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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

DIGEST

WHY THE REVIEW WAS MADE

The Revenue Sharing Act directs
the Comptrolier General to review

the work of the Treasury in dis-

tributing, and State and local
governments in using, $30.2 bil-
lion of Federal funds for the
5-year period ending December 31,
1976.

This report describes the status
and use of $1.7 billion in revenue

sharing distributed to 250 selected

local governments through June 30,
1973. The 50 State governments
and the District of Columbia were
the subject of a previous GAO re-
port. (See p. 2.)

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

About 38,000 general-purpose gov-
ernments receive revenue sharing
funds: States, the District of
Columbia, counties, townships,
and municipalities.

Of $6.6 billion distributed
through June 30, 1973, about
$4.4 billion was paid to local
governments and $2.2 billion was
paid to the 50 State governments
and the District of Columbia.

The audit of the many types and
sizes of local governments was
achieved by selecting governments
to include

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report
cover date should be noted hereon.

REVENUE SHARING: ITS USE BY
AND IMPACT ON LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
Department of the Treasury
B-146285

~--50 cities and 50 counties re-
ceiving the largest 1972 revenue
sharing payments,

--the city and county receiving the
largest 1972 payment in each State,
and

--two local governments in each
State selected randomly from among
those receiving more than $10,000
during the first 12 months of the
program.

The 250 governments--124 cities,

116 counties, 10 townships--received
38 percent of the $4.4 billion paid
to all local governments as of

June 30, 1973, or $1.7 billion as
previously stated.

As of that date, 219 of the 250
had appropriated $1.4 billion in
revenue sharing funds and had
spent $744 million.

The remaining 31 local governments
had not authorized the use of any
of their revenue sharing funds.
(See p. 9.)

Of the $1.4 billion, about two-thirds
was for operations and maintenance
and one-third for capital outlays.
The 250 governments' expenditures
were made under the following
priorities that are specified in

the act.



Category

Capital outlay

Operations and maintenance
PubTic safety
Public transportation
Environmental protection
Health
Social services for poor or aged
Recreation
Financial administration
Libraries
Unspecified

Total
In its simplest terms, revenue
sharing represents an addition to
the total resources available to a
government for expenditure.

Because budget choices are made
on the basis of total resources
available, the reporting of a

specific expenditure as having been

made possible by revenue sharing
could be misleading. The actual
effects of uses of revenue sharing
funds could be quite different
from uses indicated by a govern-
ment's financial records.

Because revenue sharing could

have diverse effects on a par-
ticular government, GAO asked
knowledgeable Tocal officials what
effect these funds have had, or
are expected to have, on their
governments.

Their opinions are summarized as
follows:

--About three-fourths of the 250
governments were using their
funds in some manner expected

to reduce Tocal tax pressures.
(See p. 21.)
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fects on the level of public serv-
ices provided by the local
governments. (See p. 23.)

--About one-third of the 250 ex-
perienced more citizen partici-
pation in planning the uses of
revenue sharing than normally.
(See p. 24.)

--Revenue sharing was cited as en-
couraging regional intergovern-
mental projects, programs, or
cooperation in about 27 percent
of the Tocal governments and was
a factor in changing or consider-
ing plans to change the juris-
diction of about six governments.
(See p. 26.)

Because revenue sharing, Federal
categorical aid, State aid, and a
local government's own revenues can
often be used or mixed to provide
the same services, a local govern-
ment tends to consider its total
available resources when determin-
ing the amount of funds it requires
to satisfy its needs and their at-
tendant costs.



When a government spends revenue
sharing funds for activities that
previously were financed, or would
have been financed, from local or
other revenue sources, consider-
able Tatitude exists for use of
Tocal funds freed by expenditure
of revenue sharing funds.

This creates an environment where
funds can easily be displaced or

substituted. Accordingly, there can

be only Timited effectiveness of
statutes or regulations designed
to restrict the use of certain
revenues, including revenue shar-
ing.

In considering passage of the Reve-
nue Sharing Act, the Congress rec-
ognized that local governments
could arrange to use revenue shar-
ing funds for purposes other than
high priority areas specified in
the act. GAO found, as expected,
that by displacing local funds,
revenue sharing funds were being
used in ways that resulted in such
uses.

GAO concluded that the act's re-
quirements for priority expendi-
tures are illusory. (See p. 30.)

In view of changing budgetary pri-
oities and fluctuations in the
amount’ of revenues available to a
locality, it would be impossible,
in many cases, to identify what
funds were displaced as a result
of revenue sharing and for what
purposes such resources were used,
simply by studying revenue sharing
receipts and expenditures.

Tear Sheet

" revenue sharing wou

Consequently, attempts to identify
and advise the public about the
impact of revenue sharing on a
government or to specify the re-

sults that are bein?dachieyed by
require an

analysis of all resources available
to the gdovernment and all services
being financed by the government.

A relationship can be readily drawn
between revenue sharing and the
other financial resources of a gov-
ernment, and, in this sense, the
overall financial impact of revenue
sharing on a particular government
can be measured.

An objective identification and
measurement of the extent to which
specific tax levels, programs, or
groups of citizens are benefiting
from revenue sharing will, however,
be extremely difficult.

The Office of Revenue Sharing agreed
that revenue sharing might have
diverse effects. But it was con-
cerned that GAO's observations re-
garding the effectiveness of the
act's restrictions and requirements
would be misunderstood.

GAQ shares the Office of Revenue
Sharing's concern for full compli-
ance. However, GAO's observations
were based on a distinction between
the direct uses of the funds and the
overall consequences of such uses.

Unless identical requirements are
imposed on all or a major part of a
recipient's other revenues, the actual
effectiveness of such restrictions is

iii



doubtful. The Office of Revenue
Sharing's comments are included as
appendix IV.

RECOMMENDATIONS OR SUGGESTIONS

This report contains no recommend-
ations or suggestions.

iv

MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION BY

THE CONGRESS

This and future GAO reports should
assist the Congress in evaluating
compliance and operations under the
Revenue Sharing Act of this new

way of providing Federal Govern-
ment aid to State and local govern-
ments.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Title I of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of
1972 (Public Law 92-512) established the general revenue
sharing program. The act appropriated $30.2 billion for
distribution to State and local governments, according to
specified formulas, for a 5-year program period beginning
January 1, 1972, In considering the act, the Congress con-
cluded that both State and local governments faced severe
financial problems which required solution if the Federal
system of government was to operate successfully.

Revenue sharing represents a new approach to Federal
assistance because State and local governments are given
wide discretion in deciding how to use the funds. The act
and implementing regulations place only minimal restrictions
and requirements on the use of the funds. Other Federal aid
to State and local governments, although substantial, has
been primarily for more narrowly defined purposes. The Con-
gress concluded that funds made available under the act should
provide recipient governments with broader flexibility to use
the funds for what they consider to be their most vital needs.

The Office of Revenue Sharing, Department of the Treas-
ury, is responsible for administering the act, including dis-
tributing funds to State and local governments; establishing
overall regulations for the program; and providing the account-
ing and auditing procedures, evaluations, and reviews necessary
to insure full compliance with the act.

State and local governments received about $5.1 billion
in revenue sharing funds for 1972. These funds were distrib-
uted in two installments--the first in December 1972 and the
second in January 1973. An additional $1.5 billion was dis-
tributed in April 1973. Of the §6.6 billion distributed as
of June 30, 1973, local governments received about $4.4 billion,
the 50 State governments and the District of Columbia received
the remainder.

The act directs the Comptroller General to review the
work of the Department of the Treasury, the State governments,
and the local governments to enable the Congress to evaluate
compliance and operations. During the program we will



periodically report to the Congress on the status, uses,

and effects of the funds. This report on the status of the
about $1.7 billion received as of June 30, 1973, by 250
selected local governments is the second of these reports.
Our earlier report entitled '"Revenue Sharing: Its Use by
and Impact on State Governments'" (B-146285), August 2, 1973,
discussed the use of revenue sharing funds distributed to
State governments and the District of Columbia,

SELECTION PROCEDURE FOR Z50 GOVERNMENTS

More than 38,000 general purpose governments received
revenue sharing funds.

The responsibilities of local governments, their organi-
zational structure, and the interests of the local officials
and residents make each government, its resources, and its
needs unique. In view of this diversity and our desire to
report on a large portion of the total funds allocated to
local governments while still achieving geographical disper-
sion, the 250 governments discussed in this report include
(1) the 50 cities and 50 counties that received the largest
1972 revenue sharing payments, (2) the city and county that
received the largest payment in each State, and (3) two local
governments selected randomly in each State from among those
local governments receiving more than $10,000 for 1972. The
250 local governments received about 38 percent of the
$4.4 billion paid to all local governments as of June 30, 1973,
and include 124 cities, 116 counties, and 10 townships.

OVERVIEW OF DISTRIBUTION

A State's revenue sharing entitlement is determined by
applying two formulas and then using the formula that yields
the higher amount. One-third of the State's amount is al-
located to the State government, and the remaining two-thirds
is allocated to local governments. The one-third, two-thirds
division was adopted because local governments generally
appeared to need money more critically than State governments
and accounted for about two-thirds of total State and local
spending.

Intrastate allocation

The local share is distributed to local governments in
a complex sequence of computational steps and substeps, using



a three-factor formula as its basis. The formula recognizes
population, relative income, and tax effort and is designed
to help most those communities with the greatest need. The
relative income factor is designed to result in higher al-
locations to lower income areas which generally have diffi-
culties in providing services. The tax effort factor is
designed to result in larger allocations for those places
which impose relatively high taxes.

The Congress concluded that, because of the great diver-
sity of local governments, no single allocation method could
be used without occasionally producing extreme results. To
insure that one local government did not receive an inordi-
nately large amount of funds while another government re-
ceived almost no funds, minimum and maximum limits were
placed on the allocations. As a result, no local government,
except county governments, can receive less than 20 percent
nor more than 145 percent of the per capita amount available
for distribution to all local governments within the State.
In addition, no local government, including county govern-
ments, can receive more than 50 percent of the sum of its
adjusted taxes and intergovernmental transfers.

Amounts distributed to
selected local governments

The 250 local governments had received almost $1.7 bil-
lion in revenue sharing payments as of June 30, 1973.
Amounts ranged from $16,337 for Tyndall, South Dakota, to
$258.6 million for New York City. On a per capita basis,
Washington County, Vermount, received a low of $0.62 while
Rangeley Town, Maine, received a high of $37.88. The over-
all average per capita was $16.,07.

The smaller cities in our selection received a lower
average per capita than the larger cities. In contrast,
smaller counties received a higher average per capita than
the larger counties. Figure I shows the ranges and averages
of revenue sharing payments on a per capita basis for the
different types and sizes of local governments.

