhabitants or 
a majority of all taxpayers residing on any portion of 
the lands under any irrigation project
Thus, for the first time, a minimum population requirement 
became a prerequisite for the establishment of a no-fence 
district.

In addition, a new paragraph, Paragraph 325^ A was 
added: *

"The owner or owners of any livestock found running 
at large within the limits of any no-fence district 
shall be guilty of a misdemeanor."

The legislature approved this new section on March 19, 1919.
In 1928, still another change was made in the law 

when a new section was added. If a majority of taxpayers 
reside upon a body of land containing not less than one 
thousand acres, the said body of land being contiguous to 
the limits of any incorporated city or town having a 
minimum population of thirty thousand people, then the tax
payers residing on the land in the area could file a 
petition for the establishment of a no-fence district.

5 Arizona Revised Statutes. Chapter 105, 1919
6
Arizona Revised Statutes. 1923



35
With the addition of this new paragraph, three major 
changes in the law became effective. In the first 

place, the minimum population requirement was changed 
from five hundred to thirty thousand people. Secondly, it 
was required that the body of land encompassing the 
future no-fence district be contiguous to the city 
limits. Then, too, a new restriction was put into effect. 
The new provision stated that a no-fence district cannot 
extend more them five miles in one direction beyond the 
limits of the incorporated town or city.^

House Bill Number 29t

In 1951» during the first regular session of the 
twentieth legislature, Representative David G. Watkins 
sponsored an amendment to the no-fence law. House Bill 
Number 29* co-sponsored by Representatives Burton, Ewing, 
Hostella, Cummard and Rhodes was introduced on January 15, 
1951 for the purpose of increasing to twelve miles the 
maximum distance that a no-fence district may extend beyond 
the limits of the city.

Arizona Revised Statutes. Paragraph 1503, 19287
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On Monday, January 21, 1951t the bill was read 

for the first time. On January 22nd, it was read for 
the second time, by number and title only. It was then 
referred to three committees in the House— the Livestock 
and Public Lands, Judiciary, and Agriculture and 
Irrigation Committees. All three committees approved 
the bill and then referred it to the Rules Committee which, 
in turn, reported the bill favorably. After the bill was 
reported, the Committee of the Whole House met and rec
ommended that the bill pass. It was next submitted to 
administration for engrossing. After the bill was en
grossed, the third reading took place and the bill passed 
the House with a roll call vote of sixty-three ayes, one 
absent and eight excused.

Next, the bill was referred to the Senate for 
action. On February 1st, the first reading took place.
On February 7th, it was assigned to the Committee on 
Appropriations and the Committee on State Institutions for 
further study. When both committees favorably reported the 
bill, Committee of the Whole met and recommended that the 
bill be passed. On February 16th, the third reading 
took place and the bill passed the Senate with nineteen 
ayes. On June 16, 1951. after the Governor had signed the bill, 
it became law.®

Journal of the House. 20th Legislature, 1st Regular Session, 
1951, PP. 59;79i100;140;148 $ 175;178i179;183;18?;4?8;576;

8
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House Bill Number 138:

After this law was placed Into effect, much 
controversy arose over the constitutionality of the 
amendment. Under the law, the people of the Wrightstown- 
Tanque Verde area proceeded to form a new no-fence 
district by extending the boundary of the old one to 
the new twelve mile limit. Consequently, litigation re
sulted in an attempt to settle the question.9 
(For further discussion of the case, see the section on
Court Rulings)

In 1952, during the second regular session of the 
twentieth legislature, Representative Watkins attempted 
to correct the possible defects in the law. According 
to the new amendment which he proposed, a new no-fence 
area could be adjoining the city limits or could adjoin 
an already existing no-fence district. In this amend
ment, Watkins also tried to re-define the term taxpayers.
Under this new amendment, only real property taxpayers 
could sign a no-fence petition. Thus, under this system, 
a definite check on the number of signatures required 
could be obtained from the tax rolls.

9
Arizona Dally Star. January 15, 1953

House Bill No. 138. Arizona State Legislature, 1952, pp. 1-3
10
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Representative WatkiiVs proposals embodied in 

House Bill Number 138 were first introduced in the 
House on January 31, 1952* This bill next was assigned 
to the Committees on the Judiciary, Agriculture and 
Irrigation and Livestock and Public Lands. After all 
three committees recommended passage of the bill, it then 
went to the Rules Committee which reported the bill 
for consideration by the Whole House. Upon recommendation 
of the Committee of the Whole House that the bill be 
passed, a roll call vote was taken. With forty-one ayes, 
twenty-three nays, six absent and two excused, the bill was 
signed in open session by the Speaker. The Clerk was 
instructed to record the action of the House and the bill 
was sent to the Senate for its approval.

Upon receiving the bill from the House, Senate 
members introduced the bill and secured its first reading.
Next, it was referred to the Committees on Agriculture and Irri 
gation. Municipalities and the Judiciary. Although two 
of the committees reported the bill favorably, it, un
fortunately, died while awaiting the third committee report.
Thus; the present no-fence law now in effect contains only

11the first Watkins amendment.

Journal of the House, 20th Legislature, 2nd Session, 1952, 
pp. 94; 117; 205j 213; 253; 2?2; 278; 284; 306;

11
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-̂ri rrnna nAd R’hnt'.u'has t ATfclcl.e 7. No—Fgnce Districts

According to the present-day laws governing 
the establishment of no-fence districts, they must be 
set up in accordance with the following regulations:

Paragraph 24-341: Formation

A. A majority of all taxpayers, according to the 
last preceding assessment roll for county and 
state taxes, residing on land in an irrigation 
district containing not less than thirty-five 
thousand acres of irrigable land for which 
water is available, or a majority of all tax
payers residing upon any portion of a compact 
body of land containing not less than twenty 
thousand acres and where at least seventy-five 
per cent of the area of such body of land is 
being successfully Irrigated, or a majority 
of all taxpayers residing upon a body of land 
containing not less than one thousand acres 
when the land is contiguous to the limits of 
an incorporated city or town which had a popu
lation of not less than thirty thousand people 
as shown by the last preceding United States 
census, and such body of land extending not 
more than twelve miles in one direction beyond 
the limits of such Incorporated town or city, 
may petition the board of supervisors of the 
county in which such district or land is situated 
that a no-fence district be formed and that no 
fence be required around the land in the no
fence district designated in the petition. 1

It is clear, therefore, that the establishment of a no 
fence district is, first and foremost, a problem of 
achieving compliance with the existing law.

12
Arizona Revised Statutes, p. 5^7



40.

Legal Procedures t

Once the taxpayers residing in an area have 
concluded that they can meet the minimum legal require
ments for the establishment of a no-fence district, 
they may then proceed to do so.

There are several basic steps involved in setting 
up a no-fence area. First of all, a petition must be 
circulated in order to obtain the necessary signatures.
Next, these petitions are checked in order to determine 
the legality of these signatures. At the same time, 
the amount of land to be included in this new no-fence 
area is examined. Satisfied that the petition which was 
circulated is in order, the Board of Supervisors must 
then enter the facts upon its records and order the 
institution of a new no-fence district. Then, the Board 
is required by law (A.R.S. 24-34-2) to publish this order 
authorizing the establishment of this district in a 
local newspaper. It is to be published once a week for 
four successive weeks.^ Although no particular kind 
of order is required by the Statutes, it is necessary to 
include in the order a complete description of all the land 
within the said district, the date of the filing of the 
said petition, and the date after which the said district 
is to be declared a no-fence district.

Arizona Revised Statutes, p. 54813
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After the completion of such publication, no fence 
shall be required around the land in the no-fence 
district,^unless members of the local livestock 
association apply to the Board to have certain lands 
across that district properly fenced overwhich livestock 
may be driven.

14
Letter, by J. Mercer Johnson, Deputy Attorney, January 15, 1936



Chapter VI

THE NO-FENCE DISTRICTS OF PIMA COUNTY 

No-Fence District: October 6. 1924

On October 6, 1924, the petition was filed before 
the Board of Supervisors to establish the first no-fence 
district in Pima County. Upon close examination of the • 
petition, the Board concluded that it contained the 
necessary signatures, was signed by a majority of tax
payers residing upon portions of the land embraced within 
the boundaries and comprised a compact body of land con
taining approximately ten thousand acres. Furthermore, 
more than seventy-five per cent of this land was being 
successfully Irrigated, Consequently, since this petition 
complied with the statutes then in existence, the Board 
upon the motion of Mr. Collins and seconded by Mr. Cole, 
ordered that a no-fence district be established.

After clearly outlining the boundaries of the no
fence district, the Board then requested that notice of 
this order be published in the Ajo Copper News for a 
period of four weeks. After completion of this publica
tion, it was declared by the Board that no fence shall be 
required around the lands in the no-fence district. 
Furthermore, it was declared unlawful for any animal to 
run at large in this district thereafter.

Minutes. Pima County Board of Supervisors, Vol. 8, 
October 6, 1924, pp. 327-332

15
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According to the Minutes of the Board of
Supervisor meetings, eleven years elapsed before a second 
petition for the establishment of a no-fence district 
was presented. On August 5» 1935* it was noted that 
if no protests were received, the Board would consider 
the motion to establish additional no-fence districts and 
act on it on Monday, August 12th.

