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At the request of the Chairman, Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations, Senate Committee on Government
Operations, GAO conducted case studies on general revenue
sharing at 26 selected local governments throughout the
country, including Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

For the period January 1, 1972, through June 30, 1974,
Philadelphia was allocated a total of $119,024,669 in revenue
sharing funds or a per capita amount of $61.04 which was thne
maximum amount which could be paid to a Pennsylvania munic-
ipality under the Revenue Sharing Act. Of the amount alloca-
ted, $106,255,020 was received by June 30, 1974, and
$12,769,649 was received in July 1974. Revenue sharing tunds
allocated to Philadelphia were equivalent to about 12.3 per-
cent of its own tax collections.

The Chairman's letter listed seven areas on which the
Subcommittee wanted information. Following is a brief de-
scription of the selected information GAQ obtained in each
of these areas during the Philadelphia review.

-1. The specific operating and capital programs funded,
in part or in whole, by general revenue sharing 1in each
jursidiction.

As of June 30, 1974, Philadelphia had ooligated or ex-
pended all revenue sharing funds received and the interest
earned on the funds, about $119.1 miliion. Most of the
amount, $117.1 million, was earmarked to reimburse the gen-
eral fund for previously incurred payroll expenses.

2. The fiscal condition of each jurisdiction, including
its surplus or debt status.

For the 5 most recent fiscal periods, the city generally
had a net surplus in its combined operating funds. However,
the general fund, the largest operating fund, had a deficit
in each of the last 4 fiscal years.

The city's pension fund had an unfunded liability of
$566.1 million as of July 1, 1973. To meet this liability
the city will have to make large payments into the pension
fund in future years.

Philadelphia's outstanding bonded debt increased in each
of the last 5 fiscal years, from $867.4 million at the end of
1970 to $1.1 billion at the end of 1974,
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3. The impact of revenue sharing on local tax rates
and any changes 1in local tax laws, and an analysis ot local
tax ratesgs vis-a-vis per caplta ilncome.

Philadelphia's total tax collections increased each
year during the last 5 fiscal vears, from $353,966,000 in
1970 to $447,506,000 in 1974. During that period the rates
of the net profits and wage and earnings tax were increased
while the city government's mill rate for the real estate
tax decreased.

We were informed that without revenue sharing a tax
rate increase would have been necessary.

Qur calculations indicated that the percentage of family
income paid to the city, school district, and State government
varied as family income increased. A family with a 1973 in-
come of $7,500 paid 12.6 percent of its income in State and
local taxes; a family with an income of $12,500 paid 12.1 per-
cent; and a family with an income of $17,500 paid 12.2 percent.

4. The percentage of the total local budget represented
by general revenue sharing.

All revenue sharing funds allocated to Philadelphia
through June 30, 1974 (including the payment for the quarter
ended June 30, 1974, which was received in July 1974), were
budgeted for use in fiscal years 1973 and 1974. In 1973,
$67.9 million, or 7.6 percent, of the city's total budget of
$890 million was from revenue sharing funds. 1In 1974 revenue
sharing made up 5.8 percent of Philadelphia's budget.

5. The impact of Federal cutbacks in three or four
specific categorical programs and the degree, 1f any, that
revenue sharing has been used to replace those cutbacks.

e

In addition to revenue sharing the city received $100.8,
$144.1, and $108.5 million in Federal aid during fiscal years
1972, 1973, and 1974, respectively. GAO was informed that
the city did not plan to fund programs experiencing reductions
in Federal aid with either its own funds or revenue sharing
funds. However, city officials reported that other Federal

funds would' be available to offset reductions in some programs.

6. The record of each jurisdiction in complying with the
civil rights, Davis-Bacon, and other provisions of the law.
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According to the 1970 census, the civilian labor force
in the city consisted of 800,326 persons, of whom 41 percent
were female and 31.9 percent were blacks and Puerto Ricans.
As of June 30, 1974, city agencies had a total of 33,164 em-
ployees, of which 21.9 percent were females and 41.9 percent
were blacks and other minorities. Certain functions and job
categories had either low or high proportions of blacks.

The fire protection and police protection functions had §.6
percent and 21 percent, respectively, black employees; whereas
the sanitation and sewage and the hospital and sanatorium
functions had 84.9 percent and 74.4 percent, respectively,
black employees. Blacks made up 17.9 percent of the profes-
sionals and 83.5 percent of those in the service/maintenance
job category.

nt o :1
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Since December 31, 1971, a total of 68 complaints a

1
discrimination in employment because of race, sex, religio
belief, and national origin have been filed against city agenc-
ies. Because the complaints are on file with the separate
commissions having jurisdiction over city agencies, they could
include some duplication., Forty-seven had been closed at the
time of our review. In many cases, the complaints could not
be substantiated. 1In two civil rights suits, one against the
police department and one against the fire department, a Fed-
eral district court found that civil service entrance examina-
tions were discriminatory and ordered the city to develop new
tests. A suit against the police department alleging sex dis-
crimination was pending.

eging
us

Philadelphia had not earmarked its revenue sharing to
finance construction projects, therefore the Davis-Bacon
provision of the law was not applicable. The city charter
and its civil service regulations require that each employee
be paid according to the rates set forth in the pay plan for
the class of position in which he is employed. Therefore,
according to the personnel director, the city would have to
comply with the prevailing wage provision of the act.

7. Public participation in the local budgetary process,
and impact of revenue sharing on that process.

Although pPhiladelphia's budgeting process provides for
public hearings before the city council, GAO did not find
extensive participation by individuals or public interest
groups in the possible use of revenue sharing funds. Most
of those who did appear before the city council believed the
funds should be used in the human services programs experienc-
ing cutbacks in Federal categorical funds.

Tear Sheet iii
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INTRODUCTION

The State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972 (Public
Law 92-512), commonly known as the Revenue Sharing Act, pro-
vides for distributing about $30.2 billion to State and local
governments for a 5~year program period beginning January 1,
1972. The funds provided under the act are a new and differ-
ent kind of aid because the State and local governments are
given wide discretion in deciding how to use the funds.
Other Federal aid to State and local governments, although
substantial, has been primarily categorical aid which gen-
erally must be used for defined purposes. The Congress
concluded that aid made available under the act should give
recipient governments sufficient flexibility to use the funds
for their most vital needs.

On July 8, 1974, the Chairman, Subcommittee on Inter-
governmental Relations, Senate Committee on Government Opera-
tions, requested us to conduct case studies on general revenue
sharing at 26 selected local governments throughout the
country. The request was part of the Subcommittee's continu-
ing evaluation of the impact of general revenue sharing on
State and local governments. The Chairman requested informa-
tion on '

--the specific operating and capital programs funded by
general revenus sharing in each jurisdiction;

--the fiscal condition of each jurisdiction;

--the impact of revenue sharing on local tax rates and
tax laws, including an analysis of tax burden on re-
sidents of each jurisdiction;

--the percentage of the total budget of each jurisdiction
represented by general revenue sharing;

-—the impact of Federal cutbacks in several categorical
programs and the degree, if any, that revenue sharing
has been used to replace those cutbacks;

--the record of each jurisdiction in complying with the
civil rights, Davis-Bacon, and other provisions of the
law; and

--public participation in the local budgetary process
and the impact of revenue sharing on that process.
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Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 15 one of‘thé‘Qo sélectéd"
local governments, which include large, medium, and small
municipalities and counties and a mldwestern township.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

Philadelphia is located in southeastern Pennsylvania
and covers about 130 square miles. With a populatlon of
1,949,996 (accordlng to the 1970 census), it is the fourth
largest city in the United States. Its 1ndustr1es include
(1) the Port of Philadelphia--the Nation's leading import
center and second greatest shipping district, (2) the largest
oil-refining center on the east coast, and (3) about 34,000
retail, wholesale, and service establishments. In 1970, the
income per household was $9, 802 and the median 1ncome was
$7,741.

Philadelphia has a consolidated city-county government
headed by an elected mayor and 01ty council. The mayor
ap901nts a managing director who im turn appoints, with the
mayor s approval, the commissioners that head each city serv-
ice department. The mayor is elected for a 4-year term and
cannot serve for more than:. two successive terms. The city
council is composed of 17 ‘councilmen elected for 4-year terms.
One councilman is elected from each of the city's 10 approxi-
mately egually populated districts, and 7 are elected at
large. The responsibility for maintaining and operating
the public schools of the city rests with a nine-member BRoard
of Education appointed by the mayor,

The city prov1des such services as police and fire pro-
tection, library services, health and recreational facilities,
water supply, sewage disposal, construction and maintenance
of streets, and rubbish collection. The Southeastern Penn-
sylvania Transportatlon Authority, created by the State legis-
lature in 1963, is responsible for the city's transportation
system, Public assistance paymente are prov1ded by the Com-
monwealth, and numerous city and private agencies are involved
in social services for the poor, aged;, and other needy groups.
In addition to collecting its own taxes, the city collects
the taxes lev1ed by the Board of Education.

REVENUE SHARING ALLOCATION

Revenue sharing funds are allocated according to a
formula in the Revenue Sharlng Act. The amount available for
distribution within a State is divided into two portions--
one-third for the State government and two-thirds for all
ellglble local governments within the State.



The local government share is allocated first to the
State's county areas (these are geographic areas, not county
governments) using a formula which takes account of each
county area's population, general tax effort, and relative
income. Each individual county area amount is then allocated
to the local governments within the county area. ‘

The act places constraints on allocations to local
governments. The per capita amount allocated to any county
area or local government unit (other than a county government)
cannot be less than 20 percent nor more than 145 percent of
the per capita amount available for distribution to local
governments throughout the State. The act also limits the
allocation of each unit of local government (including county
governments) to not more than 50 percent of the sum of the
government's adjusted taxes and intergovernmental transfers.
Finally, a government cannot receive funds unless its allocation
is at least $200 a year.