The smaller cities and counties received a higher per-
centage of funds in relation to their adjusted taxes than
the larger ones. For example, cities with a population of
more than 1,000,000 averaged a little more than 10 cents
for each dollar of adjusted taxes and cities with under



50,000 people averaged about 22 cents for each dollar of
adjusted taxes. Figure 2 shows revenue sharing funds paid
to counties, cities, and townships as a percentage of their
adjusted taxes.

Appendix II shows the total funds received, total funds
appropriated, and funds received as a percent of adjusted
taxes for each of the 250 governments.

RESTRICTIONS AND REQUIREMENTS
APPLICABLE TO USE OF FUNDS

Although a major objective of revenue sharing was to
provide recipient governments substantial freedom in deter-
mining how to use the funds, recipients must observe some
restrictions and administrative procedures. Local govern-
ments may spend the funds only within a specified, but
rather comprehensive, list of priority areas. (Permissable
expenditure areas are described in ch. 2.)

The funds may not be used in ways which discriminate
because of race, color, sex, or national origin. A further
restriction prohibits a government, under certain circum-
stances, from using the funds either directly or indirectly
to match Federal funds under programs which make Federal aid
contingent on the government's contribution. The act also
requires that, employees paid with revenue sharing funds must
be paid at least at the same wage rates as the other govern-
ment employees in similar occupations. Further, laborers and
mechanics employed by contractors or subcontractors to work
on a construction project for which 25 percent or more of
the project costs are paid with revenue sharing funds must be
paid not less than prevailing rates determined by the Secre-
tary of Labor under the Davis-Bacon Act.

To help insure that revenue sharing funds are spent in
accordance with the act and regulations, each government
must create a trust fund in which it must deposit all such
funds received and any interest earned. Funds must be spent
in accordance with the laws and procedures applicable to the
expenditure of the local goverment's own revenues. Each
government must follow the fiscal, accounting, and auditing
guidelines established by the Office of Revenue Sharing.
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FIGURE 2
REVENUE SHARING FUNDS PAID TO 250 SELECTED LOCAL

GOVERNMENTS THROUGH JUNE 30, 1973 AS A

*
PERCENT PERCENT OF THE!IR FISCAL YEAR 1971 ADJUSTED TAXES
30
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50,000 499,999 1,000,000 1,000,000 50,000 499,999 1,000,000 1,000,000
(56) (42) (20) (6) (33) (44) (23) (16)
CITIES COUNTIES

* Taxes were adjusted to correspond to 15-month period covered by revenue sharing payments.

() Indicates number of governments in category.

SELECTED
(10)
TOWNSHIPS



Finally, each government must periodically report to
the Office of Revenue Sharing on how it used its revenue
sharing funds and how it plans to use future funds. The
reports must be published in the press and made available
to other news media.



CHAPTER 2

DIRECT USES OF FUNDS

Local governments may directly use revenue sharing
funds only for priority expenditures which the act defines
as (1) ordinary and necessary capital expenditures au-
thorized by law and (2) operations and maintenance expenses
for public safety, environmental protection, public trans-
portation, health, recreation, libraries, social services
for the poor or aged, and financial administration.

In establishing these categories, the Congress empha-
sized those areas which it felt had priority in terms of
national objectives. Local governments may not use the
funds for direct welfare payments or for operations and
maintenance related to education. Although these two areas
often have high priority, the Congress concluded that there
were better ways to deal with them. Also, local governments
may not spend the funds directly for general administration
(as distinguished from financial administration), for in-
terest on debt, or for retirement of debt unless the debt
was incurred on or after January 1, 1972, for expenditures
in the priority categories specified in the act.

However, the priority categories cover most local func-
tions. Moreover, within each priority area the funds may be
spent for various activities to insure local governments'
discretion in deciding how to use the funds. For example,
"public safety" includes police; courts; corrections; crime
prevention; fire protection; civil defense; and inspection
of buildings, plumbing, electrical facilities, gaslines,
boilers, and elevators.

FUNCTIONS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

In addition, a government's various functions affect
how that government uses its revenue sharing funds. Differ-
ent patterns and responsibilities developed because of varied
geographic, economic, and social conditions and because of
local interests. In New England, where settlements were com-
pact communities, the town was, and still remains, a dominant
feature of local government and the county is relatively less
important. In contrast, in most of the South and West, where
compact units were not suited to the larger agricultural
settlements, the county is generally more important.

8



In some States local governments have primary
responsibility, subject to regulation and/or financial
assistance from the State government, for providing services
that in other areas are State responsibilities, especially
for public welfare, highways, and health and hospitals.
Other differences, such as (1) government versus private
refuse collection, public transit, hospital care, and utili-
ties and (2) special district versus general government pro-
vision of ‘specific services, also influence the type of
functions of general-purpose governments.

Functions of the 250 local governments varied from
limited to a full range of services. The table on page 10
summarizes the views of officials of the governments on the
nature of their activities.

STATUS OF REVENUE SHARING FUNDS

The 250 governments received about $1.658 billion in
revenue sharing funds through June 30, 1973. Collectively
they had earned about $30 million in interest, which was
also available for appropriation. The 124 cities had about
$1.061 billion available, the 116 counties about $626 mil-
lion, and the 10 townships about $2 million.

Amounts authorized for expenditure

As of June 30, 1973, 219 of the 250 governments had
taken the legal and procedural steps required to authorize
expenditure of all or part of their revenue sharing funds.
Nine cities, 21 counties, and 1 township had not authorized
any funds.

About $1.374 billion, or 81.4 percent, of the amount
available had been authorized. The cities had authorized
using 89.7 percent of available funds, counties 67.5 percent,
and the townships slightly more than half of their funds.
Generally the larger counties and cities had authorized a
higher percent of available funds than the smaller units.

For example, the cities with over 1 million people had au-
thorized using almost all (96.9 percent) available funds
while cities with under 50,000 people had authorized using
about three-fourths of available funds.



Percent of Selected Local Governments

Servicing Major Functional Areas

Cities by Counties by
__population __population
Over 1 500,000 to 50,000 to Under Over 1 500,000 to 50,000 to Under Town-
Category miliion 1 million 499,999 50,000 million 1 mllion 409,999 50,000 ship

Education 7 20 31 21 31 57 41 36 -
Police proctection 100 100 100 96 100 96 91 94 50
Fire protection 100 100 100 96 62 39 64 42 50
Health and hos-

pitals 83 85 62 32 100 100 89 79 i0
Public welfare 50 35 24 13 87 87 66 55 10
Social services

for poor or

aged 67 95 52 21 94 87 84 58 20
Highways and

streets 100 100 98 100 100 100 86 88 5
Sanitation 100 100 93 89 56 70 68 55 16
Sewerage 100 90 83 79 38 52 45 9 40
Environmental

protecticn 100 95 71 41 94 78 73 42 15
Libraries 100 85 79 66 94 65 68 79 20
Parks z-.d4 recrea-

tion 83 100 93 96 81 87 75 64 50
Public transpor-

tatica 50 70 55 2 31 30 20 6 -
Water 100 80 69 68 19 26 32 9 40
Other utilities 100 35 17 20 13 - 7 3 -
Number of

governments 6 20 42 56 16 23 44 33 10

The 250 governments had reasonably definite plans for
using an additional $176 million. As of June 30, 1973, they
had not yet made plans for using the remaining $138 million.

Amounts expended

Of the funds authorized, $744 million, or 54 percent,
had been spent. The cities with over 1 million people had
spent their funds faster than any other group of cities;
they spent 94 percent. Cities with under 50,000 people had
spent only 20.5 percent. Counties with populations over
1 million people had spent 50.1 percent of authorized funds
while those counties with populations under 50,000 people
had spent only 24.6 percent,.

Figure 3 summarizes the overall status of the funds
received as of June 30, 1973. (Table 1, app. I gives more
detailed information on the status of the funds.)

AUTHORIZED USES

A total of $920 million, or about two-thirds of the
$1.374 billion authorized for expenditure, was designated

10



for operations and maintenance. The remaining one-third was
designated for capital expenditures, including $223.9 mil-
lion for construction, $40.2 million for land, $89.8 million
for the improvement of existing structures, $63 million for
equipment, and $15.4 million for retirement of debt.

Operations and maintenance

Of the $920 million authorized by the 250 governments
for expenditure in the operations and maintenance categories
specified in the Revenue Sharing Act, $530.7 million, or
57.7 percent, was designated for use in public safety.

Other categories receiving large amounts for operations and
maintenance included public transportation (14.1%), environ-
mental protection (9.1%), and health (7.6%). Figure 4 pro-
vides a summary overview of the functional uses authorized
by the selected government units. Tables 4 and 5 (app. I)
contain more details.

Public safety

This category includes funds authorized for use for
such activities as police protection, fire protection,
courts, corrections, building code enforcement, consumer
protection, civil defense, and animal control. Of the
$531.9 million being used for public safety, $302.9 million
was for police protection and $148.2 million for fire
protection.

Cities were using 61.9 percent of the revenue sharing
funds they allocated for operations and maintenance in public
safety; townships, 62.1 percent; and counties, 41.2 percent.

Public transportation

This category includes funds authorized for operating
and maintaining streets, highways, and structures necessary
for their use and for public transit systems. Of the
$130.2 million designated for public transportation,
$90.7 million was for public transit systems and $29.4 mil-
lion for streets. New York City alone had allocated about
$75 million to its transit authority. This allocation ac-
counted for a major part of the revenue sharing funds used
for public transportation.

11
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FIGURE 3

STATUS OF REVENUE SHARING FUNDS
DISTRIBUTED TO 250 SELECTED LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS AS OF JUNE 30, 1973
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Cities with under 50,000 people designated 19.8 percent
of their funds in this area, principally for streets,
whereas counties of this same size had earmarked about
60 percent of the authorized funds for operations and main-
tenance of public transportation. In contrast, cities and
counties with 500,000 to 1 million people had earmarked 12
and 8 percent, respectively, for this use.

Environmental protection

This includes funds authorized for sanitation, sewer-
age, and water and air pollution control. About §$61.2 mil-
lion of the $83.9 million authorized for environmental pro-
tection was directed toward sanitation, which includes such
activities as street cleaning, collecting and disposing of
garbage, and recycling.

Health

County governments designated 22.6 percent of their
total operations.and maintenance funds for health--cities,
4 percent. Of the $70 million designated for health,
$24.8 million was directed toward health services (clinics,
nursing, immunizations, etc.), and $20.6 million for hospital
operation,

Recreation

The $21.9 million designated for recreation represented
2.38 percent of the total funds authorized for operations
and maintenance. This pattern of use for recreation applied
to counties, cities, and townships, regardless of size.

Libraries

Among the eight priority expenditure areas specified
by the Revenue Sharing Act, libraries received the least
funds. The $8.7 million for operating and maintaining 1i-
braries represented less than 1 percent of the funds au-
thorized for use.