On September 3* 1935* two petitions were presented 
to the Board for the purpose of setting up the following 
no-fence districts:

The Campbell Avenue-Swan Road District:

The boundaries of this district were to include:
The North Section Line of Sections 20, 21, and 
22, T-13, B-14-E on the North; Swan Bead on 
the East; Speedway and Tucson City Limits 
on the South, and Campbell Avenue and Tucson 
City Limits, lo

Amphitheatre District:

The boundaries of this district were described 
as follows:

Starting at the City Limits of the City of 
Tucson at the intersection of Campbell Avenue, 
with the city limits; thence North along 
East right-of-way line of Campbell Avenue, to 
the North side of Biver Boad;

16
Minutes, Vol. 12, August 5, 1935, P« 26
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thence West along North right-of-vray of 
River Road to the Westerly boundary of 
Oracle Road; thence South along Westerly 
right-of-way line of Oracle Road to Southerly 
end of the Rillito Creek Bridge; thence due 
West to the intersection with the Flowing 
Wells Irrigation ditch; thence South along 
said Irrigation Ditch to the Southerly right- 
of-way line of the DeMoss-Petrie Road; thence 
East along the Southerly right-of-way line 
of the DeMoss-Petrie Road, to the Westerly 
right-of-way line of Oracle Road; thence 
South along the Westerly right-of-way line 
of Oracle Road to its intersection with the 
Tucson city limits. 17

Since both these districts were to be set up pursuant to
the Arizona Revised Statutes of 1928, it was suggested
to the Board that the petition be accepted.

Emery Park No-Fence-District:

On October 7» 1935» a petition presented by 
Judge Emery to establish a no-fence district in Emery Park 
was referred to the County Attorney. Responding in a 
letter dated October 30, 1935» Deputy County Attorney,
J. Mercer Johnson informed the Board of Supervisors that 
he was returning the petition with a recommendation to 
deny its request. After checking the plat showing the 
location of the district, he found that the boundaries of 
the no-fence district are not contiguous to the limits of 
the City of Tucson. (According to the then existing 
statute, if a no-fence district is not an irrigation dis
trict, it must be contiguous to the city limits in order 
to fulfill the basic legal requirements.)

Minutes, Vol. 12, September 3, 1935» p» 40
17



Consequently, on November 4, 1935t the County Attorney,
after making his careful investigation, reported that the
no-fence district petitioned for that was included in the
boundary lines of Section 6-7 and 18, T-15-S, R-14-E
and Sections 1-12 and 13, T-15-S, R-13-E in the Emery Park
territory did not conform to the law governing the
establishment of such districts and upon motion by
Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Mead and unanimously carried,

1 flthe petition was denied.
On January 6, 1936, Mr. Martin motioned that the 

matter of establishing the Amphitheatre, Campbell Avenue 
to Swan Road and South of Speedway and North of Southern- 
Pacific Railroads no-fence districts be referred to the 
County Attorney for advice as to the next procedure to be 
taken.^

February 3. 1936:

Deputy County Attorney, J. Mercer Johnson sent a 
letter to the Board and ennumerated the additional pro
cedures involved in establishing the three no-fence dis
tricts, Amphitheatre, Campbell Avenue to Swan Road and 
Speedway to East 22nd Street and Southern-Pacific Railroad 
Districts.
18

Minutes, Vol. 12, November 4, 1935* P» 50 
19

Minutes. Vol. 12, January 6, 1936, p. 105
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Since it appeared that a check of the signatures on the
said petitions against the Assessor’s Tax Rolls showed a
majority of taxpayers in said districts and the requisite
amount of land contained therein, it was moved by
Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Mead, end unanimously carried,
that the Board approve these no-fence districts. The
required publication of the order establishing the above

20no-fence districts was ordered.

April 6. 19361

Land to be included in the South of Speedway
District is as follows:

That part of Section 8, Township 14 South, of 
Range 14 East, east of Tucson City Limits, also 
all of Sections 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 
16, and all of Sections 17, 20 and 21, Township 
14 South of Range 14 East lying northeast of 
the Southern Pacific Railroad Right-of-Way. &

October 5. 1936: South of Tucson District

Petitions were presented to the Board to establish
a no-fence district to include the following territory:

That part of Section 19, T-14-S, R-14-E, lying 
south of and contiguous to the south city limits 
of the City of Tucson; The whole of Sections 25 
and 36, T-14-S, T-13-E; The whole of Sections 30
and 31» T-14-S, R-14-E; The whole of Sections 1
and 12, T-15-S, R-13-E; The whole of Sections 6
and 7t T-15-S, R-14-E;

20
Minutes, Vol. 12, February 3* 1936* p. 117

21
Minutes. Vol. 12, April 6, 1936, pp. 144-145



The south boundary of this district is Valencia Road 
Number 156. These petitions were referred to the 
County Engineer for checking and to the County Attorney 
for proper procedure.

The County Engineer reported that the signatures
on the petitions which were presented to the Board on
October 5» 1936, had been checked against the Assessor’s
Tax Rolls and that these signatures showed a majority

goof taxpayers residing in that district.

March 2, 1937t

It was moved by Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Mead,
and unanimously carried, that the order establishing the
South of Tucson District be adopted and the order be

23published once a week for four consecutive weeks.

April 6. 1937t

The affidavit of the Tucson Daily Citizen certifying
that the publication of the order establishing a no-fence
district south of Tucson was received and placed on file,

24
which completes all legal requirements.

22
Minutes, Vol. 12, October 5, 1936, p. 239

23
Minutes, Vol. 12, March 2, 1937, p. 323

24

47

Minutes. April 6, 1937, p. 331
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February Q. 1938:

A petition for a no-fence district situated north
of the present Amphitheatre and Campbell to Swan No-Fence
Districts came before the board. Upon motion by Mr. Martin,
seconded by Mr. Grossetta, and unanimously carried, the
request of the petitioner to withdraw his petition was 

25granted.

June 6, 1938:

A petition to enlarge already existing no-fence 
districts was presented to the Board. This petition re
quested that the north boundary of the present 
Amphitheatre no-fence district be extended by including 
Section 18 and part of Section 19, Township 13 South,
Range 14 East, and Campbell Avenue to Swan Road no-fence 
district by including Sections 16 and 17, and part of 
Sections 8,9, 10 and 15, Township 13 South, Range 14 East, 
all area being within five miles of the city limits of the 
City of Tucson. It was moved by Mr. Martin, seconded by 
Mr. Mead, and carried, that the petition be accepted; and 
that the facts be entered upon the record of the Board; and 
that the no-fence district, as petitioned for, be ordered;

25Minutes. Vol. 12, February 9, 1938, p. 542
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and that the order be published once a week for four
successive weeks in the official newspaper of the County;
and that after completion of the publication, no fence shall
be required around the lands in said no-fence district;
and it shall be unlawful for livestock to run at large

26
thereafter in aforesaid districts.

August 1. 1938;

There was presented to the Board the affidavit
of publication certifying that the order adopted at the
meeting of the Board on June 6, 1938, altering the boundaries
of Amphitheatre and Campbell Avenue to Swan Road No-Fence
District had been published according to law, completing
this procedure. The Board then declared this area a
"No-Fence District:, that no fence shall be required around
the lands in said no-fence district, and that it shall be
unlawful for livestock to run at large thereafter in such

2?district.

26
Minutes. June 6, 1938, pp. 604-605 

27Minutes, Vol. 13, August 1, 1938, p. 37



November 2, 19^2:

50

A delegation from the Tucson Mountain area appeared
before the Board and requested protection from stray cattle
roaming on their property. They were advised to consult
the County Attorney as to the proper procedure to establish

28
a no-fenoe district.

December 7. 19^2t

A petition asking for the establishment of a
no-fenco district in the Tucson Mountain area was presented
to the Board for its consideration. Action was postponed
as the County Attorney advised certain changes to be made
in the description contained in the petition before it is 

29advertised.

December 1*K 1942:

The revised petition requesting the establishment 
of a no-fence district in the Tucson Mountain area, all area 
being within five miles of the city limits of the City of 
Tucson,came before the Board. It was moved by Mr. Collins, 
seconded by Mr. Mead, and carried, that the petition be 
accepted, and the facts be entered upon the record of the 
Board, and that the no-fence district, as petitioned for, be ordered 
28
Minutes. Vol. 13, November 2, 1942, p. 303 

29Minutes. Vol. 13, December 7, 1942, pp. 317-318
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and that the order be published once a week for four
successive weeks In the official newspaper of the County;
and that after completion of the publication no fence
shall be required around the lands in said no-fence district;
and that it shall be unlawful for livestock to run at large

30
thereafter in the aforesaid district.

February 1, 1943:

There was presented to the Board the affidavit of 
publication certifying that the order, adopted at the 
meeting of the Board on December 14, 1942, establishing 
the boundaries of the Tucson Mountain No-Fence District, 
had been published according to law, completing this pro
cedure .

Mr. Bob Barber represented the interests opposing
the establishment of the no-fence district, and Mr. Nolen L.
McLean represented the proponents. Others in favor of
the no-fence district appeared before the Board and stated
their views. It was concluded that the matter was beyond
any action of the Board and that any further action would have

31to come before the courts.

30
Minutes. Vol. 14, December 14, 1942, p. 32?

31Minutes. Vol. 14, February 1, 1943, p. 342
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May 10. 1946

A petition for a no-fence district was presented
to the Board of Supervisors by J. W. Mills and others,
covering a part of the land lying between the Silverbell
Road on the west and the Tucson city limits and the
existing Amphitheatre No Fence District on the east, all
within five miles of the Tucson city limits• The
petition was referred to the County Engineer and the

32County Attorney for checking and approval.

August 12. 1946

A petition was presented for a no-fence district 
in the following described area;

In T-14-S, R-13-E:
Section 10, all that portion East of Silverbell 
Road; Section 11, all that portion outside 
the city limits; Section 3» all that portion 
East of Silverbell Road; Section 2, all, except 
the SE quarter of the SE quarter;

It was moved by Mr. Boyd, seconded by Mr. Alley, and
carried, that the petition be accepted and the signatures

33checked.

32
Minutes. Vol. 15, May 10, 1946, p. 334

33Minutes, Vol. 14, August 12, 1946, p. 421
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On motion of Mr. Boyd, seconded by Mr. Martin, and 
carried, the resolution was adopted ordering the establish
ment of the Silverbell No-Fence District. The order was
to be published on August 26, September 2, 9, and 16, 1946.