To satisfy the minimum and maximum constraints, the Of-
fice of Revenue Sharing uses funds made available when local
governments exceed the 145 percent maximum to raise the al-
locations of the State's localities that are below the 20-
percent minimum. To the extent these two amounts (amount
above 145 percent and amount needed to bring all governments
up to 20 percent) are not equal, the amounts allocated to
the State's remaining unconstrained governments (including
county governments) are proportionally increased or decreased.

Philadelphia was constrained at the 145 percent level in

all four entitlement periods (January 1, 1972, through June 30,
1974). Our calculations showed that, if the allocation for-
mula were applied in Pennsylvania without the 20 percent mini-
mum and 145 percent maximum constraints, 50 percent limita-
tion, and $200 minimum allocation rule, Philadelphia's alloca-
tion for the period January 1, 1972, through June 30, 1974,
would have been $185,267,258. However, because these con-
straints were apvplied, Philadelphia was allocated 3$119,024,6569.
This includes $12,769,649 which was received in July 1974.

The following schedule compares per capita revenue shar-
ing payments and revenue sharing as a percentage of adjusted
taxes for Philadelphia, and its 1970 population of 1,949,996,
and the next two largest cities in Pennsylvania, Pittsburgh
and Erie, which had populations of 520,117 and 129,231, re-
spectively.
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Revenue sharing funds received for the
period Jan. 1, 1972 through June 30, 1974
Percent of

adjusted
Received taxes

(note a) Per capita (note b)
Philadelphia $119,024,5669 $61.04 12.3
Pittsburgh 31,747,119 61.04 16.4
Erie 5,368,385 41 .54 23.8

a/Includes payment received in July 1974 for quarter ended
June 30, 1974.

b/Fiscal year 1971 and 1972 taxes, as defined by the Bureau
~ of 'the Census, were used and adjusted to correspond to the
2-1/2-year period covered by the revenue sharing payments.

The 145 percent maximum constraint for the governments
in Pennsylvania totaled $61.02 per capita for the period.
The 20 percent minimum constraint was $8.41. The difference
between the $61.02 maximum constraint and the $61.04 shown
above for Philadelphia and Pittsburgh is due to rounding.

Pittsburgh was also constrained at the 145 percent level
for all four entitlement periods. However, the overall ef-
fect of constraints on governments in the State increased
Pittsburgh's allocation. When Philadelphia and other govern-
ments in Pennsylvania were reduced to the 145 percent level,
the excess was distributed to unconstrained governments in
the State; this excess was sufficient to bring the allocation
of certain governments, such as Pittsburgh, up to the 145 per-
cent level.



CHAPTER 2
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BUDGETING AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

IN THE BUDGETARY PROCESS

During fiscal year 1974 the city had 75 funds. Each fund
constitutes a distinct entity having its own resources, assets,
liabilities, and balances, which must be used and accounted
for in accordance with its creating authorization.

Category of Number of
fund funds

Operating 9
Capital projects 3
Enterprise 5
Working capital 2
Adency and trust 12
Pension ' 1
Sinking 3
Special 40

75

Among the city's operating funds, the general fund is
used to finance most of the cost of services provided by the
city. The general fund derives its revenues from taxes, fees,
fines, service charges, and grants from other governments.
Following is a brief description of other operating funds.

Water fund-—-accounts for usage charge revenues and ex-
penditures required to support the provision of water services
on a self-sustaining basis.

Sewer fund--accounts for revenues and expenditures re-
lated to the financing of sewer service on a self-sustaining
basis. Sewer charges are a fixed percentage of water usage
charges.,

County liquid fuels tax fund and special gasoline tax
fund~-account for funds received from the Commonwealth oOf
Pennsylvania to be used for highway purposes only,

Pier maintenance fund--accounts for funds received from
the rental of certain port facilities. These funds are dedi-
cated to pier maintenance expenses. ’

Parking facilities fund--accounts for revenues derived
from parking meter receipts and towing charges. These revenues
are used for operating the parking meters and parking facilities.




mmmmmmm
mmmmm

b

Grants revenue fund-—accounts for grant funds recerved
from Federal, State, and other governmental units. The funds
are used for various purposes dependlng on the terms of the
grant.‘

Aviation fund-—accounts for revenues and expenditures
relatlng to the operatlons of the city's two airports.

Other-01ty funds are summarrzed below by major category.

Capltal projects tund——accounts for authorizations,
resources received, and obligations made relating to projects
of a capital nature Resources consist primarily of the
proceeds of bond sales and Federal and State subsidies.

Enterprlse funds—naccount for revenues and expendltures
of, commercial-like activities of the city. Revenues are derived
from charges for goods . -and serv1ces. Obligations cannot ex-
oeed revenues received. ‘ : ; : ’

Work1ng capltal funds——account for revenues "and expendl—
tures of the city's procurement department in providing ma=-
terials and supplies and prlntlng service to other city depart-
ments. Revenues are derlved from using departments.

: Agency and trust funds——account for cash or other assets
which come "under city control in its capacity as agent or
f1duc1ary for property belonglng to others.

t

~Pension fund-vaccounts for pensrons provided to 01ty
employees. Revenues are derived from city, Commonwealth, and
employee contrlbutrons and earnrngs on accumulated assets.

h

Srnklng funds——account for assets accumulated for the re-
tLrement ot term bonds. '

. Special funds——account for Federal, State, and private
grants which must be used for Spec1flC purposes desrgnated by
the donor. . ‘

v

Durlng'flscal year 1974, the school dlstrlct of Phlla-
delphla had 30 funds 1n the followrng categories.

Number of funds

! ﬁ‘General | "}l,”
”‘Categorlcal 18
Bond ‘ o1
Other ‘ 10
| « 30



The school district's general fund is financed primarily
by local taxes and State subsidies. It covers normal operat-
ing expenses of the various educational, supportive, and ad-
ministrative programs of the school district, as well as
debt service costs of the capital program.

Other major funds maintained by the school district are:
Categorical funds--account for revenues and expenditures

involving Federal, State, and private grants. Revenues are
used for various purposes.

Bond fund--accounts for the proceeds of bond sales used
to finance the school district's construction program,

Other funds--account for revenue and expenditures re-
lating to food sales, warehouse operations, special accounts,
bequests, etc.

RELATIONSHIP OF REVENUE SHARING
TO TOTAL BUDGET

During the 2-year period ended June 30, 1974, the city
received revenue sharing payments totaling $106.3 million,
$22 million of which was an allocation for fiscal year 1972.
All revenue sharing allocated for the period January 1, 1972,
through June 30, 1974, (including the payment for the quarter
ended June 30, 1974, which was received on July 10, 1974)
were budgeted in fiscal years 1973 and 1974.

1972 1973 1974
Combined city operating
funds (note a) $§ 709,643,014 $ 890,018,492 S 874,874,824
School district gen-
eral fund (note a) __365,000,000 _ 380,603,400 403,371,000
Total (note a) $1,074,643,014 51,270,621,892 $1,278,245,824
1973 1974
Revenue sharing payments received $55,510,057 $50,744,963
Revenue sharing funds budgeted (note b) 67,946,076 51,078,593

Cunulative revenue sharing payments
received but not budgeted - -
percentage of city budget

represented by revenue sharing 7.63 5.84
Percentage of city and school budgets )
represented by revenue sharing 5.35 4,00

a/Net of interfund transfers.

b/Budgeted amounts included funds to be received in next fiscal
year.
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School district budget data is included in the foregoing
table to make the budgets comparable with those of governments
whose responsibilities include operating the local.school
system. Although independent school districts do not receilive
revenue sharing funds directly from the Federal Government,
financing public schools is a major :esponsibi}ity at the
local government level and represents a significant part of
the local tax burden. o , C ‘ '

Anticipated revenue sharing funds are budgeted as part
of the total general fund but are not applied to specific
departments until they are actually received. In fiscal
years 1973 and 1974, most of the revenue sharing payments
were applied in the public safety area. (The uses of actual
revenue sharing funds received are discussed,in detail 'in
ch. 3.) : ‘ ‘ :

Combined QOperating Budget

‘ : e Fiscal year
Department or agency . 1973 7 1974 1975

(000 omitted )mm——
Ccity Council | PR $ 1,699 $ '1,748 $ 1,902

office of the Mayor ' ‘ 1,363 |, 4,126 - 3,096
Office of the Managing Director’ ' © 11,096 14,891 13,287
pPolice Department ‘ 137,735 133,475 132,044
,Streets Depattment 69,506 62,627 65,007
Fire Department C ‘ T 39,978 41,407 43,465
Department of Public Health ' - 84,945 80,447 83,922
pepartment of Recreation ‘ 29,236 26,889 27,214
Department of Public Property ‘ 38,634 42,980 46,158
Department of Public Welfare . 56,328 56,838 57,674
Department of Licenses and Inspec- ‘ ‘
tions 9,763 . 9,186 8,112
pepartment of Records 1,445 1,423 1,484
Office of the Director ,of Finance _ 48,345 68,512 139,872
Department of Collectidns 115,800 120,635 127,423
Procurement Department ‘ 1,565 1,348 1,349
Treasurer's Office ' 221 246 269
Office of 'the City Representative 4,869 1,318 1,361
Department of Commerce - ‘ 24,218 21,956 33,534
Law Department . : ‘ 1,885 1,977 1,998
Free Library of Philadelphia 11,170 10,542 12,374
Personnel Department 1,512 1,870 1,980
Auditing Department 1,479 1,773 1,917
Board oft Revision of Taxes 4 1,930 2,051 2,211
Courts . " : . 33,017 40,716 38,264
District Attorney A P K] 5,525 4,918
Sheriff ‘ 3,078 3,231 3,886
City Commissioners : o 4,760 4,228 4,452

Water Department

s

Model Cities and Philadelphia

35,040 37,687 40,777

Anti-Poverty Commission 33,493 37,928 16,113
Various commissions and bqards 85,223 60,587 66,665
Total : : $904,106 $898,167 $982,728

Note: Budgets include interfund transfers of $14,086,507 in FY 73,
$23,296,176 in FY 74, and $12,361,999 in FY 75.