Social services for
the poor or aged

This category consists of expenditures for services to
low-income or elderly people. It includes such activities

14



as operating and maintaining public housing, nursing and
old-age homes, neighborhood social centers, and youth em-
ployment programs which either hire poor or disadvantaged
youths or help them obtain employment. The county govern-
ments designated about 10.3 percent of their funds for this
purpose; the cities, 2 percent.

Financial administration

Expenses of such activities as tax assessment and col-
lection, accounting, auditing, budgeting, purchasing, custody
of funds, and other central finance activities are in this
category. In total the governments authorized slightly more
than 1 percent of their revenue sharing funds for this use.
Generally the smaller governments were directing a larger
proportion of their available funds to finmancial administra-
tion than were the larger governments.

Capital expenditures

Emphasis by governments on use of the funds for capital
projects varied. As a group, the cities had designated the
lowest proportion, 22.3 percent, of their revenue sharing
funds for capital uses; counties, 57.3 percent; and town-
ships, 53 percent.

Although cities with over 1 million people had au-
thorized only 1.3 percent for capital expenditures, cities
with under 50,000 people had authorized 80.3 percent.
Generally smaller counties and cities directed a larger
share of funds for capital projects, although the degree of
divergence was not as great among the counties as among the
cities. (See Table 1, app. I.)

Because of the time required for planning, acquisition,
and execution, financing capital programs generally involves
a longer expenditure period than financing ongoing opera-
tions. Thus, because smaller governments place more emphasis
on capital uses, they use revenue sharing funds more slowly.

The major functional areas in which the $454 million
authorized for capital outlays was being used included re-
creation, $68.1 million; highways and streets, $64.1 million;
public safety, $62.5 million; general public buildings,
$60.9 million; and environmental protection, $55.3 million.
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Figure 5 summarizes the functional categories in which
revenue sharing funds were being used for capital outlays.
(See table 6, app. I for more details.)

FACTORS INFLUENCING DIRECT USE OF FUNDS

Although the local governments generally had followed
their normal budgetary process in authorizing use of revenue
sharing funds, restrictions on the direct uses of the funds
and concerns about possible discontinuance of the program--
factors not normally involved in establishing budgetary
priorities--appeared to have influenced the direct uses of
the funds. In addition, the reduction or possibility of
reductions in funding received under other Federal aid pro-
grams appeared to influence some governments' direct use of
funds. |

Officials of the 183 governments that had directed all
or some of the funds toward capital programs cited several
reasons for this emphasis. The most common reason was a
concern that the revenue sharing program might not be perma-
nent. Generally the local governments were concerned that,
if the funds were used for operations and maintenance and
revenue sharing were discontinued, they would either have to
curtail expenditures or provide the necessary funding from
their own revenues. Officials of a number of governments
indicated that the ease with which the funds could be used
for capital outlays had influenced the decision to use the
funds for this purpose. For example, officials in Des
Moines, Iowa, said that in a referendum the voters had re-
fused to approve the borrowing of funds for construction of
fire stations and that revenue sharing had solved this
problem.

Officials of 58 governments said direct uses of the
funds would probably have been different if the uses were
not restricted. They stated that funds would have been
directly used for such purposes as debt retirement (not
currently allowed under the regulations), education, and
meeting matching requirements under other Federal aid
programs.

According to officials of 101 of the 250 governments,
reductions or possible reductions in the amount of aid
received under other Federal programs had influenced uses
of the funds. For example, Cleveland, Ohio, had set aside
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FIGURE 5

REVENUE SHARING FUNDS APPROPRIATED BY CITIES
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$2.3 million in revenue sharing as a contingency in the
event that funding received under the Emergency Employment
Act were terminated. Redding, California, had assumed fi-
nancial responsibility for a neighborhood center which had
been funded by the Office of Economic Opportunity, and the
city intended to use revenue sharing funds to operate the
center in fiscal year 1974.

COMPARISON WITH EXPENDITURES
BEFORE REVENUE SHARING

The 250 local governments had marked increases in ex-

penditures during the period preceding the receipt of revenue
sharing. 1In fiscal year 1967 expenditures by the 246 govern-

ments for which data was available were $17.4 billion com-
pared with $33.9 billion in fiscal year 1972, a 95-percent
increase.

The classification system used by the Bureau of the
Census to collect financial data on local governments for
general statistical purposes does not correspond to the
priority categories of the Revenue Sharing Act. However,
using Census data it is possible to make a comparison,
admittedly imperfect, between the spending patterns of the
250 local governments during the year preceding revenue
sharing with their uses of revenue sharing.

Census files showed that $28.5 billion, or 84 percent,
of fiscal year 1972 expenditures were for operations and
maintenance and §$5.4 billion, or 16 percent, for capital
outlays. In contrast, 33 percent of revenue sharing funds
authorized for expenditure through June 30, 1973, were for
capital outlay,

According to Census files, the following areas received

the most financial support of the fiscal year 1972 operating
expenditures of $28.5 billion.

18



Billions

Public welfare $6.3
Education 4.3
Police 2.4
Hospitals 2.4
General government 2.1
Fire protection 1.1
Interest on general

debt 1
Transit 1.
General control 1
Highways .
Health .

Figure 6 compares the functional allocations of revenué
sharing funds with fiscal year 1972 spending patterns for
the 250 governments. To make the operations and maintenance
data more comparable, we placed the Census functional clas-
sifications in the "priority expenditure" categories wherever
possible. For example, the category '"health" in the figure
showing uses of funds before revenue sharing includes ex-
penditures under two Census classifications--""health" and
"hospitals'; the category '"public safety" includes expendi-
tures reported in the Census classifications "police" and
""fire protection."

The comparison shows the apparent impact of use restric-
tions in the act on how local governments were earmarking
revenue sharing for direct use. For example, operating ex-
penses for education accounted for 13 percent of total spend-
ing by the 250 governments in 1972, No revenue sharing funds
were used for this purpose because such use was prohibited.

Similarly, operating expenses for public welfare ac-
counted for 19 percent of total 1972 spending. This cate-
gory includes activities which fall under the priority cate-
gory "social services for the poor or aged." A total of
2 percent of revenue sharing funds were directed toward such
services. Howevar, the public welfare category also includes
significant amounts of direct welfare payments, and such
payments may not be made with revenue sharing funds.

Tables 7 and 8 (app. I) contain a complete breakdown of
the fiscal year 1972 spending patterns of the 250 governments
as shown in Census files.,.
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FIGURE 6
USES OF REVENUE SHARING FUNDS AS OF JUNE 30, 1973
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CHAPTER 3

SOME OVERALL EFFECTS OF REVENUE SHARING

The direct uses of revenue sharing funds discussed in
chapter 2 were obtained from such sources as budget documents,
appropriation ordinances, and accounting records of the local
governments. In its simplest terms, revenue sharing merely
represents an addition to the resources available to a govern-
ment for use. Because budgetary choices are made on the basis
of total available resources, the reporting of an expenditure
as having been made possible by revenue sharing could be mis-
leading. The effects of a government's uses of revenue shar-
ing funds could be quite different from the uses indicated by
its financial records.

To illustrate, when a local government uses its revenue
sharing funds to wholly or partially finance a program pre-
viously financed with its own resources, it may then use its
own freed resources for other purposes, such as to reduce lo-
cal property taxes, to increase the funding of another specific
program, to defer a pending tax increase, to reduce outstand-
ing debt, to increase the funding of all local programs, to
defer deficit financing, or a combination of these and other
uses.

We asked local officials' opinions about the effects or
expected effects of revenue sharing on governments. Specifi-
cally, we asked about effects on the governments' tax struc-
tures, unappropriated reserves, the overall level of the
governments' public services, citizen participation, the juris-
diction of the governments, and intergovernmental cooperation.

TAXES

About three-fourths of the 250 governments expected their
use of funds to reduce taxes or relieve local tax pressures.
Small, medium, and large cities, counties, and townships antic-
ipated that one of the major results of the revenue sharing
program would be local tax relief.

Among the 124 cities, 82 indicated that revenue sharing
had either reduced taxes, had halted a planned or possible
tax increase, had slowed or would slow the rate of tax in-
~reases, or had a combination of these effects.
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In 12 cities, officials said the funds had reduced taxes.
For example, in Chicago a $25 million decrease in the 1972 tax
levy was made possible by revenue sharing. In New Hope Vil-
lage, Minnesota, revenue sharing funds received in 1973 were
to be partially used to lower property taxes by $58,650 by
reducing the rate. In Jersey City, New Jersey, officials ad-
vised us that revenue sharing had decreased the property tax
rate by 9 percent.

In 37 cities, officials said revenue sharing halted a
planned tax increase. For example, in Rangeley, Maine, without
revenue sharing the tax rate would have risen about 2 mills
to maintain existing services. The Board of Directors of
Little Rock, Arkansas, deferred consideration of a municipal
income tax. Little Rock officials said this tax would have
been unavoidable without revenue sharing.

Newark, New Jersey, officials indicated that a major ef-
fect of revenue sharing had been to halt a planned tax in-
crease. They stated that without the funds the city would
have been forced to increase its already high property tax
rate to compensate for other revenue losses. In San Diego
city officials said revenue sharing had prevented a tax in-
crease and/or a reduction in services.

In 46 cities, officials said one effect of revenue shar-
ing would be to slow the rate of tax increases. For example,
the budget for Oakland, California, included a small tax in-
crease which city officials said would either have been larger
or city services would have been curtailed.

One or more of the same effects on taxes occurred or
were expected in 80 of the 116 counties and 5 of the 10 town-
ships, Officials in 22 counties and 3 townships said revenue
sharing had reduced taxes; in 37 counties and 1 township a
planned tax increase had been halted; and in 32 counties and
1 township the rate of tax increases had been or was expected
to be slowed.

RESERVES

Some local governments traditionally maintain an unap-
propriated funds reserve or a budgeted contingency reserve to
provide for natural disasters or other unforeseen requirements.
Revenue sharing might affect the creation of such a reserve
or increase the existing reserve.
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Such effects on reserves were reported by only a few of
the governments. In 6 cities and 6 counties officials said
revenue sharing had either permitted or was expected to permit
the establishment of reserves; in 11 cities, 5 counties, and
1 township, the funds permitted or were expected to permit an
increase in the government's reserves.

PUBLIC SERVICES

If a government indirectly used its funds exclusively to
reduce taxes or to establish or increase its reserve, revenue
sharing would have no immediate effect other than to maintain
existing services. Another government may have used the funds
to reduce taxes and increase the level of services. A govern-
ment that faces serious financial difficulties might only main-
tain existing services, and an affluent government might use
its funds for a project or service which few other communities
can offer,

We asked each of the 250 governments whether revenue shar-
ing had helped to provide new services, increase existing serv-
ices, or maintain existing services. Officials of some govern-
ments said the funds had one of the following effects; others
reported a combination of effects.