Southeast No-Fence District: June 6, 1949

Certain taxpayers, under and pursuant to provisions
of section 50-606, Arizona Code, 1939, for the formation
of a no-fence district, said lands being entirely situate
within Pima County, filed a petition with the Pima County
Board of Supervisors. It was moved by Mr. Kautenburger,
seconded by Mr. Alley, and carried, that the order be
adopted. The Board found that the signers of said petition
constitute a majority of all taxpayers residing upon that
compact body of land. Therefore, it was ordered by the
Board that this order be published once each week for four
weeks "next succeeding the date hereof" in the Tucson

35Daily Citizen.

August 12, 1946

34

34
Minutes, Vol. 14, August 12, 1946, p. 421

35 Minutes, Vol. 17, June 6, 1949, p. 494-498



June 6, 19^91 Cortaro Farms
54

On June 6, 1949* a petition was filed to establish 
the Cortaro No-Fence District under and pursuant to the 
provisions of Section 5°-606 of the 1939 Arizona Code.
Those petitioning for the formation of this district 
maintained that the body of land contained twenty-one 
thousand five hundred arid ten (21,510) acres and at least 
seventy-five per cent of the area or sixteen thousand four 
hundred and twenty-nine (16,429) acres were being successfully 
irrigated. Hence, on June 6th, the Board of Supervisors 
ordered the formation of the district under and pursuant to 
the provisions of Section 50-606 of the 1939 Arizona Code.
In addition, it was requested that the order be published 
once each week for four consecutive weeks in the Tucson 
Daily Citizen.

Extension of the Amphitheatre District

On June 6th, a second petition was presented to the 
Board for their consideration requesting that an extension 
of the Amphitheatre No-Fence District be made. Upon 
recommendation of the County Engineer, it was moved by 
Mr. Kautenburger, seconded by Mr. Wine, and carried, that the 
petition be accepted, ordered, advertised and March 19,
1951* be set as the date for the final hearing.

36
Minutes, Vol. 17, June 6, 1949, pp. 494-498



February 5» 1951

It was moved by Mr. Kauteriburger, seconded by 
Mr. Wine and carried that the action taken by the Board 
of Supervisors, February 5» 1951t on extending the 
boundaries of the Amphitheatre No-Fence District be 
rescinded and that the filed petitions be referred to the 
County Engineer to check as to whether the signatures on 
the petition constitute a majority of the resident tax-

37payers of said area.

February 7. 1951

At a regular meeting of the Board of Supervisors 
held February 7* 1951» the petition requesting extension 
of the Amphitheatre No-Fence District was referred to the 
County Engineer to check as to whether the signatures on 
the petition constitute a majority of the resident tax
payers of said area. At this time, the County Engineer1s 
office reports that the petition does not constitute a 
majority of the resident taxpayers in this area and the 
clerk was instructed to return petitions to the petitioners

37Minutes. Vol. 19, February 5» 1951* P* 201
38
Minutes. Vol. 19, Feb. 7. 1951,p. 225



56

February 19# 1951

On February 19i 1951, a majority of taxpayers 
residing in the Amphitheatre area submitted a written 
petition to the County Board of Supervisors for the forma
tion of a no-fence district, under and pursuant to the 
provisions of Section 50-606 of the Arizona Code of 1939•
After careful examination of the petition, the Board members 
found that the signers of the petition did, indeed, con
stitute a majority of all taxpayers residing on the property. 
Secondly, the Board discovered that the land constituted 
a compact body consisting of more than one thousand acres. 
Moreover, the land is contiguous to the limits of the 
incorporated City of Tucson which had a population of not 
less than thirty thousand people by the last preceding 
United States Census. Finally, no part of the land extends 
more than five miles in one direction from the limits of 
said Incorporated City of Tucson. Therefore, on March 5»
1951, the Board ordered that the aforesaid land be established 
as a no-fence district under and pursuant to the pro
visions of Section j>0-606 of the Arizona Code of 1939 •
Hence, it was declared that no fence shall be required 
around the lands in such no-fence district and it shall be 
unlawful for livestock to run at large in this district.
This order was to be published once each week for four

39weeks in the Tucson Daily Citizen.

Minutes. Vol. 19, February 19, 1951, p. 232
39
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October 15» 1951» South of Speedway District

It was moved by Mr. Kautenburger, seconded by- 
Mr. Jay, and carried, that the order be adopted to 
alter and extend the boundaries of the South of 
Speedway No-Fence District. The Board found that the 
signers of the petition constituted a majority of all 
taxpayers residing upon the said body of land. The 
Board also found that the no-fence area is a compact 
body of land containing more than one thousand acres 
which is contiguous to the limits of the incorporated 
City of Tucson ( a city which has a population of not 
less than thirty thousand people by the last preceding 
United States Census). What is more, no part of the 
said land extends more than twelve miles in one 
direction from the Tucson City limits.

Consequently, it was ordered by the Board of
Supervisors that the aforesaid lands set forth as
"Proposed Annexation" be annexed to and made a part of
the South of Speedway No-Fence District under and pursuant
to the provisions of Section 50-606, Arizona Code of 1939,
as amended and supplemented. After the completion of
publication of this order, it was declared that no fence
shall be required and thereafter, it shall be unlawful for

40
livestock to run at large in the district.

Minutes, Vol. 19, February 19, 1951, and October 15. 1951,p. 634

40
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A petition containing two hundred and nineteen (219)
signatures was presented to the Board from the residents
of Desert Aires, Wilshire Heights, Mesa Village Estates
and San Paulos Subdivision stating that horses are allowed
to run loose in these areas and they, therefore, wished
to establish a no-fence area. The Board stated that they
could not handle this matter under existing laws and would
forward the petition to David Watkins, Representative
to the State Legislature, as he had introduced a bill

41last year pertaining to no-fence areas.

June 1, 1964: Eastslde District

Edward R. Halloran (Rear Admiral U. S. Navy, retired) 
presented for Board consideration petitions containing 
one thousand seven hundred and eighty-six (1,786) signa
tures of residents in an area east of the city limits of 
the City of Tucson. Admiral Halloran reported that the 
petitions contained signatures of approximately eighty-five 
per cent of the resident taxpayers of the area encompassed 
within the proposed district and that all legal require
ments set forth in Article 7» Section 24-3^1 of the 
Arizona Revised Statutes of 1956 have been met.
41

February 16, 1954

Minutes. Vol. 22, February 16, 1954, p. 503
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that representatives of the Cattlemen’s Protective
Association have assured him of their support in the
creation of the proposed district# It was moved by
Mr. Weaver, seconded by Mr. Rubi and carried, that the
petitions be accepted and that establishment of the
proposed Eastside No-Fence District be deferred pending
a report by the Special Deputy County Attorney as to
the legal aspects of the proceedings.

The Special Deputy County Attorney, Mr. Robert N.
Hillock, reported that he has reviewed the petitions for
creation of the Eastside No-Fence District and finds
that there is a legal sufficiency of signatures. He
explained that statd statutes governing no-fence districts
provide that upon determination of the legal requirements,
it is in order for the Board to issue an order creating
the district, that the order shall be published for four
weeks, and at the end of the publication period, cattle
within the district shall be restrained. On consideration,
it was moved by Mr. Weaver, seconded by Mr. Rubi and
carried, that the Board issue an Order establishing the

42
Eastside No-Fence District.

Waldon V, Burr (Pima County Sheriff) reported

42
Minutes. Vol. 46, June 1, 1964, p. 91
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October 19. 1964: Catalina No-Fence District

Pima County Sheriff, Waldon V. Burr, presented 
for Board consideration petitions containing approximately 
three hundred and fifty-nine (359) signatures of residents 
in an area east and north of the city limits of the City of Tucson 
requesting the formation of a no-fence district. J. Thomas 
Via, Jr., stated that the petitions were filed pursuant 
to Article 7» Section 24-341 of the Arizona Revised 
Statutes for 1956 and meet the legal requirements thereof.
On consideration, it was moved by Mr. Bubi, seconded by 
Mr. Weaver and carried that the Board issue an order 
establishing the Catalina No-Fence District. The Board 
also instructed the clerk to publish the order in 
The Arizona Daily Star on October 30 and on November 6,
13, and 20, 1964.^

43
Minutes. Vol. 4?, October 19, 1964, p. 4



Chapter VII

DISTRICTS DENIED ESTABLISHMENT 

October 7« 1935: Emery Park

It was stated in an earlier section of this paper
that on October 7, 1935» the petition presented by Judge Emery
to establish a no-fence district in Emery Park was referred
to the County Attorney. Upon discovering that the
boundaries of the district were not contiguous to the city
limits of Tucson, as required by law, the County Attorney
recommended that the petition be denied. Upon motion by
Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Mead and unanimously carried,

44the petition was denied.

May 31. 1947s Mission District

A group of taxpayers residing in the area petitioned 
the Board of Supervisors to establish the Mission No-Fence 
District in accordance with Chapter 50 of the Arizona 
Code, Annotated, 1939» Section 50-606.

A registered letter was sent on May 31, 1947 to 
the Pima County Board of Supervisors in response to this 
petition which had been circulated in the Mission and Ajo 
Road Neighborhood.

44
Minutes, Vol. 12, October 7, 1935, p. 50
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seriously affected by such a no-fence law. Consequently,
no further action was taken to establish the Mission

45No-Fence District.

June 8, 1948: Wrightstown District

Wrightstown is an area which comprised School District 
Number 33* Upon the request of various taxpayers residing 
in the area, a petition was circulated in order to obtain 
the necessary signatures for forming a no-fence district. 
Trustees of the School Board then referred the petition to 
Bruce Ellis, the Acting County Engineer. After giving 
careful consideration to the matter, the County Engineer 
wrote a letter to Mr. Frank Jordan, representative for the 
group, in which he informed Mr. Jordan that his petition had 
been denied. Apparently, School District Number 33 failed 
to meet any one of the three basic legal requirements:
1. It was not an area which comprised not less than thirty- 

five thousand acres of irrigable land for which water
is available. Rather, it was an area which contained 
30,720 acres.