¢ 3



PUBLIC. INVOLVEMENT IN BUDGETARY PROCESS

Philadelphia's normal budgetary process includes (1)
preparation of operating and capital budgets by the mayor,
(2) recuirad public hearings on the bhudgets before city
council, and (3) approval of the oudgets by city council,

Operating budget preparation begins about 6 months prior
to the beginning of tne fiscal vyear being budgeted when city
agenciles submit preliminary revenue and expense estimates to
the city's office of director of finance. For the next
2 months, the estimates are analyzed and final budget policy
and limits are set by the mayor. During thes next month, the
mayor's budget is introduced to city council; and public
hearings, as reguired by City Charter, are nheld. Approxi-
mately 2 months later, or about 1 month before the begin-
ning of the fiscal year, the final operating budget is passed
bv city council.

Capital budget preparation begins about 10 months prior
to the beginning of the fiscal yezar being budgeted when all
project requests requiring city funds must be submitted to
the city's office of director of finance. Budget hearings
on these projects are then held by the city planning com-
migssion., Project reguests not requiring city funds must be
‘submitted to the office of director of finance 5 months prior
to the beginning of the fiscal year being budgeted. The
city planning commission gives its final approval to projects
and submits its recommended capital program to the mayor about
4 months prior to the beginning of the fiscal year. Gne
month later, the mayor submits his capital budget to city
council. Public hearings are then held by city council. Ap-
proximately 2 months later, or about 1 month before the begin-
ning of the fiscal year, the final capital budaget is passed
by city council. :

Reports on the planned and actual use of revenue sharing
funds have been published in local newspapers. However, the
city has not taken any unusual steps to publicize the program
or issued any special press releases to the media describing
the proposed uses of revenue sharing funds.

No mention of Federal revenue sharing funds was made
by public witnesses during the fiscal year 1973 appropriation
hearings. However, revenue sharing- funds, including possible
uses, were mentioned by public witnesses during city council
appropriation hearings for fiscal years 1974 and 1975.



Specifically, in the fiscal year 1974 nearings, a
coalition of over 100 health and social service agencies and
projects and a representative for child day care centers
testified that the city was putting its revenue sharing moneys
into its general fund while at the same time other federally
funded human service vprograms were having their funding cut.
They believed that revenue sharing funds shoula have been
used in the human services ar=2as which were being cut.

In the fiscal year 1975 hearings, five witnesses men-
tioned or referred to revenue sharing funds.

--Two witnesses who stated that none of the revenue
sharing was being used for social services or to
help the poor and aged. One of these two complained
that the funds were being svent without citizen input.

--0One witness who stated that the funds should be used
for recreation instead of funding the police depart-
ment.,

--0ne witness who stated that the funds could not be
used for funding the school budget. -

--0One witness who referred to the funds as one of the
sources of revenue for the citv.

‘We met with representatlv 5 of the following three publlc
interest grouos in the city to detern1ne their 1nvolvement in
city budgetary decisions.

League of Women Voters——The puroose of this organization
is to promote the informad and active part1c1pat1on of citizens
in government. It researches selected issues and informs the
citizens through publications and meetings.

Pennsylvania Economy Leaque--A nonpartisan, nonprofit
civic organization which defines and researches problems

of government, makes suggestions, and helps public off1c1als
find solutions.

North City Congress--This federation of neighborhood
groups, businesses, institutions, and individuals from that
area of the city heavily populated by minorities and generally
‘known as North Philadelphia is a nonprofit tax-exempt corpora-

tion. It serves about 25 local organlzatlons, espec1ally in
fiscal matters.

10



I'ne representative from the League of Women Voters
statad that the organization particicates in the obudget hear-
ings vefore city council, mainly on tne issue of school budg-
ets. The League has not taken a position on how revenue
sharing funds should be sgent, nor does it receive detailed
information on the city's operating budget.

The representative from the Pennsylvania Economy League
stated that the group has not frequently testiftied at the
budget hearings held by city council. 1It has informally
advised the city and other municipalities on the possible
uses of revenue sharing funds. This group is eqgually involved
in the uses of city revenues from other sources, and although
it did not receive more information on revenue sharing funds
than on other city funds, it deemed what it received to be

adequate.

The representative from the North City Congress stated
that the group has not been involved in the city's budgetary
process since the passage of the Revenue Sharing Act.

11



CHAPTER 3

e sttt it et s e

PROGRAMS FUNDED WITH REVENUE SHARING FUNDS [

Philadelphia was allocated $119,024,669 in revenue
sharing funds for the period January 1, 1972, through
June 30, 1974. 0Of the amount allocated, $106,255,020 was
received by June 30, 1974, and $12,769,649 was received in
July 1974. As of June 30, 1974, interest earned from in-
vestment of the funds totaled $64,684. The city has expended
the entire amount available for use.

As of June 30, 1974, Philadelphia had spent a total of
$119,089,353 in revenue sharing funds-~the first eight revenue
sharing payments, totaling $119,024,669, and $o4 684 in inter-
est earned on these funds.

USES OF REVENUE SHARING

The uses of revenue sharing described in this chapter
are those reflected by Philadelphia's financial records. As
pointed out in earlier reports on the revenue sharing program
("Revenue Sharing: 1Its Use by and Impact on State Govern-
ments,” B-146285, Aug. 2, 1973, and "Revenue Sharing: 1Its
Use by and Impact on Local Governments," B-146285, Apr. 25,
1974) fund "uses" reflected by the financial records of a
recipient government are accounting designations. Such
designations may have little or no relation to the actual
~impact of revenue sharing on the recipient government.

Por example, in its accounting records, a government
might designate its revenue sharing funds for use in financ-
ing environmental protection activities. The actual impact
of revenue sharing on the government, however, might be to
reduce the amount of local funds which would otherwise be used
for environmental protection, thereby permlttlng the "freed"
local funds to be used to reduce tax rates, to increase ex-
penditures in other program areas, to avoid a tax increase
or postpone borrowing, to increase yearend fund balances,
and so forth. ‘ ‘ “

Throughout this case study, when we describe the purposes
for which revenue sharing funds were ‘used, we are referring
to use de51gnatlons as reflected by c1ty flnanCLal records,

12



Functional uses

As of June 30, 1974, the city had expended the entire
amount of $119,089,353 in revenue sharing and interest earned
for operations and maintenance purposes. The schedule on
page 14 shows the broad functional uses of revenue sharing
funds.

Function As of June 30, 1974

Public safety $ 72,403,328
Environmental protection 20,549,522
Recreation 12,259,634
Libraries 6,140,015
Financial administration 3,998,840
Public transportation 2,470,000
Health 1,267,964

Total $119,089,353

Specific uses

Most of the revenue sharing funds were used to reimburse
the general fund for previously incurred expenditures for
personal services. Specifically, they were applied to selected
payroll areas within various departments. The following
schedule shows the elements to which $117 million of the $119
million in revenue sharing payments were applied as payroll
reimbur sements.

The remaining $1,960,618 received by the city was applied
in fiscal year 1973 to the department of public property to
subsidize commuter rail service provided by two railroads.

City officials planned to use future revenue sharing
payments for the same activities as in the past, but greater
or lesser amounts may be allocated to specific activities
than expended to date.

ACCOUNTING FOR REVENUE SHARING FUNDS

Funds were placed in a separate bank account, where they
remained for a few days until certain administrative actions
concerning the funds were completed. The funds were then
transferred to the city's general fund bank account. The
transfer was a reimbursement for expenses that had previously
been incurred and pvaid out of the general fund. After the
transfer, a detailed schedule of the charges to revenue shar-
ing funds was prepared. The charging process has built-in
safeguards against the improper application of Federal revenue
sharing as matching funds to other Federal grants,
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Department and element
to which applied

Police Department:
Community protection and services

Fire Department:
Fire fighting

Department of Streets:
Street cleaning, refuse collection,
and disposal
Construction and maintenance

Department of Recreation:
Provision of recreation services
Maintenance of Fairmount Park
Art Museum
General support
Museum of Philadelphia History
Camp William Penn.

Free Library:
City library service

Department of Collections:
Collection of general and special
fund revenue

Director of Finance:
Financial planning and analysis
Accounting operations ‘
Data processing operations

Department of Public Health:
Investigation of deaths
General support

Department of Licenses and Inspections:
Construction code enforcement

Board of Revision of Taxes:
Tax assegssment

City Treasurer:
Deposit, investment, and disburse-
ment of cash

Total

14

Amount Total
(000 omitted)
546,394 S 46,394
24,905 24,905

20,550
..509 21,059
8,797
2,570
665
192
17
_;g 12,259
6,140 6,140
1,888 1,888
280
384
67{ 1,335
649
___ng 1,268
_lngg 1,105
711 711
66 66
$117,130

e

e
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AUDITS OF REVENUE SHARING

The controller of the city of Philadelphia has made one
audit of revenue sharing funds, and a report was issued on
October 15, 1974. According to the report, the audit covered
financial and compliance matters for the year ended June 30,
1973, and was made in accordance with generally accepted audit-
ing standards and the "Audit Guide and Standards for Revenue
Sharing Recipients" issued by the Office of Revenue Sharing.