Revenue Sharing's Effect on Public Services

Number of govermments
Town-
Cities Counties ships Total

Funds enabled government to:

Provide new services 3 3 - 6
Expand existing services 35 22 5 62
Maintain existing serv-

ices 30 29 2 61
Provide new and expand

existing services 10 19 1 30
Expand and maintain

existing services 20 19 1 40
Provide new and maintain

existing services 5 1 - 6

Provide new, expand
existing, and maintain

existing services 19 19 - 38
None of the above 2 4 1 7
Total 124 116 10 250



CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

As discussed in chapter 1, a local government must
periodically report to the Office of Revenue Sharing indicat-
ing how it has spent and plans to spend revenue sharing funds.
A recipient must also publish these reports in a newspaper
having general circulation within its geographic area.

The Congress believed that full disclosure to local
citizens in advance by a recipient government of how it pro-
posed to spend the funds would help to insure wise spending.
According to the Congress, reports to the Office of Revenue
Sharing and to the public after the expenditures occur would
help to insure that local government officials are account-
able for the expenditures.

The Revenue Sharing Act requires recipients to follow
the same laws and procedures applicable to spending their
revenues in providing for the expenditure of revenue sharing
funds. Most governments we reviewed held public hearings as
part of their budgetary processes; therefore hearings were
generally held in connection with their planning for spending
these funds. Because public scrutiny and involvement in local
affairs was intended to serve a significant role in insuring
that local officials were accountable for the use of the
funds, we asked how revenue sharing affected citizen participa-
tion in the budget process.

About one-third of the 240 cities and counties indicated
that their citizens had participated more in planning the
uses of revenue sharing than is normal in their budgetary
processes. The remaining cities and counties reported that
the program had not affected citizen involvement. In general,
the increased participation came from special interest groups
requesting that revenue sharing funds be allocated for such
activities as social services, senior citizen projects, health
agencies, and library associations.

A higher percentage of larger cities indicated that their
citizens had participated more than the smaller cities' citizens
had. Of the cities over 500,000 people, 50 percent said revenue
sharing increased citizen participation. In the group with
50,000 to 499,999 people, 40.5 percent indicated increased
participation, and in the group with under 50,000, only
21.8 percent.
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In the counties, the largest percentage (51.7 percent)
of increased participation was in those counties with 50,000
to 499,999 people. Of the counties with over 1 million people,
participation increased in 37.5 percent--of t“e group with
500,000 to 1 million people, 36.4 percent; of the counties
with under 50,000 people, only 25.8 percent.

Only 1 of the 10 townships indicated that revenue shar-
ing had increased citizen participation above normal.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REFORM

The vast number of separate, relatively autonomous, and
uncoordinated jurisdictions in most urban areas complicates
and hinders efforts to deal with problems and meet needs.
In rural areas fragmentation of governmental units often means
that the tax base available to individual units is insufficient
to provide an adequate level of services and achieve economies
of scale.

These difficulties have no single or simple solution.
Several approaches have been taken, attempted, or advocated,
including the formation of a single metropolitan government;
city and county consolidation; intralocal contract or coopera-
tive agreements where, for example, a suburb may purchase
certain services from the major city; dissolution of marginal
units of government by transferring their responsibilities to
a more viable unit; or merging counties.

Achieving administrative efficiency and economy in opera-
tions has been a primary goal of reform efforts, but increas-
ing recognition has been given to the need to insure that such
reforms also improve control by the electorate.

Local government reform and modernization efforts face
many obstacles, not the least of which are public apathy and
vested interests. Some fear that revenue sharing may have
added one more obstacle. 1In some cases distributing revenue
sharing funds to essentially all general-purpose governments
regardless of size or fiscal condition tends to perpetuate
inefficiency by reducing financial pressure on inefficient
units to economize. Although many factors are involved in
changing the jurisdiction and organization of a local govern-
ment, officials in some jurisdictions said revenue sharing had
promoted modest reform and cooperation.
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Jurisdictional changes

Officials in only 6 of the 250 governments indicated
that revenue sharing had been a factor in changing or planning
to change the government's jurisdiction by annexation, in-
corporation, or consolidation. Charleston County, South
Carolina, was one notable example. County officials said
consolidation and/or unification of all municipal services
countywide was a major policy goal and would be unattainable
without revenue sharing.

As another example, officials of Ada County, Idaho, said
they were considering consolidation of city and county police
services. According to these officials, this consolidation
would not be considered without revenue sharing.

In addition, Ada, Oklahoma, officials said they had con-
sidered annexing certain outlying areas because revenue shar-
ing enabled the city to expand services to these areas.

Intergovernmental cooperation

Although the Revenue Sharing Act contains no specific
incentives to encourage intergovernmental cooperation, about
31 percent of the counties, 23 percent of the cities, and
30 percent of the townships indicated that revenue sharing
had encouraged regional intergovernmental projects, programs,
or cooperation. More smaller counties and cities indicated
this effect than did the larger counties and cities. For
example, of the counties with under 50,000 people, 42.4 per-
cent said revenue sharing had encouraged regional intergovern-
mental projects, programs, or cooperation; in the counties
with over 1 million, only 21.5 percent.

Ledyard, Connecticut, officials cited an example of
cooperation, Officials of the city of Groton and the towns
of Groton, Ledyard, Stonington, and North Stonington have
agreed, in principle, to use revenue sharing funds to build
and equip a clinic to be run by the local hospital.

Kansas City, Missouri, officials said revenue sharing
has brought greater cooperation between the city and the
county in funding such programs as emergency medical services,
a program for the aged, neighborhood health centers, and a
youth opportunity program.
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City and county officials of San Diego, California,
established a joint committee on the uses of revenue sharing
for combined projects.

According to Fremont County, Wyoming, officials, revenue
sharing encouraged a joint effort with four other counties, the
State, and a Federal agency to build a school for retarded
children.

Louisville, Kentucky, officials said because of revenue
sharing it has joined with Jefferson County to subsidize
public transit throughout the county. Also, revenue sharing
has enabled additional services by city-county agencies.

Of the counties that said revenue sharing had encouraged
cooperation, most indicated that this cooperation was with a
city or cities. In addition, most cities that said revenue
sharing had encouraged cooperation indicated that this coopera-
tion was with a county.

In several cases revenue sharing encouragement appeared
to be for increased funding of ongoing joint projects. Some-
times the projects, programs, or cooperation were merely at
the discussion stage.

Only three local governments said revenue sharing had

discouraged regional intergovernmental projects, programs,
or cooperation.
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CHAPTER 4

ACCOUNTABILITY

One of the more significant concerns which surrounded
revenue sharing proposals was the mechanics needed to insure
a proper degree of accountability and responsibility by re-
cipient governments for their decisions., Some believed reve-
nue sharing should be treated as merely a part of a recipi-
ent's total own revenues with no requirements for accounting
or reporting on the use of the funds other than those re-
quirements applicable to the recipient's own revenues and
expenditures. Others advocated that use of the funds should
be subjected to local referendum and stringent accounting
and audit controls. The act's requirements and regulations
fall between these extremes.

As discussed in chapter 1, the act (1) puts some re-
strictions on how the funds may be used, (2) requires ob-
servance of certain accounting and auditing procedures, and
(3) requires periodic reporting to the Office of Revenue
Sharing and the public on the planned and actual uses of the
funds. Because of the broad latitude granted to governments
in deciding how to use the funds, even these relatively
simple requirements have raised questions about budgeting
and accounting for revenue sharing funds and auditing and
reporting the uses of the funds.

Revenue sharing, Federal categorical aid, State aid,
and a local government's own revenues can often be used to
provide the same services. A local government therefore
tends to consider its total available resources when deter-
mining the amount of funds it needs. This creates an en-
vironment where funds can be easily displaced or substituted.
In such an environment, there can be only limited effective-
ness of statutes or regulations designed to restrict the use
of certain revenues, including revenue sharing.

Consequently, attempts to identify and advise the public
about the impact of revenue sharing on a government or to
specify the results that are being achieved by revenue shar-
ing would require analyzing all resources available to the
government and of all government-financed services. A re-
lationship can be readily drawn between revenue sharing and
the other financial resources of a government; in this sense,
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the overall financial impact of revenue sharing on a
particular government can be measured. However, an objec-
tive identification and measurement of the extent to which
specific tax levels, programs, or groups of citizens are
benefiting from revenue sharing will be extremely difficult.

DISPLACEMENT OF FUNDS

When a local government spends revenue sharing funds
for activities that were financed, or would have been fi-
nanced, from local or other revenue sources, considerable
latitude exists for use of funds thus freed. For example,
in Des Moines, Iowa, the city council by resolution pledged
that 1972 revenue sharing funds would be used to reduce
property taxes. To accomplish this, the city intended to
use revenue sharing funds for expenses of the fire depart-
ment and thus reduce the funds to be raised from the city's
property tax.

Except for a potential restriction on the direct or
indirect use of the funds to meet matching requirements of
other Federal programs, the act and regulations do not re-
strict using local funds freed by revenue sharing. There-
fore, except for the matching prohibition, compliance with
the restrictions and requirements by local governments can
be largely a budgeting and accounting exercise with little
effect.

Pulaski County, Arkansas, for example, had budgeted
about $222,000 of its revenue sharing funds for a contin-
gency fund. Under the regulations revenue sharing funds
must be used, obligated, or appropriated within a specified
time, unless the Office of Revenue Sharing approves an ex-
tension. Thus, the funds may not be used to establish a
contingency or reserve fund which would remain unused for an
indefinite time. However, should Pulaski County or any
other locality wish to effectively use revenue sharing to
establish a contingency fund which is not subject to the
time limitations and other regulations, it could do so by
displacing its own funds.

As another example, Rangeley, Maine, originally appro-
priated $13,150 of its revenue sharing funds for retirement
of debt. However, because of an administrative ruling by
the Office of Revenue Sharing which restricted the direct
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use of the funds for debt retirement, the town reappropriated
the funds. The $13,150 originally appropriated for debt re-
tirement was appropriated to the town's road maintenance ac-
count and displaced the town's own funds which were then used
to retire the debt.

Finally, El1 Paso County, Colorado, transferred $134,495
of revenue sharing funds to the sheriff's department and
county jail. The transfer freed the county's own funds to
pay for salaries in the clerk's and recorder's offices.

El Paso County officials did not consider these expenses to
be within one of the priority expenditure categories.

In our opinion, the priority expenditure requirements
of the act are illusory. In a number of cases local govern-
ments were using or intended to use the funds for operations
and maintenance expenses that were not within one of the
eight priority categories. Such uses technically violate the
act. However, had the local officials possessed a better
understanding of the technical details of the act and regula-
tions, these problems could have been avoided through dis-
placement.

Other requirements applicable to the direct uses of
funds, such as the Davis-Bacon provision, the prevailing
wage rate provision for local government employees, and the
nondiscrimination provision, can apparently be avoided either
by budgeting the funds to reduce potential problems or by
displacing funds.