2. It was not an area comprising not less than twenty 
thousand acres of land where at least seventy-five per 
cent is being successfully irrigated.

> 5  : •:....
Registered Letter. May 31, 194?

According to Mr. Sims, representative of the local
Livestock Sanitary Association, several ranchers would be
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3. Nor, was it an area which comprised not less than

one thousand acres which is contiguous to an incor
porated city. Three and one-half miles from the City 
of Tucson is the nearest point of contact with an 
incorporated city.

It is evident, therefore, that the Wrightstown petition 
was denied because of its failure to meet the basic 
legal requirements.^

46
Wrightstown Petition and Letter to School Board, June 8, 1948



Chapter VIII

COURT DECISIONS

Superior Court Decisions

Fay Fenter, Herbert F. Bruning 
and Charles Thomson, Plaintiffs

vs. Case No. 23284
The Board of Supervisors of Pima County 
and Tom Collins, R. H. Martin and 
G. T. Alley, members, thereof,

Defendants

On December 14, 1942, a petition was filed with 
the Board of Supervisors for the purpose of establishing a 
no-fence district in the Tucson Mountain area pursuant 
to Chapter 23 of the Session Laws of the State of Arizona,
1935• In this petition, the undersigned declared that 
this area is a compact body of land consisting of more 
than one thousand acres and the undersigned constitute a 
majority of all taxpayers. Furthermore, this body of land 
is contiguous to the incorporated city of Tucson. The 
Board of Supervisors, satisfied that the petition met 
all necessary legal requirements, ordered that a no-fence 
district be established. Hence, shortly thereafter,
Fay Fenter, Herbert F, Bruning and Charles Thomson filed 
a complaint for an injunction and declaratory judgment.
In this complaint, the plaintiffs made several accusations.

64
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In the first place, they felt the Board had signed the

order without having any jurisdiction over the matter 
and without the authority of law. The petition, itself, 
the plaintiffs maintained, contained no allegations as 
to the total number of taxpayers residing in the dis
trict. Moreover, the petition failed to allege the 
number which constitute a majority of said taxpayers 
residing in the proposed district and did not state if 
the forty names secured in the petition constituted a 
majority. Then, too, this document did not state if this 
body of land was compact and had a definite boundary.

The Plaintiffs had still other grounds for filing 
their complaint. They contended that:

1. Eleven out of those forty who signed the petition 
did not reside in the proposed no-fence district 
(according to the terms and conditions of the
law establishing a no-fence district), but, rather, 
resided in Tucson or elsewhere.

2. Eleven others out of the forty that signed the 
petition were not taxpayers and, therefore, did 
hot qualify under the law to sign it.

3» Four other (out of forty) signatures were void 
because they were signed by proxy.

4. One name was not legible enough to read and, therefore, 
was void.
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5* Upon reliable Information, only twenty-five 

per cent of the total eligible to sign the 
petition did so.

6. The Board acted hastily, secretly and without 
giving opportunity.to the Plaintiffs or anyone 
else Interested in the matter to be heard.

7« The Defendants threatened to seize the livestock 
under the law. YThe Plaintiffs are threatened 
with criminal prosecution for the violation of 
a law which legally does not exist."

8. Section $0-606 of the Revised Code of Arizona, 
1939, by which the petitioners seek to establish 
a no-fence district was and is unconstitutional 
because of its indefiniteness, uncertainty and 
vagueness of procedure and tends to discriminate 
between individuals.

9. The procedure as set out under the said statute 
constitutes a taking of property or legal 
property without due process of law.

On February 18, 1943, a court decision was handed 
down. The Court ruled that each of the defendants must 
show cause before the Court on March 1st at three p.m. as 
to why this complaint should not be granted.
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Next, a motion to dismiss and answer (No. 23284) 
was filed. This motion stated that the Plaintiffs* com
plaint and application for an injunction does not state 
a cause for action or grounds upon which any relief 
can be granted to the Plaintiffs.

In its answer, the Board admitted that the peti
tion was filed on December 14, 1942. It denied all 
other allegations. According to the defendants, neither 
of the Plaintiffs lives within the no-fence district or 
has any rights to complain to the establishment thereof.
It was also alleged that many of the persons whose names 
appeared on the petition have valuable property within the 
no-fence area and that the livestock of the Plaintiff,
Fay Fehter, have been doing serious damage in the area.

On March 10, 1943, a judgment was handed down 
by Joseph H. Canfield. He stated he had read the 
Plaintiffs * complaint and the foregoing answer. It was 
his belief that the matters stated in the answer are true 
and correct while the matters stated in the complaint are 
denied. This judgment soon resulted in the filing of the 
first amended complaint petition for a Writ of Certiorari 
on May 10th.

On June 3°» 1955t a letter was sent by Mr. Allen, 
Deputy County Attorney to Mr. Bob Barber, Attorney for the 
Plaintiffs regarding a motion to dismiss the amended 
complaint petition.
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That same day, a motion to dismiss was filed in the Courts 
on the grounds that the Plaintiffs had failed to prosecute 
with "reasonable diligence." On July 11, 1955* there 
being no objection, the case was dismissed for lack of 
prosecution.

The case of Fenter vs. The Pima County Board 
of Supervisors, it is clear, upheld the constitutionality 
of the no-fence law. It is most probable that a failure 
to press for a reversal in judgment was due to the 
Plaintiffs1 realization that they had no legal grounds 
upon which to stand. Furthermore, as was already pointed, 
out, the Plaintiffs were not legal residents of the no-fence 
district and, consequently, lacked legal justification for

47filing a complaint regarding its establishment.

Superior Court Case No. 23284. Fenter vs. Board of Supervisors, 
1942

47
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Francis Knagge,
Plaintiff,

vs. Case No. 36893
The Pima County Board of Supervisors,

Defendants

Covering an area of approximately seventy square 
miles, the South of Speedway No-Fence District con
stitutes one of the largest no-fence areas in Arizona.
On October 15» 19511 the Board of Supervisors accepted a 
petition requesting that this no-fence district be altered and 
extended. Consequently, on November 15, 1951» a complaint 
was filed by Norman Herring, Attorney, for Francis Knagge, 
a cattleman residing in this district. In his complaint, 
Knagge sought a declaratory judgment and a permanent injunc
tion against the County Board of Supervisors because of 
their order to extend the no-fence district. The Board 
had authorized the extension of this district on the grounds 
that the State legislature, during their last session, had 
amended the law to cover areas within twelve miles of an 
incorporated city. (Formerly the law provided an area 
must be within five miles of an Incorporated city.)

In his complaint, Knagge attacked the con
stitutionality of the law as well as the extension of the 
district. The district, he believed, is illegal and void 
because the Supervisors had no jurisdiction to form it.
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The area, itself, he contended, was not contiguous to
the city. Furthermore, the three hundred and sixty-one (361)
signatures obtained on the petition were insufficient. 
Apparently, this number did not represent a majority 
of the taxpayers in the entire district. In addition, 
the complaint demands that the law be declared unconsti
tutional on three major grounds. First of all, the law 
is an unlawful attempt to delegate legislative authority 
to the Board of Supervisors. Secondly, it delegates such 
authority to Individuals because those who draft petitions 
also set the boundaries. Moreover, this law provides for 
an unlawful exercise of police power and is a special law

hoestablished to benefit the few. ^
In the summary judgment, the Court upheld the

legality of the establishment of the no-fence district.
It was pointed out that the petition was specifically entitled
an order for "Altering and Extending the No-Fence District."
Thus, because it included a previous no-fence district,
it may be said that it is contiguous to the City.

Unhappy with this preliminary judgment, Knagge filed
a request for a hearing. He noted at that time, that
another case related to the same subject matter was pending

49in Criminal Court.
48

Arizona Dally Star. November 15, 1951

Superior Court Case No. 368<n. Knagge vs. Pima County Board 
of Supervisors, 1953

49
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State of Arizona,
Plaintiffs

vs. Criminal Case No. A-8490
Alfred Campas,

Defendant

On June 30, 1952, Alfred Campas was accused of the 
crime of permitting livestock to run at large in a no-fence 
district. A Mr. Powell had called the County Attorney’s 
office stating there was one cow and one calf on the 
property on Loop Road in the Tanque Verde District.
The County Attorney’s office sent some men out to investi
gate. After checking the branding mark on the cows, it 
was discovered that they belonged to Alfred Campas. When 
questioned about the matter, Campas admitted that the cows 
were his.

According to a "Stipulation of Factsy filed with 
the Court, it was noted that a majority of all taxpayers 
mentioned in the Order of October 15, 1951 refers only to 
a majority of taxpayers residing on the land designated 
as "proposed annexation." It, therefore, does not refer 
to a majority of all taxpayers residing in both the 
original South of Speedway District set up by the Order of 
February 3» 1936, end the extended district, according to 
the last preceding assessment roll for County and State 
taxes.



.7.2
On July 3i 1952, a "Motion to Quash" was filed 

by Norman Herring, Attorney for the defendant. He stated 
that the records show there is no valid no-fence district 
In existence upon which the defendant's cattle have been 
allowed to roam at large. Records of the Board of Super
visors, he pointed out. Indicate that the amended 
South of Speedway No-Fence District Is not and was not con
tiguous to the limits of the City of Tucson. Moreover, 
Section 5°-6o6 does not authorize either the Board of 
Supervisors or any group of petitioners to amend or extend 
an existing no-fence district.