The report presents the opinion that the various fi-
nancial statements present fairly the expenditures, cobliga-
tions, and status of Philadelphia's revenue sharing funds
for the year ended June 30, 1973.

The report states that a study of compliance was made as
prescribed in the audit guide and disclosed no noncompliance.

From November 12 through November 21, 1974, auditors
from the Office of Revenue Sharing (ORS) reviewed the con-
trols and auditing procedures that were used by the controller
of the city of Philadelphia while auditing revenue sharing
funds. The objectives of the review were to (1) evaluate
the quality of the audit staff, (2) determine if the audit
was adequate, and (3) make an audit of revenue sharing
funds if that made by the controller was not adequate.

The report stated that the controller's staff was
well qualified and that the audit of revenue sharing funds
was adequate. As a result, the ORS auditors did not make
an indepth financial audit and compliance review of the
funds received by the city.
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CHAPTER 4

COMPLIANWCE PROVISIONS OF THE REVENUE SHARING ACT

The act provides that, among other requirements, each
recipient shall

-mcreate a trust fund in which funds received and interest
earned will be deposited. Funds will be spent in ac-
cordance with laws and procedures applicable to expendi-
ture of the recipient's own revenue;

--use fiscal, accounting, and audit procedures conforming
to guidelines established by the Secretary of the
Treasurys;

--not use funds in ways which discriminate because of
race, color, national origin, or sex;

--under certain circumstances, not use funds, either
directly or indirectly, to match Federal funds under
programs that make Federal aid contingent upon the
recipient's contribution;

--observe requirements of the Davis~Bacon Act on certain
construction projects in which the costs are paid out
of the revenue sharing trust fund;

--under certain circumstances, pay employees who are
paid out of the trust fund not less than prevailing
rates of pay; and

-~-periodically report to the Secretary of the Treasury
on how it used its revenue sharing funds and how it
plans to use future funds. The reports shall also
be published in the newspaper, and the recipient shall
advise the news media of the publication of such re-
ports.

Further, local governments may spend funds only within a
specified list of priority areas.

For purposes of this review, we gathered selected in-
formation relating to the nondiscrimination, Davis-Bacon,
and prevailing wage provisions.

NONDISCRIMINTION PROVISION

The act provides that no person in the United States
shall, on the ground of race, color, national origin, or sex,
be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of,
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or be subjected to discrimination under any program Or
activity funded, in whole or in part, with general revenue
sharing funds.

In Philadelphia the Home Rule Charter provides that
“No person shall be appointed or promoted to, or demoted or
dismissed from, any position in the civil service, or in
any way favored or discriminated against with respect to
employment in the civil service because of his race, color,
religion, national origin, political opinions or labor union
activity lawful for municipal employees.” The charter also
created the Commission on Human Relations to administer and
enforce all statutes and ordinances prohibiting discrimina-
tion against persons because of race, color, religion, or
national origin. The powers of the commission and the em-
ployment, housing, and public accommodations practices con-
sidered unlawful are spelled out in chapter 9-1100 of the
Philadelphia Code.

The city's personnel director stated that Philadelphia
had not adopted an affirmative action plan. We were informed,
however, that a plan had been drafted and its approval was
expected in the near future.

The nondiscrimination policy of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania is described in the Pennsylvania Human Relations
Act of October 27, 1955, as amended. The act prohibits dis-
criminatory practices in employment, housing, and public ac-
commodations because of race, color, religious creed, an-
cestry, sex, or national origin. It established in the
Governor's office the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission
to administer the provisions of the act.

Both the Philadelphia Commission on Human kelations and
the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission have been granted
broad powers to enforce the nondiscrimination ordinances and
laws. Each is empowered to hold hearings; compel the attend-
ance of witnesses and the production of documents and other
evidence; and if necessary, issue subpoenas requiring the
attendance of witnesses and the production of documents. If
it is found that an unlawful discriminatory practice exists,
an attempt is made to eliminate such practice by conciliation
and persuasion. If this approach fails, each Commission is
required to issue a written order requiring the violator to
cease and desist from such unlawful discriminatory practice
and may seek enforcement of its order from the courts.
Although the Philadelphia Commission on Human Relations has
enforcement power over other employers in the city, it has
no enforcement power over city agencies. If conciliation
fails, the case may be administratively closed or may be
reported to the mavyor for further action.
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Comparison of local government
work force and. c1v111an labor force

Accordlng to the 1970 census, the civilian labor force
in the city of philadelphia consisted of 800,326 persons.

‘ Male ~ ~  Female - Total
- Number  Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Total 470,838  59.0 329,488 41.0 800,326 100.0
Black 134,362  16.9 114,093 14.2 248,462 31.1
Puerto o S
Rican 4, 790 .6 2,060 o2 6,850 . .8

‘ Statlstlcal 1nformat10n furnlshed us by the clty s per—
" sonnel department showed that, as of June 30, 1974, the city
government had a total of 33,164 employees.

Male - Female Total

Num~-~ . Per- Num-—_ Per- Num=  Pet~

| ber cent ber cent  ber cent

White . 16,117 48.6 3,152 9.5 19,269  58.1

Black K 9,572 28.9 4,033 12.2 13,605 41.1

Spanish surname 179 5 51 .2 230 o7

Asian American 29 1. 9 - .. .38 .1
‘American Indian 5 - 2 - 7 -
Other o 11 - 4 - 15 -

Totai o 25,913 }‘78,1»"v7 251 21.9 33,164 100.0

R

Durlng ‘the year ended June 30, 1974, the 01ty government
‘hired a total of 2,380 persons. An ana1y51s of the race,
color, and sex of these people followu.‘

Male _g“ ‘ Fema1e¥3 ‘ Total

Num-~  Per- Num-  Per- Num- Per-
ber egent ber cent ber cent
White 998 41.9 394  16.6 1,392 58.5
Black * 635 26,7 - 300  12.6 935 . 39.3
Svanish surname 30, 1.3 12 5 42 - 1.8
Asian American. - 5 .2 5 2 10 -4
Amer ican Indian = = = - - - - -
Other o ‘l N - il - 1
Total 1,669  70.1 711 29.9 2,380 100.0
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A deteiled breakdown of the above statistics by function
and job category is presented in appendixes I and II. We
were unable to prepare a similar analysis of promotions for
the year ended June 30, 1974, since the city does not main-
tain such statistics.

The city government employment statistics showed a
significant difference in the percentage of females on its
work force (21.9 percent) when compared to the percentage of
females in the total civilian labor force (41 percent).
Although the percentage of blacks in the city government
work force (41.1 percent) was greater than the percentage of
blacks in the total civilian labor force (31.1 percent), the
data showed certain functions and job categories with either
low or high proportions of blacks. For instance, of the
3,024 persons engaged in the fire protection function, 260
(8.6 percent) were black; and of the 9,401 persons in the
police protection function, 1,975 (21.0 percent) were black.
On the other hand, of the 3,177 persons engaged in the sanita-
tion and sewage function, 2,696 (84.9 percent) were black;
and of the 2,206 persons employed in the hospital and sana-
torium function, 1,641 (74.4 percent) were black.

In the various job categories, 22.2 percent of the
officials/administrators were black, 17.9 percent of the pro-
fessionals, and 20.4 percent of those employed in protective
service., In the paraprofessionals category, 79.2 percent of
the employees were black and 83.5 percent of those in the
service/maintenance job category were black.

We discussed the above employment statistics with the
city's personnel director. His comment was that the statis-
tics showed the "net effect to date of the merit system in
the city of Philadelphia."

As discussed later in this chapter, steps are being
taken, as a result of court orders, to improve the racial
composition of the police and fire departments.

Complaints against the city

Between December 31, 1971, and September 30, 1974, the
Philadelphia Commission on Human Relations received 22 com-
plaints of discrimination in employment against city agencies.
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Number

[

Discrimination in conditions of employment based on:

Race 7
Sex 1
National origin and sex 2
10
Termination of employment based on:
Race 4
Religious beliefs 1
5
Discrimination in hiring based on:
Race 3
National origin and race 1
4
Discrimination in promotional opportunity based on:
Race 1
Sex 1
2
Discrimination in promotional opportunity and condi-
tions of employment based on:
Religious beliefs 1
Total 22

Sixteen of the above cases had been closed at the time
of our review., Fourteen were closed because the charges
had not been substantiated; one was closed as an administra-
tive action because conciliation was not possible and the
Commission had no enforcement power over city agencies; and
in the other case adjustment was satisfactory.

L

During the same period, the Pennsylvania Human Relations
Commission received 25 complaints of discrimination in em-
ployment against city agencies. These are summarized on the
next page. ‘
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Discrimination in hiring based on:
Race
sex
National origin
Age

Termination of employment based on:
Race
National origin

Discrimination in conditions of employment based on:
Race
Sex
Race and sex
Religious beliefs

Discrimination in promotional opportunity based on:
Race

Demotion based on:
Race

Termination of employment and discrimination in
conditions of employment based on:
Race

Total

As of September 30, 1974, 15 of the above cases
closed. In seven cases, the charges were not substan
in three cases, the complaints were withdrawn; and in
five cases, satisfactory adjustments were obtained.

As of July 31, 1974, the Federal Egual Employmen

Number

v ko o kv

IM IO\ ll—‘b—-‘N[\)

-

1

25

had been
tiated;

t Oppor-

tunity Commission (EEOC) listed a total of 21 complaints
against Philadelphia agencies regarding discrimination in

employment. These are summarized on the next page.