In considering the legislation, the Congress recognized
and approved the potential which exists for displacing funds;
however, a March 15, 1973, decision by the U.S. District
Court, Northern District of Georgia, may limit the displace-
ment process,

In December 1972 Atlanta adopted a resolution to use its
revenue sharing funds to provide tax relief to citizens. The
city planned to spend $4.5 million of its revenue sharing
funds for firemen's salaries which were normally financed
from general fund revenues and use the §4.5 million of its
own funds that were thereby freed to reduce the water/sewer
rates.

A suit was brought on behalf of Atlanta residents al-
léging that the plan violated section 103(a) of the act
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(the priority expenditure restrictions) and that the city's
actions would deprive some of the plaintiffs, those not hav-
ing water/sewer accounts, of equal protection of the law.
The court permanently enjoined the city from indirectly us-
ing revenue sharing to reduce water/sewer rates and from
giving rebates to all those with active water/sewer accounts
on the basis that such a use would violate section 103(a).
Therefore the court did not consider the plaintiffs' other
claims.

The court agreed with the city that the act does not
specifically restrict the use of legitimately freed funds.
According to the court, the act clearly seems to have con-
templated that revenue sharing would permit tax relief. The
court noted that a local government was not required to
maintain its spending in the priority categories at levels
that existed before revenue sharing.

The court's decision primarily seemed to turn on whether
funds were "legitimately" freed. Specifically the court
held:

"There is a clear difference, however, between
funds which are legitimately freed up by the
designation of federal Revenue Sharing funds to
provide municipal services which otherwise would
have to have been paid for out of general City
funds, and funds which are transferred from one
account to another simply to avoid the restric-
tions imposed by §103(a) of the Act.

"Such an attempt to avoid the clear restriction
of a federal statute cannot be accepted. While
there is, as yet, no case law on the Revenue
Sharing Act, in the interpretation of federal
statutes generally, the courts have long made it
clear that Congressional intent cannot be over-
ridden by sham transactions."

The court also reached conclusions regarding the other
restrictions:

"If defendants were to prevail on their arguments,
other statutory restrictions placed on the use of
Revenue Sharing funds would likewise become mean-
ingless. This court cannot conclude that Congress
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intended for its prohibition against the use of
the funds in a manner that discriminates on the
basis of race, color, national origin or sex
(§122) to be so easily read out of the Act. Simi-
larly, the restrictions set forth in §123(a) (6)
and 123(a)(7), establishing standards for wages
paid with Revenue Sharing funds, and §123(a) (8),
requiring that funds received by certain local
governments be expended for the benefits of cer-
tain Indian tribes, would be nugatory according
to defendants' analysis of the Act."

The Office of Revenue Sharing has taken the position
that it will continue to administer the program without
modifying its original view that local funds that are freed,
in accordance with the laws and procedures applicable to a
recipient's own revenues may be used without restriction to

priority categories.

As discussed previously, the displacement process was
being used. Trying to restrict freed funds, in our opinion,
negates the '"no strings" philosophy of revenue sharing and
restricts the discretion that State and local governments
need to adapt to changing needs and resources. Because of
changing budgetary priorities and fluctuations in the amount
of revenues available to a locality, it would likely be im-
possible in many cases to objectively identify what resources
were freed by revenue sharing and how they were used.

ACCOUNTING

Section 123(a) of the act requires each recipient
government to establish a trust fund and deposit in the
trust fund all revenue sharing funds received as well as
interest earned., The act requires recipient governments,
in expending the funds, to use fiscal, accounting, and audit
procedures conforming to guidelines established by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury. However, according to the report of
the Congressional Committee of Conference, it was anticipated
that such guidelines would not burden or impose uniform ac-
counting and auditing requirements on all recipients. The
report stated:

"The committee of conference expects that, insofar
as possible, guidelines established by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury with respect to fiscal,
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accounting, and audit procedures * * * will
permit State and local governments to use the
fiscal, accounting, and audit procedures used by
them with respect to expenditures made from reve-
nues derived from their own sources.”

Office of Revenue Sharing regulations provide that the
trust fund may be established in the books and records as a
separate set of accounts or a separate bank account may be
established. Among the governments we visited, 134 had es-
tablished revenue sharing trust funds in their accounts
while 50 were using separate bank accounts. The remaining
66 governments had established trust funds in their accounts
and were also using separate bank accounts.

The regulations require that the accounts for expendi-
ture of the funds be maintained in a manner sufficient to
(1) permit the preparation of the required reports from the
accounts, (2) document compliance with prohibitions against
matching, and (3) permit tracing of the funds to a level of
expenditure adequate to establish that the funds were not
used in violation of the other restrictions and prohibitions.

In general, the governments were keeping or intended to
keep a detailed accounting for the direct uses of revenue
sharing funds. However, regardless of the specificity with
which the accounts are maintained, because of the potential
for displacement, the real effect of the funds could be much
different from the direct uses shown by the accounting
records.

REPORT ING

The Congress expected that the planned and actual use
reports would give the residents information on the revenue
sharing expenditures by purpose and such information as the
additional employees and capital equipment obtained with
the funds. Thus, the reporting requirements were intended
to give the citizens the necessary information to exercise
the formal and informal controls inherent in each local
political system and thereby serve as a key element of ac-
countability in the revenue sharing program.

In implementing the reporting requirements, the Office
of Revenue Sharing designed reports on which recipient
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governments must classify their planned and actual direct
uses of the funds into functional categories and specify
whether the uses are for capital expenditures for equipment,
construction, land acquisition, or debt retirement or for
operations and maintenance to maintain existing services, or
to expand services. Except for information that indicates
how revenue sharing affected the governments' debt and taxes,
both the planned and actual use reports describe the direct
uses of the funds; i.e., the areas in which the funds have
been or will be spent.

The governments must indicate the amount of funds that
have been designated for use in broad functional categories,
such as public safety, public transportation, and recreation.
The usefulness of this information to concerned citizens is
limited, however, because numerous types of expenditures
occur within each category. For example, "public safety"
may include increases in police and/or firemen's salaries,
more firemen, additional prison guards or salary increases,
or supplies for organizations involved in public safety.

Because every government can displace revenues raised
from its own sources with revenue sharing funds, the reports
may be misleading by implying that the impact of revenue
sharing on the government's services in the specified areas
can be measured by the amount of revenue sharing funds spent
in these areas.

Even though the expenditure areas that are listed on
the reports are quite broad and the expenditure of revenue
sharing funds in these areas may not indicate how revenue
sharing really affected the government, we believe the re-
ports provide some accountability to the public.

AUDITING

The act directs the Secretary of the Treasury to provide
evaluations and reviews necessary to insure that recipient
governments comply with the restrictions and requirements.
In discharging this responsibility, the Office of Revenue
Sharing plans to rely heavily on existing resources rather
than creating its own large compliance staff. As of Febru-
ary 20, 1974, the Office had seven professionals to monitor
the compliance activities of recipients. The staff is bud-
geted at 25 compliance personnel for fiscal year 1974, and
the Office is requesting 26 more personnel for fiscal year
1975. 34



The Office intends to rely to the extent practical on
audits conducted by State and local government auditors and
independent public accountants. In October 1973, the Office
issued an audit guide to assist State and local auditors and
public accountants in understanding the special requirements
for audits of revenue sharing and to establish minimum ac-
ceptable audit standards and procedures.

The audit guide was prepared under the assumptions that
recipients have some type of audit of financial transactions
and that some phases of the audit work required for revenue
sharing are performed as a part of the normal audit. Ac-
cordingly, the Office hopes revenue sharing audits can be
accomplished by extending audits being made rather than mak-
ing separate and additional audits.

The audit guide calls for a financial and compliance
review. The financial part is to include a review of the
recipient's activities, records, and system of internal
control in sufficient depth to determine whether (1) the
system provides adequate stewardship over revenue sharing
funds, (2) financial statements are produced in accordance
with generally accepted accounting principles, and (3) the
system is functioning as prescribed on a reasonably accurate
and current basis. For the compliance part of the audit,
the audit guide calls for a review to determine whether the
recipient has complied with the restrictions and requirements
specified in the act and regulations.

If the audit indicates a possible failure to comply
with the act's requirements, the recipient must submit a
copy of the audit report to the Office. The Office's audit
staff will serve as a backup for compliance efforts of out-
side resources, primarily conducting audits of recipients
not covered by outside efforts. The compliance staff plans
to conduct audits on both a sampling basis and in response
to specific allegations and complaints.

Because of the heavy reliance on State and local audits,
such audits must be as meaningful as possible. The right
kind of audit can be useful in assisting managers at all
levels of government to insure that public funds are used
efficiently, effectively, and economically.
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Traditionally, the governmental audit has been concerned
primarily with financial operations. The audit, however, is
changing. Some States adopted broader audit concepts as
early as the late 1950s and the early 1960s. The States
have gradually expanded their audit activities so that today
almost all are reviewing both financial and compliance opera-
tions. Typically, the objectives of a financial and compli-
ance audit are to determine whether (1) financial operations
are properly conducted, (2) financial reports are properly
prepared, and (3) there has been compliance with applicable
laws and regulations.

Only about one-third of the State audit groups are re-
viewing the efficiency and economy with which the State is
using its resources. A few States are undertaking the more
advanced audit of program results or effectiveness which in-
quires if the desired results are being achieved, if objec-
tives established by the legislature are being met, and if
other alternatives are available which would yield the de-
sired result at a lower cost.

In general, local governments have not advanced as far
as the States in making the broad-scope audits.

For the past several years, we have been working with
audit staffs of other Federal agencies and State and local
government audit organizations to upgrade and improve
government audits. In June 1972 we published a booklet
entitled "Standards for Audit of Governmental Organizations,
Programs, Activities and Functions." The standards are in-
tended to apply to all government levels.

The standards call for an audit much broader than the
traditional financial audit. The standards specify that the
audit should include, in addition to a review of compliance
with laws and regulations, reviews of the efficiency and
economy in the use of resources and of the program effective-
ness. The standards are also quite demanding as to staff
competence, independence, and professional proficiency. Use
of the standards by organizations that audit State and local
governments should foster a better use of all available re-
sources, including revenue sharing.

The standards involve areas of audit coverage that are
still evolving. Without doubt, the improvement of auditing
at all government levels will be a long process.

36



The regulations governing revenue sharing encourage
recipients to have their audits performed in accordance with
our standards. It is too early to ascertain the results of
the audits and evaluations by recipients. We hope many re-
cipients will have audits of their entire operations in ac-
cordance with our standards. The funds are indistinguish-
able from other local resources, and therefore an audit that
considers all funds may represent the only way that a mean-
ingful independent audit of revenue sharing will be achieved.
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CHAPTER 5

AGENCY COMMENTS

In an April 2, 1974, letter (app. IV), the Director of
the Office of Revenue Sharing stated the report was highly
informative and should be of considerable value to those
interested in revenue sharing. However, he expressed a
major concern that the report did not clearly distinguish
between the use of funds by local governments and the con-
sequences of a particular use.