On January 8, 1953# Judge J. Mercer Johnson ruled 
(based upon the "Stipulation of Facts¥ and the law) that 
the defendant, Alfred Campas, was not guilty of violating 
the Order of October 15, 1951, for the reason that the 
Board of Supervisors had no jurisdiction under the pro
visions of Section 50-606, Arizona Code Annotated, 1939, 
as amended, to alter and extend the existing district known
as South of Speedway No-Fence District In the manner

50
attempted by their order of October 15, 1951*

Criminal Case No. A-8490. State of Arizona vs. Alfred Campas, 
1952

50
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Pima County Livestock Protective 
Association; Alfredo Campas; Francis Knagge; 
et al, Plaintiffs,

vs. Case No. 85068
The Board of Supervisors of Pima County:
Thomas S. Jay, Dennis Weaver and Pete Rubi, 
as members and Waldon V. Burr, Sheriff,

Defendants,

On June 29, 1964, a Complaint for Injunction and 
for Declaratory Judgment was filed in Superior Court. In 
this complaint, the Plaintiffs stated that they were residents 
of Pima County, Arizona and are the owners of real property 
and livestock situated within or near to the proposed 
no-fence district. Furthermore, the Plaintiffs alleged the 
following %

1. On June 1, 1964, a petition was presented to the 
Board pursuant to Article 7, Section 24-341 of the 
Arizona Revised Statutes of 1956 seeking to establish 
a no-fence district.

2. Section 24-341, A. R. S., 1956, Is an unconstitutional 
statute. The Legislature has unlawfully delegated 
legislative powers to private persons by permitting 
them to enact a law through the presentation of a 
petition.



74
3« It is an unconstitutional statute because it 

violates the equal operations of laws clause 
of the Constitution of the State of Arizona and 
the equal protection of the laws clause of the 
fourteenth amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. It violates these clauses since 
it would impose a different set of rules, 
regulations and laws on the individuals whose 
livestock roam within a no-fence district than 
those governing individuals owning livestock in 
the rest of the State or County,

4, It violates the due process clause of the
Constitution and the Fourteenth Amendment because 
it is a statute which confers on a group of persons 
the power to regulate business as well as the 
rights and freedom of another group of persons.

5» The Sheriff threatens to seize, impound, sell and 
otherwise dispose of the livestock of the Plaintiffs 
and institute criminal prosecution against the 
defendants if their livestock is found on the land 
of others.
In answer to these allegations, a Restraining Order 

was placed into effect on June 29, 1964,until such a time 
as a hearing could be arranged.
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In his “Memorandum of Points and Authorities in

Response to Order To Show Cause," Robert N. Hillock,
Attorney for the Defendants, noted the following facts:

1. The overwhelming majority of Courts considering 
the attacks made on fencing statutes on constitu
tional grounds have upheld such legislation as 
being a proper exercise of the police power. For 
example, in Smith vs. Vivens, (56 Fed. 352, p. 22?) 
the Court ruled that a statute which requires owners 
to fence whole tracts against cattle or “submit 
without redress" is in violation of the fourteenth 
amendment of the Constitution because it is a 
deprivation of property without due process of law.

2. A general rule exists, as set forth in 22 AM Jur,, 
Section ?:

It is generally held that where the statute 
is complete in itself, there is no unconsti
tutional delegation of power in making its 
operations dependent upon the vote or petition 
of the electors or freeholders of the district 
or upon the determination by a local court of 
the existence of the conditions prescribed 
in the Statute.

3. In Greer vs. Downey, 8 Arizona 164, the Court said:
We have not before us the question whether the 
legislature has the power to pass an act re
stricting the running at large of animals and pro
viding that they be impounded and sold by an 
officer upon such notice as may be proper, to meet 
the charges of impounding if not paid. Such control 
and the regulation of conflicting interests of 
stockmen and farmers, if deemed advisable, is a 
proper exercise of legislative authority when con
fined thereto.
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This case, therefore, recognized the propriety of 
such legislation.

4. Under A. R. S. 12-1802, the Court is pro
hibited from granting an injunction pre
cluded at enforcement of a valid public 
statute.

In its decision, the Court stated that 
"real distinctions" existed between those who must fence 
their cattle in and those who enjoy an open range.
The first distinction between the two groups, according 
to the Court, is lands which are to be fenced must fall 
within certain specified categories as set out in A.R.S. 
24-341. Secondly, in the one situation, the majority 
of taxpayers residing in the district have petitioned 
for the establishment of the no-fence district.

What is more the Court ruled that when testing 
the constitutionality of a statute, the Court has no 
right to substitute its judgment for that of the legis
lature. (Schecter v. Klllingworth, 93 Arizona 273,380 p. 
2d 136.) The Legislature, the Court felt, was attempting 
to pass legislation which would take into account the 
changes that were taking place— namely, the continuing 
growth of residential subdivisions.



In reply to the Plaintiffs* allegation that 
the statute deprives them of their property without 
due process, the Court ruled that the Plaintiffs have 
shown no property right to permit their animals to

51trespass upon the property of others.

Superior Court Case No. 85068. Campas, Knagge, et al 
vs. County Board of Supervisors, 1964

51
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Garcia vs» Sumrall, 58 Arizona, February. 1942: (pp. 527-532)

Records reveal that this case was one of the few
which was appealed to the Supreme Court. This case, though.
Is of little significance. It concerned Luis Garcia, his
wife, and Chabello Garcia, Defendants, who were attempting to
recover damages for an alleged wilfull trespass by the
Defendants upon the lands of the Plaintiffs. The major
question involved was whether or not turning cattle loose
with the knowledge that they may trespass amounts to
"lawful trespass." Unlike the court cases which were heard
in Superior Court, this Supreme Court case showed little
evidence of attempts to determine the constitutionality of

52
establishing no-fence districts#

Dissolution of No-Fence Districts

The law provides that a no-fence district may be 
dissolved in the same manner in which it was formed. In other 
words, if a majority of taxpayers residing in a no-fence dis
trict desire that it be dissolved, they may petition the 
Pima County Board of Supervisors to issue an order to that effect.

52
"Garcia vs. Sumrall'," Arizona Renorts. 58 Arizona: February. 

1942, PP. 527-534
53Arizona Revised Statutes. Paragraph 24-345, p, 549



Chapter IX

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This paper has demonstrated that the basic assumption 
underlying it is a valid one. If an area sets up a no-fence 
district in compliance with the provisions enumerated in the 
Arizona Revised Statutes, Paragraphs 24-341 and 24-342 and 
follows the necessary legal procedures described therein, the 
area shall be deemed a no-fence district by the Pima County 
Board of Supervisors and its constitutionality shall remain 
unquestionable• The Courts, it has been pointed out, have 
overwhelmingly upheld the no-fence law as passed and amended 
by the Arizona State Legislature on the grounds that the 
statute is complete in itself and there is no unconstitutional 
delegation of power. The only districts which have been 
denied establishment, records reveal, are those which have 
failed to comply with the legal requirements of the law.

In essence, the no-fence district concept was originally 
developed as a method of controlling the moves and activities 
of livestock. Due to the increased migration of people 
into Pima County, Arizona, during the past thirty years, 
residential subdivisions have increased at a rapid rate. As 
these numerous residential properties have developed, open 
range country in Arizona has ceased to exist.
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With roaming cattle and livestock posing a threat to 
property owners because of their ability to destroy valuable 
shrubbery and vegetation, flower beds, walks and other 
improvements of substantial value, taxpayers became acutely 
aware of the need to ameliorate the situation* Hence a con
cept which became a law as early as 1913» yet, was rarely 
enforced, soon achieved widespread usage. Between 1913 
and 1924, not one no-fence district was placed into effect. 
From 1924 to 1935 only one no-fence district was established. 
However, between 1935 and 196?# fifteen attempts were made 
to establish such districts.

Of these attempts, eleven were successful because 
eleven complied with the law. Thus, for those who are con
templating the formation of a new no-fence district, it is 
highly recommended that the legal procedures as outlined 
in the statutes be closely followed.



Chapter X

SYNOPSIS

The history of the incorporation of cities and 
towns in Pima County, Arizona dates back to territorial 
days when the Howell Code was published for the first 
time. It Is ironic to note that although Judge Howell 
is of no relation to the Howells in England who were 
responsible for developing basic English common law 
(contained in the English Howell Code), he, nevertheless, 
developed a Code which was to serve as Tucson!s first 
"book of common law." Chapter fifty-two of this Code 
contained regulations governing the incorporation of 
villages and towns and, consequently, the Village of 
Tucson was incorporated pursuant to its provisions.

Many residents of the fringe areas seek the 
advantages of the country and, yet, at the same time, 
want to possess the necessities of the city. Therefore, 
they have the choice of either annexing their land onto 
a core city or incorporating themselves as a new town 
or city. Most individuals choose to sign a petition 
to incorporate rather than annex themselves onto an already 
existing city.
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In fact, many citizens in Pima County purposely 
signed petitions to incorporate their towns in order 
to prevent annexation from occuring. Unfortunately, 
few who sign such petitions are aware of the responsi
bilities that Incorporation brings. Most communities 
fail to consider the overall financial Impact incorporation 
will have upon the proposed area to be incorporated.
Thus, the most outstanding advantage of incorporation 
lies in the fact that it is not irrevocable.

For a community which is aware of these added 
responsibilities of incorporation, it has many advantages.
It provides a form of government through which a 
community can express Itself, meet its problems or 
supply services. Furthermore, it enables a community 
to plan for Its future growth and development. It also 
results in more effective citizen control of government.

Arizona State Statutes provide for the incorpora
tion of a city or town in one of two ways. If two-thirds 
of the real property taxpayers residing in a community 
containing a population of five hundred or more inhabitants 
petition the Board of Supervisors to incorporate an area, and, 
if the Board is satisfied that the petition has been 
properly signed, the Board may issue an order declaring the 
community is incorporated as a city or town.
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Secondly, If the signatures of ten per cent of the real 
property taxpayers residing in a community which contains 
a population of five hundred individuals is obtained on 
a petition and the Board is satisfied that these signatures 
are valid, the Board must then call an Election within 
sixty days of the filing of the petition. The election, 
itself, must take place on the fourth Tuesday after the 
next following state general election.

After a community has achieved the status of being 
incorporated, citizens residing in the area may wish to 
disincorporate. To do so, two-thirds of the individuals 
residing in the area must petition the Board of Supervisors 
to disincorporate the city or town and to appoint a trustee 
who possesses the authority to pay all debts and otherwise 
wind up the affairs of the corporation.