21



ﬁpmber

Discrimination in terms and conditions of employment
based on:
Race
National origin

o [

Discharge because of:
Race
Sex
Religion

lo o

Discrimination in hiring based on:
Race
Sex
National origin

!CD IF—‘MU‘I

Discrimination in promotion, qualification, and
testing because of:
Sex

o

Discrimination in advertising because of:
Sex

Total

I
= |

As of July 31, 1974, 16 of the above cases had been
administratively closed (15 because the complainant failed to
proceed or EEOC was unable to contact the complainant and
1 because EEOC did not have jurisdiction over the complaint);
1l had been turned ovar to the Department of Justice; and
4 were still ovpen.

Civil rights suits

The courts have adjudicated two suits brought against
the city's police and fire departments for discrimination in
employment. One other suit against the police department is
pending before the court.

As a result of a civil suit brought against the Phila-

delphia police department, the United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania, on April 10, 1973,
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issued a decree, with the consent and agreement of all
parties, ordering the department to make certain changes
in its hiring policies and procedures,

The court ordered (1) that the department, until further
order of the court, not hire any new members except to fill
vacancies; (2) that procedures specified by the court be
followed with respect to background investigations of applic-
ants, including reevaluation of backgrounds of previously re-
jected applicants; and (3) when the new entrance examinations
become available (the current examinations had been judged by
the court to be discriminatory), all applicants who, since
July 1, 1969, have been rejected for employment by reason of
failing to pass the entrance examination shall be afforded the
opportunity to take the new examination.

The court order also provided that those previously
rejected applicants who are hired after reevaluation of their
backgrounds pursuant to the procedures specified by the court,
shall be treated for pay purposes as if they had been hired
on the date when they originally should have been hired.
Similar provisions are made for those previously rejected
applicants who successfully pass the new entrance examination.
The city solicitor informed us that a new entrance exam was
being developed and that the city agreed to abide by the
court decree.

On July 26, 1974, the United States District Court for
the Eastern District of Pennsylvania issued a decision on a
motion for a preliminary injunction in a civil action against
the Philadelphia fire department. The action had been ini-
tiated by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and others to ob-
tain relief from alleged discriminatory employment practices
by the department.

The court concluded from the evidence presented that
the plaintiffs had established a prima facie case of racial
discrimination with respect to the hiring practices of the
fire department. The court found that the percentage of
blacks in the fire department (8 percent) was low when com-
pared to the percentage of blacks in the city population
(33.6 percent) and that there was no demonstrable relationship
between the written civil service examination and successful
performance on the job. Accordingly, the department was
enjoined from hiring new uniformed firefighters unless the
firemen were hired from the current eligibility list in a
ratio of one qualified minority member for every two guali-
fied whites. The injunction is to remain in effect until
a valid, job-related examination and racially neutral
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gselection procedures are>devéloped and implemented. . We were
informed by the city's personnel director that a new qualify-
ing test is being developed.

A case involving sex discrimination in the police de-
partment is pending before the district court. This suit
was filed in February 1974, by the Justice Department against
the city of Philadelphia and against the police commissioner
and other city officials. 1In the complaint, the Attorney
General aileges that the defendants have pursued and continue
to pursue employment policies and practices which discriminate
against women because of their sex. The charges include fail-
ure or refusal to recruit, hire, and promote women on an equal
basis with men; use of gualifications and selection standards
which have an adverse impact on women; and retaliation against
individuals who have opposed the defendants' unlawful employment
practices.

Discussion with civic organizations

We discussed the employment practices of the city with
representatives of the League of Women Voters, the Pennsylvania
Economy League, and the North City Congress.

The representative of the League of Women Voters stated
that her group has not made any studies on the subject of dis-
criminatory employment practices by the city. Any complaints
about discrimination received by the group are usually referred
to the appropriate agency. The representative of the Penn-
sylvania Economy League stated that the League does not get
involved with discrimination problems or complaints. The
representative of the North City Congress stated that the
organization very rarely gets involved with discrimination
complaints against city departments. Mainly, it has inter-
vened in cases involving discrimination in private industry.

Services and capital projects

We did not find any instances where city departments
receiving revenue sharing funds were providing services in
a manner that obviously had the effect of discriminating
against any group of service recipients.

As mentioned previously, the city of Philadelphia did
not fund any capital projects with revenue sharing.

DAVIS-BACON PROVISION

The Revenue Sharing Act provides that all laborers and
mechanics employed by contractors and subcontractors to work
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on any construction project of which 25 percent or more of

the cost is paid out of the revenue sharing trust funa will

be paid at rates which are not less than wage rates prevailing
on similar construction in the locality as determined by the
Secretary of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon Act,

as amended.

The city of Philadelphia did not fund any construction
projects through revenue sharing; consequently, the Davis-
Bacon provision of the law did not apply.

PREVAILING WAGE PROVISION

The act provides that certain recipient employees whose
wages are paid, in whole or in part, out of the revenue shar-
ing trust fund shall be paid at rates which are no lower than
the prevailing rates for persons employed in similar occupa-
tions by the recipient government. The individuals covered
by this provision are those in any category where 25 percent
or more of the wages of all employees in the category are paid
from the trust fund.

Philadelphia revenue sharing funds were used to reim-
burse the general fund for expenditures for personal services.
Each revenue sharing payment was applied to payroll vouchers
for selected elements within the various city departments.

No payroll voucher was reimbused completely with revenue shar-
ing funds; reimbursement varied from 17 to 53 percent.

We discussed the city's compliance with the prevailing
wage provision of the law with the personnel director. He
stated that the city would have to comply since both the
Home Rule Charter and the civil service regulations require
a classification plan with a corresponding pay plan for all
positions in the civil service. Positions are to be based
upon similarity of duties and responsibilities, so that the
same gualifications may reasonably be required for all posi-
tions in the same class. It is further required that each
employee be paid at a rate set forth in the pay plan for
the class of position in which he is employed. The personnel
director also stated that about 30,000 of the city's employees
belong to collective bargaining organizations or unions,
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CHAPTER 5

FINANCIAL STATUS

TREND OF FUND BALANCES

’The following séhedules show the cumulat@ve surplus or
deficit ending fund balance for each of the city's and school
district's major funds for fiscal years 1970 through 1974.

City funds 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

Junhufi- N rovus ey

{000 omitted)

Operating funds:
General (note a) §19,789 -$36,430 -$18,763 $-10,991 §$ -8,797

Water 2,189 3,355 9,654 9,896 3,758
Sewer 2,902 3,428 12,243 13,592 12,599
Ligquid fuels tax 184 672 933 1,529 970
Special gasoline ~599 -1,207 3,791 2,019 3,063
Pier maintenance 260 279 370 571 630
Parking facilities 595 1,136 1,841 1,120 817
Aviation (note b) - - - - 274
Enterprise ‘
(note c) 202 170 274 173 169
Total $25,522 -8$28,597 $10,343 $ 17,900 $ 19,543

Special funds ‘ ‘
 (note c¢) § 2,276 $ 4,881 $ 2,932 $ 2,352 $ 1,200

Pension fund (note d) 25,074 39,9815 57,384 100,148 138,143
Q/Reflects'retroabtive adjustments based on changes in accounting methods
so that comparability with procedures used in fiscal year 1974 could

be accomplished. ‘ :

'Q/Includéd'in general fund for fiscal year 1970 through fiscal vear
1973. ‘ ‘

g/Includes'bnly those funds available for expenditure.

d/Includes only the balance avgilable for payment of benefits.

School

district funds . 1970 1971 | 1972 1973 1974
| (000 omitted) ‘
General -$2,945 -$5,921 -$36,187  $1,482 $ 27
Categorical 1,018 3,535 5,279 3,287 989
Common trust 562 578 594 639 658
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As of July 1, 197. and 1973, the city's pension fund had
unfunded liabilities of $541.6 and $566.1 million, respec-
tively. These amounts were determined through actuarial
studies made for the city by a firm of certified public ac-
countants. The unfunded liability is the difference between
the actual assets of the pension system and the assets it
would have had if the actuarial requirements (normal cost)
had been met currently each year, and if additional amounts
had been deposited to fund the costs of liberalized benefits,
unanticipated pay increases, or other unexpected costs. As
a result of the above liability, the city will have to make
large payments into the pension fund in future years. Each |
year the pension fund has been receiving an amount equivalent
to the total of (1) the actuarial normal cost for the vyear,
(2) a portion of the unfunded liability (as a result of court
actions), and (3) 7-percent interest on the remainder of the
unfunded liability.

INDEBTEDNESS

The following schedules show that the outstanding debt
of the city and the school district has been gradually increas-
ing between fiscal years 1970 and 1974.

__Fiscal year ended June 30
1971 1972 1973 1974

1970 -

et

(000 omitted)

City gross outstanding
general obligation
bonded debt $930,406 51,027,352 51,056,568 $1,108,671 $1,057,068

Less sinking fund
assets 62,964 64,005 61,583 67,322 71,809

Net city outstanding ;
general obligation :
deot 867,442 963,347 994,985 1,041,349 985,259

Gross revenue bonds
outstanding - - - - 75,000

Less debt reserve
fund assets - - - - 5,790

Net outstanding rev-
enue bonds - - - - 69,210

Net city outstanding
bonded debt $867,442 § 963,347 5 994,985 $1,041,349 $1,054,469

School district H
gross outstanding :
general obligation
debt $369,226 $ 395,593 § 410,648 $ 382,911 $ 398,804

Less sinking fund
assets 293 179 420 717 1,034

Net school district
outstanding bonded
dept $368,933 $ 395,414 $ 410,228 $ 382,914 $ 397,770
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Borrowing procedures

Issuing bonds recquires authorization from the city council
and, under certain circumstances, ratification by the electors.
The Pennsylvania Constitution permits the c¢ity to incur debt
based on a percentage of the assessed value of taxable realty
in the city without voter consent. However, when the percent-.
ages are exceeded, voter consent is required by law.