The Director agreed with our observations that, when a
recipient uses its revenue sharing funds for any purpose,
there are a variety of indirect consequences; i.e., 1ts
own funds may then be used for other programs; it may be
relieved of the need to raise taxes or incur new debt; it
may be able to reduce taxes; or there may be a combination
of these effects. The Director correctly pointed out, in
our judgment, that such consequences are fundamentally in-
herent in any decision requiring an allocation of resources
among multiple potential uses, particularly where both the
amount of resources and alternative uses are variables.

In chapter 4 we say these inherent consequences limit
the effectiveness of statutes or regulations designed to
restrict the use of a particular revenue source, including
revenue sharing. In his letter, the Director expressed con-
cern that the report treatment of indirect effects of revenue
sharing funds was likely to be widely misunderstood. He
stated that our characterizations of the priority expendi-
ture requirements of the act as "illusory" or of "limited
effectiveness'" were not accurate., Similarly, the Director
questioned our observation that several other requirements
of the act apparently could be avoided by budgeting revenue
sharing funds in a fashion which would reduce potential
problems.

The Director's letter stated:

"The compliance provisions of the Act clearly
apply to the funds as they have been appropriated
by a unit of government. Indeed, the nondiscrim-
ination section of the law has been specified in
the revenue sharing regulations as broadly
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applying to '....any program or activity, funded
in whole or in part with entitlement funds....’
Similarly, the Davis-Bacon provisions of the Act
apply to any construction project where twenty-
five percent or more of project costs are funded
with revenue sharing. 1In both instances, the
provisions of the Act apply both to the funds
themselves, as well as to a possibly much larger
share of the government's own funds. Since the
Treasury Department (and presumably the courts)
will enforce these provisions of law as well as
other compliance provisions within the program
areas identified by the recipient governments, it
does not seem accurate to refer to the application
of funds to a given use as merely 'illusory.'"

The Office of Revenue Sharing is responsible for pro-
viding reviews to insure full compliance with the act and
regulations. We agree with the Director's concern for full
compliance by recipient governments. It is clear, for ex-
ample, that to comply with the act a local government must
directly spend its revenue sharing funds in the priority
expenditure areas specified by the act. Similarly, if a
recipient uses revenue sharing to directly pay for more
that 25 percent of the cost of a construction project, then
that project is subject to the Davis-Bacon Act.

In referring to the priority expenditure restrictions
as "illusory" and to some of the other restrictions and re-
quirements as apparently having "limited effectiveness,'" we
intended to distinguish between the direct uses of revenue
sharing funds by a recipient and the overall consequences of
such uses. It is clear that a variety of restrictions and
requirements can be imposed and enforced on the direct uses
of revenues obtained from any source. However, unless iden-
tical requirements are imposed on all or a major part of a
recipient's other revenues, the actual effectiveness of such
restrictions is doubtful. This observation seems particu-
larly appropriate for revenue sharing funds because they
generally are a small part of a recipient's total resources
and can be directly used for most local government functions.

We considered the Director's other comments in finaliz-
ing this report. We also considered comments from the
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Brookings Institution staff engaged in an ongoing study of
revenue sharing, the Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations, the National Association of Counties,

the National League of Cities, the United States Conference

of Mayors, and the International City Management Associa-
tion.
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CHAPTER 6

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We visited each of the 250 local governments listed in
appendix II. We reviewed financial and other records of the
governments to determine what kind of programs and activities
were being financed with revenue sharing funds.

Using a standard questionnaire (app. III), we obtained
the opinions of local officials on various matters, including
the factors influencing the local governments' decisions on
the use of the funds and the effects of revenue sharing on
such things as the governments' tax structure, level of
services, and intergovernmental cooperation. With their
assistance we identified the financial status, as of
June 30, 1973, of each local government's revenue sharing
receipts.

Although our review was not directed toward assessing
the local governments' compliance with the requirements of
the act and regulations, in a number of instances the way
the governments had used or intended to use the funds appeared
to violate the act or regulations., These matters have been
referred to officials of the Office of Revenue Sharing. We
have asked them to advise us of any action they take,

41



APPENDIX I

FINANCIAL DATA ON REVENUE SHARING FUNDS
AND FISCAL YEAR EXPENDITURES

Tables 1 through 6 of this appendix contain financial
data showing the status and uses of revenue sharing funds
received by the 250 local governments reviewed. All data

is as of June 30, 1973.

Tables 7 and 8 contain information obtained from
Bureau of the Census files on fiscal year 1972 expenditures
by the 250 governments.
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APPENDIX I

Type of government
by population

Cities:
Under 50,000
50,000 to 499,999
500,000 to 1,000,000
Over 1,000,000

Total
Counties:
Under 50,000
50,000 to 499,999

500,000 to 1,000,000
Over 1,000,000

Townships

Total

Funds available

Funds Received

TABL.

E 1

Status of funds

Neither
Interest Appropriated Planned appropriated
Funds received earned Total {note a) {note b) nor planned Total
(millions)

$ 10.8 $ 0.20 $ 11.0 H 8.8 § 1.3 $ 0.9 $ 11.0
235.9 5.30 241.2 194.1 34.8 12.3 241.2
300.9 7.30 308.2 263.2 21.8 23.2 308.2
497.9 2.20 500.2 484.7 15.5 - 500.2
1,045.6 15.10 1,060.6 950.8 73.3 36.5 1,060.6
10.3 .20 10.5 6.4 1.8 2.3 10.5
137.5 3.50 141.0 80.6 34.5 25.9 141.0
160.4 3.80 164.2 107.8 41.4 15.0 164.2
303.1 7.00 310.1 227.6 24.2 58.3 310.1
611.3 14.58 625.8 422.4 101.9 101.5 625.8
1.6 .20 1.6 .9 4 .3 1.6
$1,658.5 $29.60 $1,688.0 $1,374.2 $175.6 $138.2 $1,688,0

3Includes all funds which had been legally authorized for expenditure by the local government.

bIncludes funds for which the local government had established a reasonably definite plan for use.

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.

44



APPENDIX I

TABLE 2
Funds Appropriated

Capital outlay

Operations
Type of government and New Existing Debt Total funds
by population maintenance construction Land structures Equipment retirement Other Total appropriated
{mi1lions)
Cities:
Under 50,000 $ 1.7 $ 2.6 $0.20 $ 2.00 $1.8 $0.2 $0.2 § 7.1 $ 8.8
50,000 to 499,993 109,9 28.5 3.40 19,90 19.4 .5 12.5 84,2 194.1
500,000 to 1,000,000 149.1 51.6 18.90 23.60 15.6 4.0 .3 14.1 263.2
Over 1,000,000 478.3 4.8 .02 1.60 - - - 6.4 484.7
Total 739.1 87.5 22.50 47.10 36. 4.7 13.0 211.7 950.8
Counties:
Under 50,000 1.4 3.1 .20 .80 .8 - . 5.0 6.4
50,000 to 499,999 27.6 22.8 3.70 17.40 5.6 .2 3.3 53.0 80.6
500,000 to 1,000,000 80.5 26.8 4.30 5.80 5.6 10.5 4.4 57.4 107.8
Over 1,000,000 101.0 83.5 4.50 18,60 14.0 - 1.1 126.6 227,6
Total 180.5 136.1 17.60 42.60 26, 10.7 8.9 241.9 422.4
Townships .4 .3 .03 .09 .1 - - .5 .9
Total $920.0 $223.9 $40.20 $89.80 $63. $15, $21.9  $454.1 $1,374.2

Note: Totals may not add due to rowmding.
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APPENDIX I

TABLE 3

Funds Spent

Opera- Capital outlay
tions Exist-
Type of and New ing
government main- con- struc- Equip-
by population tenance truction Land tures nent
{millions)
Cities:
Under 50,000 $ 0.4 $ 0.20 $ 0,05 §$ 0.30 $ 0.6
50,000 to 499,999 57.1 1.40 1.20 2,10 4.9
500,000 to 1,000,000 47.9 3.90 6.90 .70 1.8
Over 1,000,000 454.4 .80 - .05 -
Total 559.8 6.40 8.20 3.20 7.4
Counties:
Under 50,000 .6 .30 .06 .04 .5
50,000 to 499,599 7.9 2.80 1.60 .10 2.2
500,000 to 1,000,000 12,5 1.10 .20 3.40 .8
Over 1,000,000 53.5 41,50 1.90 8.30 8.6
Total 74.9 45.70 3.80 11.90 12.1
Townships .4 .09 - .10 -
Total $635.1 $52.10 $11.00 $15.20 $19.5

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.
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Debt Total
retire- funds
ment other Total expended
$0.2 5 - § 1.4 § 1.8
3 2.2 12.3 69.4
- .2 13.5 61.4
- - .9 455.3
5 2.4 28.0 587.8
- - 1.0 1.6
.2 - 6.8 14.7
7.5 - 13.1 25.6
- - 60.2 114.1
7.7 - 81.1 156.0
- - .2 .6
$8.2 $2.4 $109.3 $744.4



Type of government
by population

Cities:
Under 50,000
50,000 to 499,99%
500,000 to 1,000,000
Over 1,000,000

Total
Counties:
Under 50,000
50,000 t0 4,999,999
500,000 to 1,000,000
Over 1,000,000
Total
Townships

Total

AConsists primarily of general employee salaries and

Note:

TABLE 4
Funds Agﬁmgriated for Operations and
ntenance by Lategory
Priority e?gnditures
ocia
- Public Environ- services Financial
Pubiic trans- mental- for poor adminis- Other
safety  portation protection Health and aged Recreation tration Libraries (note a) Total
(millions}
$ 0.4 $ 0.30 $0.10 $ 0.08 $0.04 $0.20 $0.3 $0.07 $ 0.2 $ 1.7
66.0 12.40 8.30 2,60 6.10 5,70 1.8 .80 6.3 109.9
64.9 18.00 15.90 10.90 8.70 5.80 3.3 1.60 20.1 149.1
326.0 81.80 48.70 15.70 - 3.90 - 2.20 - 478.3
457.2 312.50 73.00 29.20 14.90 15.60 5.4 4.70 26,5 739.1
2 .80 08 .09 .04 .06 W1 - - 1.4
5.6 3.00 5.30 6.10 2,20 1.50 2.2 .30 1.5 27.6
30.8 4,10 .80 5,90 5.20 1.60 1.0 .70 .3 50.5
37.9 9.70 4.70 28,70 11.10 3.10 2.8 3.00 - 101.0
74.4 17.70 10.90 40,80 18.60 6.20 6.0 4.00 1. 180.5
.3 .02 - - .04 - .1 - - 4
$531.9 $130.20 $83.90 $70.00 $33.50 $21.90 $11.5 $8.70 $28.3 $920.0