In the event that a majority of taxpayers residing in 
the area wish to have a city or town reincorporated once it 
has been disincorporated, it may do so by petitioning the 
Board of Supervisors, once again. The law requires officers 
of the disincorporated city or town to deliver all books, 
papers, records, money and other property connected with the 
disincorporated city or town to the newly incorporated one 
which will be assuming all debts and liabilities of the 
disincorporated areas.
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Several attempts have been made to incorporate

new towns in Pima County, Arizona. A hearing to discuss 
the incorporation of the towns of Flowing Wells, Freehaven 
and Amphitheater Heights was held on March 23, 1959* An 
examination of the proceedings reveals that the petitions 
for incorporation of these three towns were filed.in an effort 
to prevent the City of Tucson from annexing the areas.

Santa Catalina is another case in point of a move 
by citizens to avoid annexation. At the time the original 
petition for incorporation was circulated, many taxpayers 
were apprehensive that the fourteenth Legislature of the 
State of Arizona would pass a bill which would have enabled 
the City of Tucson to annex the adjacent subdivisions.
However, when the bill was killed and the threat of annexation 
had, therefore, been avoided, many taxpayers demanded that 
their names be withdrawn from the original petitions.

The town of Sunnyside also tried to incorporate 
itself in June, 1948. However, due to an Insufficiency of 
signatures, Sunnyside’s petition to incorporate was denied 
by the Board of Supervisors.

Rincon Village has an interesting history. It was 
the only town in Pima County to be incorporated and then 
disincorporated by order of the Arizona Supreme Court which 
upheld the Superior Court’s prior decision of February 4, 1948.
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The South Tucson Gazette has described the history 

of South Tucson as both colorful and proud. It is just 
that. Due to its proximity to the City of Tucson,
South Tucson was confronted with several threats of future 
annexation on to the core city. In fact, one attempt by the 
City of Tucson to annex South Tucson resulted in a court 
case which went to the State Supreme Court. In recent 
years, relations between Tucson and South Tucson have vastly 
improved. In 1963, an eight point program was agreed upon 
by the Mayors of both cities and a trend towards "peaceful 
coexistence" has developed. The question still remains, 
nevertheless, as to whether the City of Tucson entertains any 
future plans to annex the City of South Tucson.

The City of Tucson is the largest area to be 
incorporated in Pima County. It was first incorporated as 
a village pursuant to Chapter fifty-two of the Howell Code.
At an election which was held on May 17, 1871, S. R. De‘ Long 
was elected as Tucson's first mayor and four councilmen were 
selected. The original towns!te of Tucson was given in trust 
to the corporate authorities of the Village of Tucson 
pursuant to an Act of Congress of the United States regarding 
towns and villages established on public lands of the 
United States. Mr. S. W. Foreman was later hired to con
duct a survey of the original towns!te for the sum of five 
thousand dollars.
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1877 and became a charter city on March 7» 1883.
As this research study will demonstrate, the 

history of incorporation of cities and towns in Pima County, 
Arizona, is the history of the struggle of communities to 
flee from the core city's attempts to annex new land.
Once this threat of annexation is past, however, most 
residents in these fringe areas choose to maintain their 
status as unincorporated areas.

Tucson was first incorporated as a city on February 7»



Chapter XI

Throughout the past several decades, man's 
insatiable appetite for open space and his desire for greater 
freedom have largely been responsible for the constant 
movement of the population from the central cities to the 
outlying areas. However, several additional factors under
lie this movement to the fringe areas. Some individuals 
were motivated by the belief that real estate costs in fringe 
areas would be lower than in the city. It is true that as 
city land is improved, the price of real estate tends to rise. 
Others moved because they were convinced residences could be 
constructed and maintained more inexpensively outside the 
city limits. With fewer building restrictions and regulations 
in effect as well as the absence of a building code 
establishing minimum standards, it was possible to use sub
standard materials at a considerable savings to both the 
builder and buyer. Still others moved outside the city to 
avoid higher city property taxes. It appears that they desired 
all the necessities provided by a city but were unwilling to 
pay their fair share of the costs.

1
Emmert, Eloise, An Annexation Study of Tucson, Arizona.

Master's Thesis, Tucson, 1951•Preface.
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Following their exodus to the fringe areas, 
residents are soon confronted with the problem of obtaining 
the necessary municlpal-type services. Taxes levied by 
special districts provide one possible solution to the 
problem. A general county tax, elementary and high school 
district taxes, a fire district tax, sanitary district tax; 
water district tax, mosquito abatement tax and flood control 
district tax are only a few of the assessments which are 
levied on individuals residing in an unincorporated area. 
Within a relatively short period, the resident of the un
incorporated area is painfully aware that his total property 
tax often runs seven or eight dollars higher than a comparable 
city tax. Thus, in an effort to arrive at a satisfactory
solution to his dilemma, the citizen has the chance to2
consider two alternatives.

In striving to combine the ’’advantages of the country 
with the necessities of the city,” an individual can choose 
to follow the path leading to annexation. On the other hand, 
the path leading to incorporation may seem to be much more 
appealing.

88
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Annexation, the attachment of unincorporated
3territory to the core city, has many advantages. It can 

relieve the county of many expenses by no longer requiring 
it to be responsible for policing the community, maintaining 
the road system, providing public library services or 
executing planning and zoning activities. Consequently, by 
alleviating the county of some of these major responsibilities, 
its financial situation most likely trill Improve. After 
annexation, there will be no need to organize a new and 
separate city government since the annexing city usually 
extends its services to cover the new area. Another advantage 
of annexation is that it gives residents in the fringe areas a 
voice in the government of the larger city of which they are a 
part. Thus, annexation can be regarded as a tool for building 
integrated and unified local governments. Furthermore, it 
serves the function of ensuring the orderly future growth of 
unincorporated areas; By extending a city*s zoning and 
building ordinances to Include the annexed area, unified 
planning and zoning will thereby be achieved. Then, too, by 
increasing a city's size, annexation results in raising the 
prestige and level of political influence of a city. It 
also permits a city to extend its legal boundaries and, 
therefore, provides the opportunity for expansion.

The American City; November, 1950, p. 136.
3



9.0
In spite of its many advantages, annexation also 

suffers from many disadvantages. In the event that a 
community’s needs are limited, annexation may be unnecessary.
Often times, too, an annexed community loses its personal 
Identity and some of its former individuality. If residents 
desire a higher degree of self-government, being a part of a 
larger city may be an unsatisfactory solution. The situation 
may also exist in which a community is distrustful of the 
government and politics of the larger city. Then, too, 
residents may feel annexation is a step toward greater 
urbanization. Therefore, they will oppose annexation in an 
all out effort to preserve the community’s rural character.
In short, annexation should not be considered if a community 
is physically,: economically or socially at variance with

4the annexing city.
The incorporation of a new city or town Involves the

creation of a new governmental entity. It is a legal entity
in which the boundaries are described and over which the
corporation is given jurisdiction. In the Charter of
Incorporation, the scope and range of powers of local

5authorities are clearly defined.

4
Scott and Keller; pp. 22-23
5Anderson, William and Weidner, Edward W., American City Government, 

Henry Holt & Co., New York, 1925, p. 203
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will have upon the community. Costs must not outweigh
savings. Although incorporation will automatically add a
new municipal.property tax, it often brings about a
reduction in insurance rates. The newly-formed city, it
appears, usually attempts to Improve its fire defense
system. If', however, the county or district fire protection
services are withdrawn as a result "of incorporation and
the new city chooses not to replace the former service pro-6
vided, incorporation could cause insurance rates to rise.

There are many advantages to incorporating a city 
or town. In the first place, it will provide a form of 
government through which a community can express itself, meet 
its problems or supply services. Secondly, a community is 
able to plan for its future growth and development and can 
zone its area against undesirable uses of land. It is highly 
likely that incorporation will result in more and better 
public services since it will provide a meaiis of coordinating 
the public services supplied by several special districts. 
Incorporation also results in more effective citizen control 
of government. Citizens, through exercising the vote, select 
a single city council rather than numerous candidates for 
various governing boards.
6

Before a territory decides to Incorporate, It
must first consider the overall financial effect incorporation

Scott and Keller', p* 73 .
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Incorporation also results in greater political effectiveness 
of a community. Responsibility for many local functions is 
shifted from the county to the city. Another advantage of 
incorporation is that a community represented by a local 
government is in a better position to compete with other 
municipalities in an effort to attract new business. An 
unincorporated community is, unfortunately, at a disadvantage. 
Separate incorporation helps to maintain the unity, pride 
and Individuality of a community. Then, too, if an area is 
separately incorporated, it will prevent a nearby city with 
hopes of annexing portions of the unincorporated community 
from doing so. Its most notable advantage, however, lies in 
the fact that the act of incorporation is not irrevocable. I£,
after having incorporated, the community is unhappy with its 
decision, it may file a disincorporation petition.

In addition to its many advantages, incorporation also 
has its drawbacks. For a community with limited needs, 
Incorporation may be completely unnecessary. Secondly, separate 
Incorporation of some areas will produce a city or town 
with inadequate resources to provide for its needs. For 
example, if a community is predominantly residential, after 
incorporation it may discover that it is unable to provide 
the desired level of services. Furthermore, incorporation of 
certain territories in .an urban fringe may block the 
future growth of the central city. Under some circumstances,
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incorporation can "be regarded as an undesirable step toward
urbanization* Often times, a community which possesses rural

7characteristics wants to maintain them.
The terms annexation and incorporation are frequently 

confused and are incorrectly used Interchangeably. 
Consequently, each term has been defined and analyzed 
separately in order to avoid and/or eliminate any misunder
standings or misconceptions of these concepts.

The incorporation of cities and towns in Pima County, 
Arizona, is the subject of this fascinating research study. 
Although Tucson and South Tucson are the only incorporated 
cities presently in existence in Pima County, eight major 
attempts have been made in the past to incorporate new areas. 
Thus, the purpose of this study comes clearly into focus: 
this paper contains a presentation of the history of 
incorporation in Pima County.