In the past, the city issued only general obligation bonds
to finance city debt. 1Its entire faith, credit, and taxing
power were irrevocably pledged for the prompt and full payment ’ g
of these bonds. A portion of the general obligation debt was '
declared by the courts to be self-supporting because the pro-
ceeds were being used to finance self sustaining facilities,
such as airport hangars, harbor piers, and parking garages.
However, under the First Class City Revenue Bond Act of 1972,
the city was authorized to issue bonds for revenue producing ‘
projects, to be repaid solely from project revenues. The E
first series issued under this act was dated May 1, 1974, and
consisted of $75 million in water and sewer revenue bonds.

The issuance of school district general obligation bonds
is authorized by the Board of Education and, under certain
circumstances, requires ratification by the electors. Penn-
sylvania law permits the school district to incur debt based
on a percentage of total general fund revenues without voter
consent. However, when this percentage is exceeded, consent
of the electors is required. There is no limit to the amount
that may be borrowed with voter consent.

Prior to 1968, the city's general obligation bonds were
rated "A" and considered as upper medium grade obligations by
Moody's Investors Service, Inc. Since 1968, Moody's has rated
the city's general obligation bonds as Baa-l, a rating given
to bonds which Moody's believes possess the strongest invest-
ment attributes of the Baa group (medium grade obligations).

Prior to fiscal year 1974, the school district lost its
credit rating for a period of time because of financial prob-
lems. However, as a result of being able to present a bal-
anced budget, the credit ratings of the school district were
restored to Baa (medium grade obligations) by Moody's. The !
school district issued general obligation bonds on March 1,
1974.

Neither the city nor the school district has had any
problems in bond sales during the last 3 years due to voter
rejection, incomplete subscription, or high interest rates.
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However, the school district did not attempt a bond sale
during the period when it had lost its credit rating.

Borrowing restrictions

The city, in incurring tax-supported general obligation
debt, is limited by the State constitution to an amount equal
to 13.5 percent of the average assessed valuation of taxable
realty during the preceding 10 years. In addition, indebted-
ness cannot be increased by an amount exceeding 3 percent of
the average assessed valuation without the consent of the
electors at a public election. The city may issue obligations
to mature in not more than 50 years and provision for establis-
ment of a sinking fund to be funded in periodic installments
is required. Self-supported general obligation debt and re-
venue debt are both excluded from computations determining
the amount of the city's borrowing limitations. As of July 1,
1974, the city had a legal debt margin of $104,620,808. This
was based on a legal debt limit of $618,689,701 and debt of
$514,068,893 applicable to this limit.

The city issues short term revenue and bond anticipation
notes for temporary financing. Revenue anticipation notes
must be liquidated by the end of the fiscal year in which
igssued. They are used to provide funds during the months of
July to February to offset an adverse cash flow in the city's
general fund. For the first time in its recent history, the
city, in fiscal year 1974, issued bond anticipation notes.
These were retired at the end of fiscal year 1974 from the
proceeds of the sale of water and sewer revenue bonds.

The school district may incur nonelectoral debt in an
amount equal to 100 percent of its borrowing base. The
borrowing base is equal to one-third of total general fund
revenues from all sources (exclusive of debt service revenue)
for the 3 years prior to the year of borrowing. There is no
limit to the amount that may be borrowed with electoral con-
sent. In addition, the school district finances certain
school construction projects through the State Public School
Building Authority. Under this financing method, the authority
constructs the projects and then enters into lease purchase
agreements with the school district. The school district
may incur lease rental debt and nonelectoral debt in an
amount equal to 150 percent of its borrowing base. After
a bond issue of March 1, 1974, the debt limit of 150 percent
was $485,517,000 with an outstanding nonelectoral debt and
lease rental debt of $225,548,000. This left the school dis-
trict with a borrowing capacity of $259,969,000.
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TAXATION

A b b - et e

Major taxes levied

Following is a description of the major taxes levied on
residents of the Philadelphia area by the city and the school
district.

Citv Taxes

Net profits--3-5/1l6-percent tax levied on the net profits
of businesses and professions, other than
incorporated businesses, carried on by city
residents regardless of the location of
the business or profession. The tax also
applies to the net profits of businesses
carried on in the city by nonresidents of
the city.

Wage--3~5/16~percent tax on salaries and wages of both
individuals who work in the city and re-
sidents who work outside the city. This
tax is withheld by the employer.

Earnings--3-5/16~-percent tax levied on individuals who
work in the city and residents who work
outside the city, but do not have the wage
tax withheld by the employer.

Mercantile license~~3 mill tax on gross receipts of all
- persons who engage in the city in any
trade, business, profession, vocation,
or any manufacturing, commercial, service,
financial, or utility business or activity.

Real estate--19.75-mill tax levied annually on the as-
sessed valuation of all real property located
in the city. The average assessed value of
real property is 46.67 percent of the fair
market value of the property.

Personal property--4-mill tax levied annually on the as-
sessed value of shares of stock, taxable
mortgages, promissory notes or bonds, judg-
ments, bonds, notes, or any other form of
certificate or evidence of indebtedness is-
sued by any corportaion, etc.
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Real property transfer--l-percent tax levied on the
value of real estate transferred or con-
veyed within the city. The tax is levied
on the seller of the property.

School District Taxes

Real estate--25-mill tax levied annually on the assessed
valuation of all real property located in
the city. The average assessed value of
real property is 46.67 percent of the fair
market value of the property.

General business--2-mill tax levied on the gross receipts
from business transacted within the city.

Rental occupancy--12.5-mill tax levied on the assessed
valuation of real estate used for the pur-
pose of carrying on any business, trade,
occupation, profession, vacation, or any
other commercial or industrial activity.

Par i~Mutuel--2-percent tax levied on the amount wagered
at the city's flat and harness race track.

Unearned income--2-percent tax levied annually on city
residents who receive dividend, interest,
rental, or other forms of unearned income.

In addition to the above taxes, the city levies a number
of relatively minor taxes such as amusement, coin-operated
machine, parking lot, bowling alley, and auctioneer. The
city's net profits, wage, and earnings taxes are directly
levied on nonresidents who work in the city.

During fiscal years 1970 through 1974, the following
changes occurred in the major taxes levied by the city and
school district.

Changes in City Taxes

Net profits--tax rate was increased from 3 to 3-5/16 per-
cent effective January 1, 1971.

Wage and earnings--tax rates were increased from 3 to
3-5/16 percent effective July 1, 1971.

Real estate--tax rate was decreased from 23.75 to 19.75
mills effective January 1, 1974.
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Changes in School District Taxes

Real estate--tax rate was increased from 21 to 25 mills
effective January 1, 1974, and to 28 mills
effective January 1, 1975,

Corporate net income--tax was eliminated effective
July 1, 1972. The tax was formerlyv levied
at a rate of 3 percent on corporate net
income. | | |

The following schedules show that the total tax receipts
for the city and school district increased between fiscal
years 1970 and 1974.

City Taxes

Figcal year
Major taxes 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974

{000 omitted)

Net profits ‘ $ 15,322 $ 15,619 $§ 16,619 § 17,084 3 17,164
Wage ‘ 178,489 189,994 216,060 230,913 258,712
Earnings 18,253 20,480 24,059 26,255 27,5490
Mercantile license 23,427 24,640 25,239 26,072 28,207
Real estate 107,179 110,016 111,974 118,641 103,288
Personal property 5,113 5,551 6,073 6,071 5,306
Real property transfer 4,164 . 4,501 4,830 5,275 4,757

Total major taxes 351,947 370,801 404,854 430,311 444,974

Other taxes (note a) 2,019 2,197 2,479 2,485 2,532

Total city taxes $353,966 $372,998 $407,333 $432,796 $447,506

School District Taxes

Fiscal year

Major taxes 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
{000 omitted}
Real zstate $ 95,212 $ 97,364 $ 99,164 $105,102 8127,880
Corporate net income 16,101 13,770 13,381 1,936 563
General business 12,712 12,185 11,632 11,793 12,483
Rental occupancy - 11,312 14,008 15,469 15,676
Pari-Mutuel-Harness - 2,212 2,252 2,147 2,093 2,192
Pari-~Mutuel~Flat 2,218 3,102 3,369 3,181 3,024
Unearned income 3,042 3,048 2,841 3,038 3:159
Total major taxes 131,497 " 143,033 146,542 142,612 164,977
Other taxes (note b) - 566 550 647 241

Total school dis-
trict taxes $131,497 $143,599 $147,092 $143,259 $165,218

a/Includes amusement, coin-operated machine, parking lot, bowling alley,
auctioneer, and miscellaneous taxes.

b/Includes payments in lieu of taxes, and the persondl property tax.
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Taxing limitations

The city has unlimited taxing authority in regarda to its
tax rates and the base on which taxes will e levied, except
that the city cannot impose a tax that the State also 1imposes.
The school district has no authority to tax on its own. The
school district levies taxes within the limits and upon the
subjects prescribed by either the State legislature or city
council.

Family tax burden

In 1972, the city was the sixth highest among the 25
largest cities in the country in combined State and local
taxes. We were informed that, without revenue sharing, a tax
rate increase for the city government would have been nec-
essary. The following table shows three hypothetical situa-
tions used in determining the tax burden on a family of four
living in the city in 1973. Under each situation, we assumed
that the family consists of a 38-year-old husband, his non-
working wife, and two minor children. Their annual income
consists only of wages with no investment or interest income
and no capital gains. The family has no assets other than
their house, personal property, and one car for assumptions
A and B, and two cars for assumption C.