Totals may not add due to rounding.

funds appropriated without identifying categories.
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APPENDIX I

Table §

Funds_ Appropriated for Operations and Maintenance

By Functional Category

Category Cities Counties Townships Total
(millions)
Public safety:
"Police $276.60 $ 26.1 $0.20 $302.9
Fire protection 142,90 5.3 - 148.2
Corrections 11.00 25.3 .07 36.4
Courts 1.10 9.5 - 10.6
Building code enforcement 5.40 .6 .01 6.0
Medical examiner - 1.1 - 1.1
Street lighting .70 ~ - .7
Consumer protection .30 - - .3
Other .40 1.6 - 2.0
Unspecified (note a) 18.80 4.9 - 23.7
Total 457.20 74.4 .30 531.9
Public transportation:
Public transit systems 86.70 4.0 - 90.7
Streets 23,20 6.2 - 29.4
Highways .02 2.6 02 2.6
Aviation and airports - 2.1 - 2.1
Transport of handicapped children - 1.0 - 1.0
Waterways - .6 - .6
Other - .1 - .1
Unspecified (note a) 2.60 1.1 - 3.7
Total 112.50 17.7 .02 130.2
Environmental protection:
Sanitation 56.80 4.4 - 61.2
Sewerage 8.00 2.0 - 10.0
Pollution abatement 1.10 3.0 - 4.2
Demolition 1.10 - - 1.1
Elm disease control .50 - - .5
Flood control .20 .2 - .4
Erosion protection .30 - - .3
Drainage - .3 - .3
Other .40 .7 - 1.0
Unspecified (note a) 4.60 .3 - 4.9
Total 73.00 10.9 - 83.9
Health:
Health services 6.60 18,2 - 24,8
Hospitals 4.40 16.2 - 20.6
Tuberculosis sanitarium 1.00 - - 1.0
Other .10 .1 - .2
Unspecified (note a) 17.10 6.4 - 23.4
Total 29.20 40.8 - 70.0
Recreation 15.60 6.2 - 21.9
Libraries 4.70 4.0 - 8.7
Social services for poor and aged 14.90 18.6 04 33.5
Financial administration 5.40 6.0 10 11.5
Other 9.50 .3 - 9.9
Unspecified (note b) 17.00 1.5 - 18.4
Total $739.10 $180.5 $0.40 $920.0

a
Funds were appropriated for general categories only.

@ ; . ;s < s gs
Funds were appropriated for expenditure, but no general or specific categories were indicated.

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding.
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Table 6

Funds Appropriated for Capital Outlay by Category

Cities by population
Under 50,000 to 500,000 to Over

Category 50,000 499,999 1,000,000 1,000,000 Total
(millions)

Recreation $0.80 $13.60 $ 28.40 $0.20 $ 43.00
Highways and streets 2.10 20.90 25.40 1.80 50.20
Public safety 1.00 18.10 11.50 .50 31.10
General public

buildings .20 6.10 13.80 1.20 21.30
Environmental pro-

tection 1.30 14.90 16.40 .60 33.20
Health and hospitals .07 .70 3.30 - 4.10
Corrections - .04 1.00 - 1.00
Debt retirement

(note a) .10 .50 4,00 - 4.60

Sanitation, sewerage,
water, and elec-

tricity .90 .30 4.40 2.10 7.70
Libraries .02 1.30 .30 - 1.60
Public transit - 1.00 2.90 - 3.90
General capital

equipment - .40 1.80 - 2,10
Financial administra-

tion .06 1.00 .50 - 1.50
Land for general

public use .01 .50 - - .50
Education .09 1.00 - ~ 1.10
Social services for

poor and aged .03 .10 .05 - .20
Voting equipment .05 .04 - - .09
Other .07 2.00 .30 .05 2.40
Unspecified (note b) .20 2.00 - - 2.10

Total $7.10 $84,20 $114,10 $6,40 $211.70

a
Revenue sharing funds may be used directly to retire debt under certain
circumstances. '

b
Appropriated for capital outlay without identifying a category.

Note: Totals may not add due to rounding. a



APPENDIX I

Counties by population
Under 50,000 to 500,000 to Over Town~ All selected
50,000 499,999 1,000,000 1,000,000 Total ships governments

(millions)

$0.50 $ 3,40 $ 4,80 $ 16.40 $ 25.1 S - $ 68.1

1.40 5.70 5.70 1.00 13.8 0.1 64.1
.30 5.60 8.90 16.50 31.4 .1 62.5
.50 15.40 11.20 12.40 39.5 .1 60.9
.70 6.70 3.50 3.20 14.1 .2 47.4
.90 7.90 2,00 13.80 24.6 - . 28.7
- 2.00 2.00 23.30 27.3 - 28.4
- - 8.00 - 8.0 - 12.7
- .05 .10 - .2 - 7.8
- .80 1.90 - 2,6 - 4.3
.08 .10 .10 - .3 - 4.3
.04 .40 - 1.00 1.4 - 3.6
03 1.60 .09 - 1.7 - 3.2
- - 2.60 - 2.6 - 3.1
.01 .20 .90 .10 1.2 - 2.3
.30 1.00 .80 .01 2.1 - 2.3
.01 .40 - .90 1.4 - 1.5
- 1-10 - - 1.1 - 3-5_
.10 .70 4,60 37.90 43.3 45.4

$5,00  $53,00 $57.30 $126.60  $241,9  $0.5 $454.1
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TABLE 7

Expenditures for Operations and Maintenance FY 1972

Cities by population

Under 50,000 to 500,000 to Over
Category 50,000 499,999 1,000,000 1,000,000 Total
(millions)

Education $125.3 $ 518.6 $ 413.3 $ 2,081.6 $ 3,138.9
Highways 11.7 115.3 134.4 210.2 471.6
Public welfare 13.3 83.6 370.0 2,257.2 2,724.1
Hospitals .4 66.8 241.8 998.1 1,307.0
Health 4.8 40,6 100.2 351.9 497.4
Police protection 40.8 287.8 479.2 1,158.2 1,965.9
Fire protection 23.6 212.8 274.8 488.7 999.9
Sewerage 5.8 72.0 85.5 73.5 236.7
Sanitation 10.4 112.1 142.3 331.1 595.9
Parks and recreation 6.8 119.2 166.5 179.3 471.7
Housing and urban renewal 4.0 52.4 74,2 281,7 412.3
Libraries 4.3 35.0 54.4 100.1 193.9
Financial administration 5.7 48.1 75.5 108.4 237.7
General control 7.1 63.7 114,1 211.,3 396.2
General public buildings 2.5 24.4 36,6 79.1 142.6
Interest on general debt 14.4 154.0 177,.4 454.3 800.1
Corrections - 9.0 41.4 136.3 186.7
General government 36.1 247.9 382.6 728.0 1,394.5
Airports .S 29.4 41,0 50.4 121.3
Water 16,1 142.3 181.8 232.5 572.7
Transit - 4.8 115.8 879.9 1,000.5
Electricity 12.9 55.1 19¢,0 225.3 489.2
Water transit 1.1 6.7 10.5 11.8 30.1
Parking .3 6.4 7.1 17.2 30.9
Liquor stores .6 - - - .6
Gas .3 14.3 36,9 .4 51,9

Total $348.5 $2,522,2 $3,953,3 $11,646.4 $18,470.4

Note: Data obtained from Census for fiscal years ending between July 1, 1971, and June 30, 1972,
before availability of revenue sharing funds.

Totals may not add due to rounding.



Counties by population

APPENDIX I

Under 50,000 to 500,000 to Over All selected
50,000 499,999 1,000,000 1,000,000 Total Townships governments
(million)
$13.4 $ 358.8 $ 622.3 $ 146.3 $ 1,140.8 $ - $ 4,279.7
15.8 96.8 101.7 171.9 386.3 1.50 859.4
5.6 501.3 860.7 2,235.8 3,603.4 .70 6,328.2
5.4 168.4 274.3 655.5 1,103.5 - 2,410.5
1.2 63.4 91.5 192.4 348.5 .05 846.0
5.9 82.7 99,1 276.4 464.1 2.00 2,432.0
2.0 31.4 30.4 37.2 101.0 .90 1,101.8
.7 46.9 11,7 21.0 80.3 .80 317.8
.6 12.6 16.6 40.0 69.9 .60 666.3
3.0 45.5 47.6 173.2 269.4 .30 741.4
- - - - - - 412.3
.4 19.7 28.1 35.0 84,3 .10 278.2
3.3 54.7 59.4 120.2 237.6 .30 475.7
4.6 90.7 129.4 362.5 587.1 .60 984.0
1.1 29.4 29,1 95.5 155,1 .20 297.9
2.2 61.7 74.5 133.8 272.2 .60 1,072.9
.5 44.8 76.2 200.0 321.5 - 508.2
8.6 118.7 206.4 324.6 658.2 1,60 2,054.3
.1 7.6 9.0 22.6 39.3 - 160.5
2.2 20.6 1,2 19.6 43,6 1.50 617.8
- - - 13.0 13.0 1,013.5
- - - - - - 489.2
- - - - - - 30.1
- - - - - - 30.9
- 14.2 28.5 - 42.7 - 43.3
- - - - - - 51.9
$76.5 $1,870.0 $2,798.8 $5,276.6 $10,021.8 $11.70 $28,503.9
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Table 8

Expenditures for Capital Outlay FY 1972

Cities by population
Under 50,000 to 500,000 to Over

Category 50,000 499,999 1,000,000 1,000,000 Total
(millions)

Education $10.00 $ 41.3 $§ 80.9 $ 267.300 $ 399.5
Highways 6.40 110.2 161.9 148.400 426.9
Public welfare .02 .1 2.3 3.300 5.8
Hospitals - 2.9 32.3 62.100 97.3
Health .20 3.0 3.3 16.100 22.7
Police protection 1.40 13.0 22.2 53.800 90.4
Fire protection 1.00 9.6 14.9 18.000 43.6
Sewerage 6.90 112.2 134.3 227.300 480.7
Sanitation .40 7.7 6.5 34.400 49.0
Parks and recrea-

tion 2,90 87.3 106.5 68.700 265.3
Housing and urban

renewal 1.50 98.6 122,2 315.300 537.7
Libraries .10 4.5 14.2 13.600 32.4
Financial admin-

istration .08 .5 2.0 .800 3.4
General control .20 .9 1.0 9,100 11.2
General public

buildings .20 31.2 15.0 51.7100 97.5
Interest on

general debt - - - - -
Corrections - .1 2.3 16.200 18.6
General government 11.00 28.2 34.7 158.600 232.4
Airports .30 122.8 104.5 75.800 303.4
Water 10.20 87.5 104.6 138.000 340.3
Transit - 1.4 16.0 114.600 132.0
Electricity 6.20 11.7 115.7 152.500 286.0
Water transit .08 20.7 5.3 74.300 100.3
Parking .90 11.8 3.2 12,600 28.5
Liquor stores - ‘- - - -
Gas .05 1.7 4.2 .004 5.9

Total $60,10 $808,8 $1,110.1  $2,031,.900 $4!010!g

Notes: Data obtained from Census for fiscal years ending between
July 1, 1971, and June 30, 1972, before availability of
revenue sharing funds.