According to an article which appeared in the June 25, 
19^7 issue of the Arizona Daily Star.

The history of incorporated towns and villages has been 
one of official heartaches and high taxes. That everyone 
will sign a petition for incorporation is somewhat of 
a truism. But it is equally true that few who sign such 
petitions realize the future responsibilities 
incorporation entails.

IBID., pp. 76-787



Chapter XII

BROCHURE

At the present time, Pima County publishes no 
brochure containing factual and historical information 
about Arizona, Pima County and Tucson. Nevertheless, 
the demand for historical data is great as school-age 
children continue to deluge the Board of Supervisors 
office with inquiries about Pima County. Nor are demands 
for information strictly limited to school-age children. 
People contemplating a move within the County's boundaries 
also often seek pertinent data about the County.

The County used to forward all requests for 
brochures or material about Arizona, Pima County and 
Tucson to the Tucson Chamber of Commerce. However, the 
feasibility of designing its own “Facts and Figures" 
information sheet soon became self-evident. Therefore, 
as one of my major assignments, I was given the task 
of compiling facts about Pima County and the State of 
Arizona.

The results of my study are contained on the 
following pages. (See pp. 107-111)
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Chapter XIII

PERSONNEL

Pima County lacks a separate centralized personnel 
department. Due to the underlying philosophy that each 
elected official should have the opportunity to select 
and appoint his own staff members, full responsibility 
for personnel administration has been placed in the hands 
of individual department heads.

As the chief Personnel Officer for the Board of 
Supervisors office, Mrs. Hanna made the following 
observations. The Board office is responsible for:

1. Preparation of agendas, summaries, and Minutes;
2. Filing, indexing, micro-filming and storage of 

records
3. Processing of contracts, agreements, liquor licenses, 

franchise permits, motor vehicles, titles, processing 
of Sanitary District annexations and deletions and 
matters pertaining to schools;

4-. Legal Advertising;
5. Board correspondence;
6. Sale of county property;
7* Recording of documents (Deeds,.Ordinances) ;
8. Information bureau for the public— handling mail;

95
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Although the overall duties and responsibilities 
of the Board of Supervisors office were easily dlscernable, 
the division of responsibilities within the organization 
seemed somewhat hazy. Therefore, I was assigned the task 
of devising a position classification system for the office.

In order to determine position classification and 
personnel placement within the Board office, each employee 
was asked to prepare a job description and personal 
qualifications statement showing special skills and/or 
experience. Next, interviews were held with each individual 
in order to verify and supplement these statements. Each 
person was encouraged to comment upon his work load, work 
methods and working conditions. Personal observations made 
by the interviewer were also given careful consideration.

The following job descriptions are the end product 
and a composite summary of the researcher’s findings.



Chapter XIV

HOSPITALIZATION COSTS

According to Arizona Revised Statutes, 11-251, 
Paragraph 5» a major duty of the County Board of 
Supervisors is to "provide for the care and maintenance 
of the Indigent sick of the county." Although the 
County maintains Pima County Hospital for this purpose, 
present facilities are insufficient to cope with the 
demand for medical services. Consequently, since 
June, 1957, members of the Pima County Board of 
Supervisors have authorized the Chairman of the Board 
to contract out for these services.

The Board recently renewed its agreement with 
St. Mary's Hospital and Tucson Medical Center for the 
care of these indigent patients. However, before the 

. Board members held a hearing to discuss the possibilities 
of renewing last year's contract, I was assigned the 
task of compiling hospitalization rates for the past 
ten years.

A comparison of the old and new hospitalization 
rates reveals that over a relatively short period of time, 
hospitalization costs have sky-rocketed.in some areas.

97.



FIGURE 2
COMPARISON OF HOSPITALIZATION RATES (1957 - 196?)

Description 1957 1959 I960 1961 1963

All beds on a 25.00 25.00 28.00 32.50 37.50
contractual 
arrangement with 
Pima County 
(obstetrical, 
medical, surgical, 
and pediatric)

Caesarean
Section 15.00 15.00 15.00

Intensive 
Care Unit mmmm

Blood, when 
used, per 
pint
additional 2.45 4.95 4.95 5-75 5.75

NURSERYt

Newborn
Infants 4.00 4.00 6.00 6.00 8.00

Premature
Infants 6.00 6.00 8.00 8.00 10.00

General
Surgical
Cardiac 90.00 90.00 90.00 90.00 90.00

All other 
days of 

hospitaliza
tion 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 30.00

.98 .



COMPARISON OF HOSPITALIZATION RATES (1957 - 196?)

Description 1957 1959 I960 1961 1963

Cardiac Cathe
terization - 

2 days, all 
costs and 
expenses
Included —— —— 100*00 100*00 ■ 100*00

Open Heart 
Surgery - 

10 Days, all 
costs and 
expenses in
cluded 1,500.00 —  1,500.00 1,500.00 1,500.00

Beginning on 
the 11th 
day 35.00



COMPARISON OF HOSPITALIZATION RATES (1957 - 1967)

Description 1964 1965 1966 1967

All beds on a 4l.40 45*75 52.20 62.00
contractual 
arrangement with 
Pima County 
(obstetrical, 
medical, surgical, 
and pediatric)

Caesarean
Section ——

Intensive 
Care Unit 60.00 75.60 79.75 97.30

Bloodi when 
used, per 
pint
additional 5.75 7.00 7.00 10; 00

NURSERY!

Newborn
Infants 4.00 10.00 12.00 12.00

Premature
Infants 12.00 15.00 15.00 17.00

General
Surgical
Cardiac 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

All other days of 
hospitaliza
tion 41.10 41.10 52.20 62.00



COMPARISON OF HOSPITALIZATION RATES (1957 - 1967)

Description 1964 1965 1966 1967

Cardiac Cathe
terization - 
Z days', all 
costs and 
expenses
included 125.00 125.00 125.00 125.00

Open Heart 
Surgery - 

10 Days, all 
costs and 
expenses in
cluded 1,500.00 1,500.00 1,500.00 1,500.00
Beginning on 
the 11th
day 4l;10 41.10 41.10 41.10



Chapter XV

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE COUNTY INTERNSHIP

An Internship, as the word denotes, is a period 
of learning. It offers the opportunity to apply 
principles and theories to the realities of life. 
Consequently, participation in an Internship program is 
predicated upon the belief that an individual will benefit 
from the opportunity to adapt his educational knowledge 
to the professional job situation.

In my personnel management class at the University 
of Arizona, I studied about the usefulness of a position 
classification plan and discussed methods of designing 
job descriptions. Then, as one of my assignments during 
my internship, I was requested to design job descriptions 
for the Board of Supervisors office. While undertaking 
this task, I learned that a classification plan is not an 
attempt to evaluate what departments or employees should 
be doing, but only what they are doing. This plan 
evaluates only those duties which have been assigned to 
employees and are performed by them. In developing these 
job descriptions, I kept in mind three basic steps which 
I had learned in personnel management. First of all, I 
analyzed the work requirements of each position. Secondly,
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class titles. Third, written descriptions of work per
formed in each job were prepared.

I think Pima County is suffering the consequences 
of not having a centralized personnel department. A 
personnel department would be able to conduct such func
tions as recruitment, hiring, testing and firing of 
employees. At the present time, the situation exists in 
which a clerk typist in one department may receive three 
hundred dollars a month salary while an individual who 
has the same duties and responsibilities in another 
division may receive only two hundred and fifty dollars. 
This lack of uniformity in personnel practices has had a 
definite effect in lowering the morale of some employees.

Every first and third Monday and Tuesday of each 
month, I was invited to attend the formal meetings of the 
Board of Supervisors, I learned many facts about the 
Operation of county government by attending these meetings. 
First of all, I learned that the lowest bid is not 
necessarily the best bid. Therefore, I now see the im
portance of requiring all bidders to meet certain minimum 
specifications and submit their lowest and best bid. 
Secondly, I learned that all roads are primarily financed 
through the state gasoline tax. Out of every eleven cents

classes of positions were selected as well as descriptive
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collected on each gallon of gas, the state receives seven

cents♦ The County, In turn, receives Its share of the 
revenue from this tax based on Its population#

I also was to learn that zoning within Pima County 
Is a complex matter. On several occasions, taxpayers 
came to these meetings to protest approval of certain 
zoning petitions.

Board of Supervisors meetings permitted me to see 
democracy In action. Under this commission form of 
government, at least two board members had to be present 
In order for policy-making decisions to be made.

MPOSCORBM Is a word which sums up several fundamental 
principles of management. Attendance at the Board of 
Supervisors monthly meetings has taught me the significance 
of this seven letter word. I have seen, first hand, that 
planning, organizing, staffing, control, coordination, 
reporting and budgeting are essential elements to the 
successful and efficient operation of county government.

My Internship In county government has demanded 
the development of a skill In writing for the public.
In order to answer questions frequently asked by the 
public, a fact sheet about the State of Arizona and 
Pima County was devised. In addition, all correspondence
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from the public was promptly answered. One of the basic 
tenets of government learned at the University of Arizona 
Is that government employees are here to serve the public. 
Therefore, the County1s quick response to answer letters 
from the public reaffirms its attitude of how can we best 
serve you?

I would highly recommend this internship in 
county government to anyone who wishes to study about 
the intricacies of governmental operations at this level. 
In particular, this internship offered me the opportunity 
to develop my research capabilities. Two major research 
studies, No-Fence Districts In Pima County and The 
Incorporation of Cities and Towns In Pima County. Arizona. 
are the products of my work. Furthermore, this internship 
also enabledme to observe, in person, the organizational 
structure of Pima County and obtain an overview of the 
functions each department performs,

In regard to my educational training, I think the 
University of Arizona did an excellent job in preparing 
me for a career in public administration. The only 
recommendation I wish to make is that the university 
should require each graduate student to take a basic 
course in statistics, A knowledge of statistics is a 
prerequisite to the conduct of research at all levels 
of government.