Assumptions
A B ¢

Family income $ 7,500 $12,500 $17,500
House value (new home) 18,750 31,250 43,750
Personal property

(furniture) 1,500 2,500 3,500
Market value of autos 1,700 1,800 2,300
Gasoline consumption

(gallons) 1,000 1,000 1,500

Following is the tax burden on a family of four living
in the city in 1973, based on the above assumptions,
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Family

Taxes A B C
City:
Wage $5234.38 § 390.63 $§ 546.88
Real estate 207.83 346.38 484.93
Total 442,21 737.01 1,031.81
School district:
Real estate 183.76 306.27 428.78
State:
Income 172.50 287.50 402.50
Sales 66.00 106.00 146.00
Gasoline 80.00 30.00 120.00
Total 318,50 473.50 668.50
Total $944.47 $1,516.78 $2,129.09
Total as percentage of
income 12.6 12.1 12.2

State taxes in the above table are based on the following
rates.

Income tax--2.3 percent on taxable income.

Sales tax--6 percent of purchase price on most pur-
chases.

Gasoline tax--8 cents per gallon.
In addition, a city resident might be required to pay:
City taxes
Personal property--(explained on p. 30.)
City amusement--5 percent tax‘on the established admission
price to any theatrical event, concert,
sporting event, exhibition, amusement park,

bathing pool, etc.

Unearned income--(explained on p. 31.)
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State taxes

Cigarette--18 cents per pack.

Liguor purchase--18 percent of liguor purchases.
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CHAPTER 6

OTHER FEDERAL AID

FEDERAL AID RECEIVED

The city receives Federal categorical aid in the form
of direct categorical grants, grants through the State, and
joint Federal and State grants, In fiscal years 1972, 1973,
and 1974, the city received $100.8, $144.1, and $108.5 mil-
lion in Federal aid in addition to its Federal revenue
sharing moneys.

The following schedule shows, by major function, the
Federal funds which the c¢ity received in fiscal years 1972

through 1974. .

Function

1372 1973 1373
(000 omitted)
Judiciary and law enforcement $ 3,980 $ 8,527 $ 12,623
Health and welfare 17,193 20,304 23,764
Manpower, training, and
economic opportunity 23,678 39,424 23,690
Housing and urban development 33,069 42,519 22,184
Environmental protection 2,722 4,668 1,719
Model cities 13,958 17,272 15,135
Recreation and libraries 800 1,362 820
Transportation and highways 1,385 5,697 6,210
Social services for poor and
aged 68 348 438
Miscellaneous 3,956 3,988 1,959
Total $100,809 $144,109 $108,542

Fiscal year

In fiscal years 1972, 1973, and 1974, the school district
received $64.1, $69.3, and $78.0 million in Federal aid. Most
of this aid came under various titles of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act and title IV of the Social Security

Act (Get Set Program).

Estimates by program of Federal funds to be received in
fiscal year 1975 were generally not available at either the

city or the school district.
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REDUCTIONS IM FEDERAL AID
- AND IMPACT ON RECIPIENT

As shown above, between fiscal years 1973 and 1974 the
city experienced a reduction of about $36 million in Federal
categorical aid. We discussed with city cofficials the fol-
lowing four programs which accounted for about $20 million
of that reduction. We were informed that the city did not
plan to fund programs experiencing reductions in Federal
aid with either its own funds or Federal general revenue
sharing funds.

Federal aid received
by fiscal year

1975
Program 1972 1973 1974 (est.)
(000 omitted)
Model Cities $13,958 $17,272 515,135 a/$6,180
Office of Economic
Opportunity (OEQ) 10,286 11,414 6,989 a/7,601
Emergency Employment -
Act 9,707 23,580 10,933 -
Concentrated Employ-
ment 1,907 2,459 2,369 -

a/Remainder of program funds.
Concerning the above programs, we were informed that:

--The Model Cities programs will be continued with com-
munity development special revenue sharing funds. The
city has proposed that $12,633,000 be used for Model
Cities areawide services.

--It is expected that OEO programs will be continued
with funds from the Community Action Program Act.
If funds are not received under this act, OEO programs
will be phased out.

~-The Concentrated Employment and Emergency Employment
Act programs are expected to continue in fiscal year
1975 with funds derived from the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act. The amount expected to be re-
ceived by the city under this act is about $29,323,000.
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CHAPTER 7

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Wwe discussed the revenue sharing program with officials
in the city's office of the director of finance, law depart-
ment, auditing department, personnel department, and Com-
mission on Human Relations and obtained their comments on
the implementation and impact of the revenue sharing program
in the city. We examined the city's records pertaining to
revenue sharing including (1) minutes of city council meet-
ings, (2) operating and capital budgets and financial state-
ments, (3) audit reports, (4) city and State legal require~
ments, and restrictions regarding taxation, debt, finance,
and accounting for funds, (5) accounting ledgers, (6) equal
employment opportunity reports, (7) case files on discrimina-
tion complaints, (8) civil rights judicial orders against the
city, and (9) personnel reports. Our work was limited to
gathering selected data relating to areas identified by the
Subcommittee Chairman.

We visited the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission
and obtained information on discrimination complaints filed
by city residents against city agencies. We also visited
the Philadelphia School District and obtained information
on budgets, revenues, taxation, indebtedness, and Federal
grants for the last 5 fiscal years.

We discussed with three civic organizations--the Leagque
of Women Voters, the Pennsylvania Economy League, and the
North City Congress-—-their views on the city's use of revenue
sharing funds. ’

Officials of Philadelphia reviewed our case study, and
we considered their comments in finalizing it.
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CITY GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA
JURE 30, 1974 -

Male .Female Total

Function/job category (note a) “White  Black _ Other - ~Total “White ~BIack Other Total “white Black  Other Total
Grand total--all functions:
off1c1als/adM1nxstrators 1,005 233 8 1,246 185 109 - 294 1,190 342 8 1,540
Profesgionals: 2,223 368 17 2,608 737 285 is 1,039 2,960 653 32 3,645
Technicians - 1,832 614 38 2,484 . 201 427 5 - 633 2,033 1,041 43 3,117
Protective -service - . _8,640 2,141 72 10,853 118 126 - 244 8,758 2,267 72 11;097
Paraprofessionals 151 7 446 20 617 157 856 14 1,027 308 1,302 34 1,644
Office/clerical ~ 643 302 18 - 963 1,679 1,754 - 30 3,463 2,322 2,056 48 4,426
Skilled cgaft i 661 471 5 1,137 1 5 T 6 662 476 5 1,143
Service/maintenance - 962 4,997 _46 6,005 74 __a71 2 547 1,036 _5,468 _48 6,552
Total . . 16,117 9,572 224 25,913 3,152 4,033 66 7,251 19,269 13,605 290 33,164
Peccent 48 29 _1 18 __1¢ 12 - 22 58 a1 100
General control: T - ' ' -
'Offtcxals/admxnlsttatots 288 66 - 354 48 33 - 81 336 99 - 435
Professionals 659 133 6 798- 159 65 4 228 813 198 10 1,026
Technicians . 282 105 5 392 60 20 2 8 342 - 125 7 474
Protective service 280 64 1 345 63 19 - 82 343 83 1 427
Parap:oEeSSLOnals 60 18 2 30 . 23 44 1 68 83 62 3 148
Office/clerical : - . 400 173 5 578 892 577 4 1,473 1,292 750 9 2,051
Skilled craft 31 1 - 32 - 2 - 2 31 3 - 34
Service/maintenance . 90 68 2 160 48 33 - 81 138 ;01 2 241
Total ) o ._2,0%0 628 21 2,739 1,293 793 11 2,097 3,383 1,421 32 4,836
Percent 43 13 _1 57 __27 __16 - 43 70 29 1 100
Police- protection: -
Officials/administrators B . 3 1 80 1 - - 1 74 6 1 8l
Professionals 357 26 1 384 4 1 - S 361 27 1 389
Technicians 629 122 4 755 8 4 - 12 637 126 4 767
‘Protective service 5,885 1,324 49 7.258 52 80 - 132 5,937 1,404 49 7,390
Paraprofessionals L - - 1 - - - - 1 - - 1
Office/clerical 98 - 23 6 127 139 124 2 . 265 237 147 8 392
Skilled craft 49 60 2 111 - - - - 49 60 2 111
Service/maintenance 55 203 4 262 .8 2 - 8 61 205 _4 270
Total ' 7,147 1,764 _67 8,978 210 211 2 423 7,357 1,975 69 9,401
" percent _ 16 19 _1 96 2 2 - 4 78 21 1 100
Fire Protection:
Officials/administrators 17 2 - 79 - - - - 77 2 - 79
Professionals 417 i3 - 450 - - - - 417 33 - 450
Technicians 14 2 - 18 1 - - 1 15 2 - 17
Protective service 2,177 193 7 2,377 - - - - 2,177 193 7 2,377
oOffice/clerical 26 5 1 32 30 11 1 42 56 16 2 74
Skilled craft 3 2 - 5 - - - - 3 2 - 5
Service/maintenance 10 __ 12 - =22 = - = - 10 12 = 22
Total 2,724 249 8 2,981 31 11 A 43 2,755 260 _3 3,024
Percent % 9 - 99 1 - - 1 91 9 - .._100
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Function/job category

Hospitals and sanatoriums:

Officials/administrators
Professionals
Tachnicians

Protective service
Paraprofessionals
Office/clerical

Skilled craft
Service/maintenance

Total

Percent

Pdcilitiss and transportation:

0¥

0ff1c1als/adm1n1sttatots
Professionals
Technicians

Protective service
Paraprofessionals
Office/clerical

Skilied craft
Servica/maintenance

Total

Percent

Sanitation and sewage:

all

Officials/administrators
Professionals
Technicians

Protective service
Paraprofessionals
Office/clerical

Skilled craft
Service/maintenance

Total
Percent

other functions:
Officials/administrators
Professionals
Technicians

Protective service
Paraprofessionals
Office/clerical

Skilled craft
Service/maintenance

Total

Percent

a/The jobs in this appendix were categorized by the city, using
Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission definitions.