In essence, my internship at the Pima County 
Board of Supervisors has been an excellent supplement 
to my formal education. The organizational principles, 
the management theories, and research techniques and 
methods which I studied at the University of Arizona are 
constantly being applied to my professional job situation 

The internship experience, truly, is one which 
is to be valued highly, but, which costs only time to
secure.



Chapter XVI

Appendix A

FACTS AND FIGURES ABOUT PIMA COUNTY 
AND

THE STATE OF ARIZONA

The State of Arizona:

Area: 113,909 square miles (One third 
of this area is the Indian 
Reservations)

Name: • Arizona is a name taken from the 
Papago Indian meaning place of a 
little spring

Representatives: Three
Senators: Two
Major Cities: Tucson, Phoenix, Mesa, Tempo and Yuma
Topography: Southern desert plains, diagonal 

mountainous "belt and high northern 
plateau

Climate: Dry and clear with sunshine eighty 
per cent of the time

Economy: Cotton, livestock, citrus, copper, 
manufacturing and tourists

Motto: Ditat Deus: God Enriches
Flower: The white waxy blossom of the Saguaro 

Cactus has been the official flower 
since March 18, 1901

Tree: The Palo Verde (A Spanish word 
meaning Green Stick) which has yellow 
blossoms will usually bloom in April 
and May

Bird: The Cactus Wren, the largest wren 
which grows up to seven inches long 
has been the official state bird since 
March 16, 1931
107
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Nicknamest Formerly the Baby State (Arizona 

was the last state to be admitted 
to the Union prior to the admission 
of Hawaii and Alaska)
Valentine State (The date of 
admission was February 14)
Copper State (Arizona produces over 
half of the nation’s copper supply)
Grand Canyon State (The Colorado 
River has worn a gap which is 21? 
miles long and a mile deep in the 
earth’s crust )

INTRODUCING PIMA COUNTY 
HOME OF THE COUNTY SEAT, TUCSON

Population: 327,000
Area: 9,24l square miles
Climate: Dry and clear with sunshine 

approximately three hundred and 
sixty days per year

Centers of 
Population: Tucson, South Tucson, Ajo and 

Green Valley
Educational

Facilities: Pima County will be the future home 
of a new junior college
It is the home of the University of 
Arizona with its present student 
enrollment of approximately twenty- 
two thousand students

Employment
Opportunities: Due to the rapid migration into 

the county which has taken place 
during the last five years, employ
ment opportunities are not as 
numerous as those in other counties. Therefore, new residents must be willing 
to wait their turn for the "right job."
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Major Industries 

and Other
Sources of 
Revenue t Copper Is one of the most Important 

sources of Income In the state.
Pima County has several major 
copper mines Including the Pima 
Mining Company which Is one of the 
leading copper producing mines In 
Arizona, the Palo Verde Mine,
New Cornelia, Mission, Esperanza and 
the Silverbell Mines. Tourism, 
Davis-Monthan Air Force Base and 
the University of Arizona are other 
large sources of revenue.

Sites of 
Interest: Pima County Courthouse (It will be 

one of the few old buildings pre
served under the urban renewal pro
ject)
Arizona Pioneers' Historical Society, 
9^9 E. 2nd Street (See the George 
Hand Diary which describes Tucson In 
Its territorial days)
Arizona State Museum 
Kltt Peak Observatory located atop 
a sacred mountain of the Papago 
Indiana which contains the world's 
largest solar telescope 
The Wishing Shrine, 3^5 South Main 
Street. In the 1870's Juan Olivers, 
a herder was killed in a quarrel with 
his father-in-law and burled in 
the shallow grave where he died. 
According to legend, those who 
b u m  candles over the grave will have 
their wishes come true.
San Xavier Mission, Home of the 
Papago Indian Reservation which is 
second in size, only, to the Navajos.

Specialized 
Services the 
County Provides t Maintains the public roads; Provides 

public health services; is in charge 
of furnishing public welfare; Issues 
marriage licenses; Issues age cards 
and auto licenses; Undertakes flood 
control measures; Assesses and collects 
school taxes; The County Sheriff 
polices the County;
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Historical Background: Originally called Ewell County, 
Pima County was one of four 
counties formed when the Territory 
of Arizona was first organized in 
I863. In I865, two additional 
counties were formed, Graham and 
Cochise which took parts of Pima 
County along its eastern side*
By 1910, Santa Cruz County was 
also taken from the area of Pima 
County, and, to date, still holds 
these boundaries.

History of 
Tucson: Tucson grew from a Piman Indian 

village. Throughout history, the 
place name Tucson referred to the 
fertile flood-plain area on the 
west bank of the Santa Cruz River 
in the vicinity of Sentinel Peak. 
("A" Mountain). Tucson was the 
capitol of Arizona from 186? to 
I877 until it was then transferred 
to Prescott.

Board of
Supervisor 
Meetings t Board members hold regular meetings 

to consider public problems on the 
first and third Mondays and 
Tuesdays of each month at ten 
o'clock in the morning. For those 
interested in seeing their County 
government in action, the public 
is cordially invited to attend.
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Governing Bodyt * The Pima County Board of Supervisors
is composed of three members. Under 
this commission form of government, 
all decisions must be made by this 
governing body meeting as a whole.
One member is elected from each one 
of the three districts. Elections are 
held during the even numbered years 
and members serve four year terms.
Upon their election, the Board 
appoints the County Clerk who is 
responsible for taking the Minutes of 
all meetings and keeping all records.
Present members of the Board Include t
Mr. Thomas S. Jay, Chairman (D)
Mr. Pete Rubi, Member (D)
Mr. Dennis B. Weaver, Member (R)
The Board members have been elected for 
terms beginning January 1, 1965. and 
ending December 31. 1968
Mrs. Elsa B. Hanna, Clerk of the 
Board, (Appointed)

FOOTNOTES

Arizona Revised Statutes. VIII, Section 11, 1956 
Caldwell, William N., Arizona --State Symbols and Constitution. 1962
County Planning Department, 1966 Population Study 
De Roos, "Arizona Booming Youngster of the West," National 

Geographic Magazine, pp. 299-3^3 
Valley National Bank, About Arizona. 1967. (Brochure)
Valley National Bank, Arizona Statistical Review. September,1964 
Valley National Bank, Map of Tucson. Arizona. 1965
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DEPUTY CLERK,(STENOGRAPHER IIIj: $540.00 per month plus
fringe benefits

RESPONSIBILITIES t This individual performs complex sec
retarial and clerical duties for the 
Clerk to the Board and members of the 
Board of Supervisors. She takes the 
Minutes at public Board meetings held 
on the first and third Mondays and 
Tuesdays of each month. Her shorthand 
notes are transcribed as she writes 
agendas, Minutes and summaries in third 
person narrative form. She also takes 
dictation at conferences and special 
meetings. When information is sought, 
the Deputy Clerk supplies information to 
callers based on a knowledge of depart
mental policies and practices. She per- 
'forms any other assignments which arise and 
are delegated to her.

TRAINING: High School Diploma: 2 Years College 
6 Years Experience
Good command of the English language
Typing - 75 WPM; Steno - 120 WPM
Knowledge of people— because the whole set
up involves the public

AGE: 25-40
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RECEPTIONIST t 

RESPONSIBILITIES t

TRAINING t

$325*00 per month plus fringe benefits

The receptionist answers the phone, 
keeps records of all calls, takes 
messages, gives information to persons 
making inquiries, places long distance 
calls, greets visitors and performs 
routine clerical work. She clips articles 
out of daily newspapers pertaining to 
County matters, keeps a record of all 
notary bonds received and notifies 
individuals when these notary bonds have 
been processed. On occasion, she pro
cesses liquor licenses and prepares 
jury lists.

High School Diploma 
45 WPM Typing Speed

AGI* 18-35
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ASSISTANT CLERK: 

RESPONSIBILITIES t

TRAINING t

$450.00 per month plus fringe benefits

This person Is In charge of keeping 
all files up-to-date. She maintains 
payroll records and is in charge of 
attendance, vacation and sick leave 
records. She records all deeds and 
resolutions and opens mail in the 
Clerk's absence. This Clerk is 
responsible for doing all departmental 
purchasing for the Board members. 
During lunch hour and coffee breaks, 
she acts as a relief receptionist.

High School Diploma 
45 WPM
4 Years Experience

AGE* 22-40
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(Tr/EftK TypiST IIIi $425.00 per month plus fringe benefits

RESPONSIBILITIESt This Clerk types agendas, summaries, and
Minutes on master multilith sheets for 
distribution. She types all notices, 
announcements, resolutions and letters 
as requested. All liquor licenses and 
water franchises are processed by her.
She is in charge of preparing, researching, 
distributing, keeping records of and 
billing of Jury lists. Not only is 
she accountable for the money received, 
but, she must deposit it with the Pima 
County Treasurer and keep the 
Finance Director well informed of amounts 
received. On occasion, she performs all 
filing and typing for one of the 
Supervisors.

TRAININGt

AGE 1

High School Diploma 
4 Years Experience 
55 WPM - Typing Speed 
Knowledge of filing

20-40
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RESPONSIBILITIES: This Clerk is in charge of Indexing all
Minutes of Board meetings. She pro
cesses all County payroll bonds, issues 
emergency vehicle permits as requested, 
accepts and releases trade-ins to 
firms, processes County automobile 
titles, proofreads work, writes all 
correspondence for "Ambulance of the 
Month," sets up the Board meeting room 
the first and third Mondays and Tuesdays 
of each month, keeps warrant and 
Minute books up-to-date, and is in 
complete charge of maintenance and opera 
tion of the Xerox machine. On occasion, 
she is responsible for training new 
employees.

TRAINING: High School Diploma
3 Years Experience
50 WPM - Typing Speed
Knowledge of filing and indexing

AGE: 20-40

CLERK TYPIST II: $350*00 per month plus fringe "benefits
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