Male e e Female o Total _

White glack Otheér Total Thite Total White Black Other Total
31 10 1 42 30 4 - 34 61 14 1 76
46 9 1 56 200 52 3 255 246 61 4 311
19 17 - 36 72 280 2 354 91 297 2 390
5 19 - 24 - - - - 5 19 - 24

9 180 3 192 ic 215 - 229 19 339 3 421
11 18 - 25 41 282 3 326 52 300 3 355
34 25 - 59 1 1 - 2 35 26 - 61
37 308 2 345 4 215 _= 223 41 525 2 568
o192 584 1 783 358 1,057 8 1,823 550 1,641 15 2,206
9 26 - 35 16 48 1 65 25 78 1 100
127 11 - 138 - - - < 127 11 - i38
1385 28 1. 214 7 4 i 12 192 32 2 226
258 102 4 364 9 19 1 29 267 112 5 3a4d
11 13 - - 24 ~ - - - 11 13 - 24
3 - - 3 2 i 1 3 5 i 1 7
22 139 3 44 118 11s 9 245 140 138 i2 2%0
240 129 2 371 - - . - - 240 129 2 371
168 564 4 7386 2 85 - 57 170 649 4 823
1,014  _ 866 14 1,894 138 219 12 369 1,152 1,085 26 2,263
a5 38 1 84 3 10 - 15 51 48 1 160
36 20 1 57 - - - - 36 20 1 57
23 5 - 28 1 - - i 24 5 - 29
39 24 1 64 - 1 - 1 39 25 1 65
4 9 1 13 - - - - 4 9 o1 14

5 1 - 5 - - - - 5 1 - 6
16 12 1 29 13 34 1 48 29 46 2 717
84 117 - 201 - - - - 84 117 - 201
229 2,473 25 2,725 1 2 1 3 230 2,473 235 2,728
436 2,659 29 3,124 is 317 3 53 451 2,696 30 3,177
13 __ 88 1 98 1 1 - 2 14 85  _ 1 100
373 118 5 496 106 72 - 178 479 190 5 674
536 134 8 678 366 163 7 536 902 237 15 1,214
591 242 24 857 51 112 - 163 642 354 24 1,020
278 519 13 811 3 27 - 30 281 546 14 841
73 247 15 335 122 592 12 726 195 839 27 1,061
70 52 2 124 446 607 10 1,083 5146 659 12 1,187
220 137 1 - 358 - 2 - 2 220 139 b3 360
373 1,373 9 1,755 13 130 2 145 386 1,503 il i,3%00
2,514 2,822 18 5,414 1,107 1,705 31 2,843 3,621 4,527 109 8,257
31 3 1 66 13 21 - 34 44 55 1 100
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4 4

Function/job category (note a)

Grandrtotal—-aif'functia&s:

Officials/administrators
Professionals
Technicians -
Protective service -
paraprofessionals
Office/clerical
Skilled -craft
Service/maintenance

Total

Percent

General control:

Officials/administrators
Professionals
Technicians. -

Protective service
Paraprofessionals
Office/clerical

Skilled craft
Service/maintenance

Total-

Percent

Police protection:

Officials/administrators
Technicians

Protective service
Office/clerical

Skilled craft
Service/maintenance

Total

Percent

Fire protection:

Professionals

Protective service

Paraprofessionals
Total

Percent

CITY GOVERNMENT NEW HIRES

PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA

YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1974

Male Female " "

@nite ~TBYack — Other fotal @hite Black ~— oOther Total White
28 10 1 39 2 5 - 7 30
227 - 51 5 283 161 53 7 221 388
43 20 2 65 28 23 1 52 71
442 120 5 567 13 13 - 26 455
35 3B 5 78 20 51 4 75 55
79 23 1 103 165 126 3 294 244
38 7 - 45 - 1 - 1 38
106 366 17 489 5 _28 2 35 111
998 635 38 1,669 394 300 17 111 1,392
42 21 1 20 1 13 1 3w __59
16 6 - 22 3 - 5 18
122 27 2 151 36 39 1 76 158
19 15 1 35 8 3 - i1 27
- 18 - 7 2 27 1 3 - 7 22
7 2 3 12 4 12 1 17 11

_ 45 9 1 55 929 49 1 140 135
. § - - 1 - 1 - 1 1
- _3 —= 12 -2 -1 = 3 11
237 _69 K 315 146 111 3 260 383
a1 12 2 55 5 19 1 45 66
1 - - 1 - - - - 1

1 - - 1 - - - - 1
246 61 - 307 9 4 - 13 255
16 4 - 20 10 1 - 1l 26
7 2 - - 9 - - - - 7
-5 At A 18 .} - - L S
77 _18 1 356 20 5 - 25 297
13 20 - =23 3 -2 - 1 18
1 1 - 2 - - - - 1
161 11 - 172 - - - - 161
-3 -1 - —f —2 - - 2 —
167 _13 - 180 2 - - 2 169
92 ) - 99 1 - - 1 93

Total
Brack -OEher  Toal
15 1 46
104 12 504
a3 3 117
133 5 593
89 9 153
149 4 397
8 - &6
394 19 524
935 53 2,380
19 2 100
9 - 21
66 3 227
18 1 a6
10 2 M
14 4 29
58 2 195
1 - 2
-2 = 13
180 12 575
3 3 100
- - 1
z N 1
65 - 320
5 - 31
2 - s
1L 1 19
8 1 _3m
22 - 100
1 - 2
11 - 172
1 - 8
13 - 182
7 - 100
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w

Male Female Total

Function/job category wWhite B8lack Other Total White Black Other Total White Black Other Total
Hospitals and sanatoriums:
Officials/administrators 2 .- 1 3 - - - - 2 - 1 3
Professionals 6 1 - 7 46 3 2 51 52 4 2 58
Technicians 3 - - 3 12 17 1 30 15 17 1 33
. Protective service - 1 - 1 - - - - - 1 - 1
Paraprofessionals 2 ] - 11 - 11 - 11 .2 20 - 22
Office/clerical - - - - 4 13 - 21 3 .17 - 21
Skilied craft ’ 1 - - 1 - - - - 1 - - 1
Service/maintenance 1 15 _= ‘16 - 4 = 1 1 _13 = 20
Total T 15 26 a a2 62 52 3 117 77 78 _4 159
Percent . 9 . 16 1 _26 39 33 2 4 4 49 3 190
gtilities and transportation:’ '
Officials/administrators - 1 - - 1 - - - - 1 - - 1
Professionals ’ R 23 I - 32 3 3 1 ? 28 i0 1 39
Tectmicians - 15 2. 1 18 2 3 - 5 17 5 1 23
Protective service 3 2 - 6 . - - -~ - 4 2 - 6.
pParaprofessionals : 3 - - 3 1 i ~ 2 4 1 - 5
__‘Office/clerical ) 10 5 - 15 1% 14 - 30 26 19 - 45
Skilled craft 15 1 - 16 - - - - 15 1 = 16
Service/maintenance 27 53 7 93 i 20 2 23 _28 _19 _9 116
Total 3 100 76 8 184 23 a1 3 67 123 117 11 51
Percent ,, a 40 30 3 3 9 17 1 27 49 _a1 4 10
Sanitation and sewage: .-
Professionals 4 - - 4 - - - - 4 - - 4
Technicians 1 - - 1 - - - - 1 - - 1
Office/clerical - 1 - - 1 2 - ~ 2 3 - - 3
8killed craft q 2 - 1 - - -~ - 4 2 - [
Service/maintenance ’ 29 82 - 111 T - - 25 _82 - 111
Total 39 84 - 123 2 - - 2 41 84 - 125
Percent 31 67 - 98 2 - - 2 33 7 - 100
All other functions:
Officials/administrators 8 4 - 12 - 2 ~ 2 8 6 - 14
Professionals 69 1§ 3 87 76 8 3 87 145 23 6 174
Technicians ) 4 3 - 7 3 - - 6 10 3 - 13
Protective service 13 38 3 54 - 13 - 6 13 44 3 60
Paraprofessionals 18 26 2 46 13 27 3 43 31 53 5 89
Qffice/clerical 7 5 - 12 43 45 2 90 SO 50 2 102
skilled craft 10 2 - 12 - - - - 10 2 - 12
Service/maintenance 34 196 _5 239 1 _3 = 4 35 199 9 243
Total 163 289 17 469 139 - 91 8 238 302 3s¢ 25 107
Percent 23 _41 2 _66 20 13 1 34 43 54 3 1e0

a/The jobs in this appendix were categorized by the city, using
Federal Equal Employment Opportunjity Commission dafinitions.
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Copies of GAQ reports aore avoilable to the general public at

a cost of $1.00 o copy. There is no charge for reports furnished
to Members of Congress and congressional committee staff
members; officiols of Federal, State, local, and foreign govern-
ments; members of the press; college libraries, faculty members,
and students; and non-profit organizations,

Requesters entitled to reports without charge should address
their requests to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Distribution Section, Room 4522
441 G Street, NW,

Washington, D.C, 20548

Requesters who are required to pay for reports should send
their requests with checks or money orders to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Distribution Section

P.C. Box 1020

Waoshington, D.C. 20013

Checks or money orders should be made payable to the
U.S. General Accounting Office. Stamps or Superintendent
of Documents coupons will not be accepted, Please do not
send cash,

To expedite filling your order, use the report number in the
lower left corner of the front cover.




AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

UNITED STATES
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

POSTAGE AND FEES PAID

U. 8. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE ‘

OFFICIAL BUSINESS
PENALTY FOR PRIVATE USE,$300

THIRD CLASS