Totals may not add due to rounding.



APPENDIX I

Counties by population
Under 50,000 to 500,000 to Over Town- All selected
50,000 499,999 1,000,000 1,000,000 Total ships governments

(millions)
0.300 §$ 58.1 $ 71,70 $ 7.9 $ 138,00 § - $ 537.50
3.300 41.6 79.40 192.3 316.70 0.300 743.90
.003 2.7 1.80 10.0 14.50 - 20.30
.002 8.8 16.00 69.0 93.90 - 191.20
060 1.7 1.80 5.3 8.90 - 31.60
.300 3.3 4,50 7.5 15.60 .040 106.00
.500 6.0 1.90 2.8 11.20 010 54.80
1,100 19.7 53.80 87.5 162.00 .200 643.00
.010 2.5 1.80 1.8 6.10 .040 55.20
4,600 37.2 44.90 148.7 235.40 .070 500.80
- - .30 4.8 5.10 - 542.70
.010 2.4 2.30 4,0 8.80 .001 41,20
.080 2.4 1.10 3.2 6.80 .030 10.20
.040 4.2 1.70 21.4 27.30 - 38.50
2.800 10.9 37.00 52.4 103.10 .001 200,50
.070 1.5 15.10 18.2 34.80 - 53.40
1.400 9.6 12,10 32.4 55.40 .100 288.00
.200 28.7 3.80 74.2 107.00 - 410.40
3.500 26.9 5.00 19.2 54.60 .400 395.30
- - - 4,0 4.00 - 136.00
- - - - - 286.00
- - - - - 100.30
- - - - - - 28.50
- - .09 - .09 - .09
- - - - - - 5.90

$18,300 $268,2 $356,20 $766,7 $1,409,50 $1,200 $5,421.60
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APPENDIX II
ACTIVITIES OF EACH LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVIEWED

This appendix briefly describes the revenue sharing
activities of each of the 250 local governments. The in-
formation in each summary is intended to highlight the sta-
tus of the recipient government's revenue sharing as of
June 30, 1973. The summaries are presented in alphabetical
order within nine groups. The 10 townships are in one
group, and the 124 cities and 116 counties are divided
among groups according to population.

The tables on pages 57 through 61 show the page on
which the summary for each government may be found and pre-
.2nts an overview of the revenue sharing funds each govern-
ment received and appropriated.
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Government reviewed

APPENDIX 11

Revenue sharing funds

Alabama:

Birmingham

Eclectic

Mobile

Oxford

Jefferson County
Alaska:

Anchorage

Haines

Bristol Bay Borough

Greater Anchorage Borough

Arizona:
Cottonwood
Phoenix
Tucson
Maricopa County
Navajo County
Pima County

Arkansas:

Forrest City
Little Rock
Osceola
Pulaski County

California: .

Los Angeles
OQakland

Redding

San Diego

San Francisco
Alameda County
Contra Costa County
Fresno County

Kern County

Los Angeles County
Orange County
Riverside County
Sacramento County

San Bernardino County

San Diego County

San Joaquin County

Santa Clara County

Sierra County

Tulare County

Ventura County
Colorado:

Denver

El Paso County

Jackson County

Jefferson County
Connecticut:

Hartford

Ledyard

Simsbury
Delaware:

Elsmere

Wilmington

Kent County

New Castle County
Florida:

Jacksonville

Lighthouse Point

Miami

Tampa

Dade County

Hillsborough County

Polk County

Received

6,254,495
24,353
5,612,604
130,593
9,015,770

1,202,329
18,208
28,059

1,237,616

25,325
9,745,600
5,653,927
6,391,560

410,005
4,912,589

290,861
3,466,053
194,879
1,885,612

40,073,205
5,851,469
435,824
7,953,899
22,432,976
12,151,231
7,019,300
8,194,155
8,973,261
106,570,495
10,948,373
8,589,726
10,427,774
12,416,173
13,988,962
6,143,482
9,766,610
58,963
4,939,170
6,625,985

15,008,858
1,917,858
33,269
1,247,894

4,224,635
186,767
211,798

118,821
2,836,600
663,924
5,442,416

10,188,700
34,383
8,403,407
6,688,943
12,959,406
5,625,666
2,466,134

57

As a percent
of adjusted
taxes

26.03
50.95
28.53
34.67
24.67

17.30

9.06
18.57
18.90

36.75
17.27
19.63
17.93
35.33
20.59

99.21
40.98
78.50
43.42

9.50
10.98
16.20
12.14

8.24
10.76

9.38
19.38
16.04

9.88

9.84
15.44
12.83
16.30
12.90
15.42

9.99
13.69
22.65
14.00

14.22
20.17
18.30
13.15

8.42
35.41
13.83

53.49
19.17
49.08
49,86

19.09
10.99
18.03
19,51
12.93
19.54
23.09

Appropriated

(note a)

—~—

6,265,495
24,353
5,612,604
130,593
8,467,711

1,201,163

28,059
1,256,387

25,325
10,011,000
698,000
4,606,747
156,785
1,703,082

259,186
1,353,020
198,465
1,467,265

40,878,471
6,015,285

440,000
23,027,649
12,474,153

8,326,934

2,772,929
11,250,253
8,844,241
10,658,135
9,570,339
2,236,279
3,040,995
73,454
44,064
51,050
6,625,985

15,381,603
1,019,000
5,000
1,247,894

4,329,583
170,035
175,186

85,213
2,862,386

5,492,416

10,188,700
18,077
3,966,816
6,688,943

4,771,152
2,466,134

Page

containing

narrative

76
93
83
100
113

89
95
134
124

93
70
87
114
137
130

94
81
100
131

108
131
116
116
109
132
110
140
132
133

67
122
136
125

79

102
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Government reviewed

Revenue sharing funds

Georgia:

Atlanta

McRae

Fulton County

Oglethorpe County
Hawaii:

Honolulu

Hawaii County

Kauai County

Maui County
Idaho:

Boise

St. Maries

Ada County

Canyon County
I1linois:

Chicago

Cook County

McLean County

Addison Township
Indiana:

Indianapolis

Lake County

Sullivan County

Pigeon Township
Iowa:

Atlantic

Des Moines

Polk County

Ringgold County
Kansas:

Conway Springs

Wichita

Cowley County

Sedgwick County

Kechi Township
Kentucky:

Louisville

Morganfield

Jefferson County

Morgan County
Louisiana:

Baton Rouge

New Orleans

Jefferson Parish

LaSalle Parish

Vernon Parish
Maine:

Portland

Rangeley

Saco

Aroostook County
Maryland:

Baltimore

Cambridge

Mount Airy

Anne Arundel County

Baltimore County
Montgomery County

Prince Georges County

Massachusetts:
Boston
Harwich
Huntington
Worcester County

Received

7,691,577
53,473
7,398,685
69,716

14,973,828
2,293,427
917,029
1,545,452

1,594,261
26,421
1,056,555
573,747

78,587,961
18,331,282
470,151
296,524

13,860,170
4,118,180
262,437
196,672

90,258
2,807,948
2,332,186

81,524

20,266
3,270,152
314,655
2,042,787
40,874

11,814,166
55,085
7,381,557
91,704

8,464,116
21,378,119
5,797,599
410,376
254,266

1,997,552
35,644
179,129
243,517

29,751,526
349,899
45,813
5,978,721
12,066,936
6,098,942
11,816,702

22,606,323
207,772
56,174
1,138,131

58

As a percent
of adjusted
taxes

13.42
44,98
13.34
52.47

12.83
18.18
19.51
18.84

24.75
30.45
25.43
40.63

13.99
12.94
18.10
38.23

15.57
18.19
28.68
28.42

19.82
14,57
14,26
26.15

36.89
12,85
19.25
13.01
30.48

26.53
48.80
30.87
52.56

24.13
26.62
21.27
52,44
33.23

17.31
15.58
12,71
37.59

19,14
55.02
54.78
25.75
15.84
11.35
19.00

10.91
10.91
20.87
13.56

$

Appropriated
(note a)

7,799,167
13,641
7,384,909
69,716

14,973,828
2,293,427
917,029
545,571

1,594,261
26,948
938,100
355,300

79,460,302
18,847,179
475,515

14,109,077

161,495
43,998

25,246
2,864,316

5,786
523,443
165,025

41,744

10,968,840
22,576

< 65,000
8,606,985
19,731,610
4,496,005
293,119
143,260

1,997,552
27,566

247,472

13,888,257
288,668
46,305
6,440,844
6,245,016
11,816,702

22,606,323
157,000
8,500

Page
containing
narrative

74

111
139

67
124
136
137

76
102
119
121

62
105
127
143

68
114
141
144

89

131
139

93

134
132
144

82
99
113
138

75
70
126

133

85
101
101
119

65
91
99
119
111
115
116

65
96
96
118



Government reviewed

Michigan:
Detroit
Midland
Lake County
Wayne County
Redford Township
Minnesota:
Minneapolis
New Hope
Wells
Hennepin County
Eagan Township
Mississippi:
Jackson
Clarke County
Harrison County
Quitman County
Missouri:
Fayette
Grandview
Kansas City
St. Louis
Jackson County
St. Louis County
Windsor Township
Montana:
Billings
Bozeman
McCone County
Silver Bow County
Nebraska:
Fullerton
Omaha
Douglas County
Holt County
Nevada:
Las Vegas
Churchill County
Clark County
Lyon County
New Hampshire:
Claremont
Manchester
Hillsborough County
Merrimack County
New Jersey:
Jersey City
Newark
Essex County
Hudson County
Passaic County
Freehold Township
New Mexico:
Albuquerque
Portales
Bernallillo County
Union County
New York:
Buffalo
Canton
Carmel
New York
Erie County
Monroce County
Nassau County
Onondaga County
Suffolk County
Westchester County

APPENDIX II

Revenue sharing funds

Received

46,305,888
884,559
106,418

14,809,283
485,255

7,005,623
107,523
29,158
7,384,458
58,165

4,570,157
410,386
2,140,644
552,376

35,567
170,486
11,597,097
15,818,145
4,039,027
6,653,934
62,325

851,384
177,310

75,211
969, 791

27,367
5,138,436
2,448,626

196,399

1,385,576
103,859
3,703,164
138,178

129,622
2,128,638
474,346
153,569

5,829,851
10,724,780
8,833,649
5,822,891
3,685,313
70,864

7,644,353
102,463
3,324,362
88,671

9,568,920
55,765
203,318
258,587,579
12,523,645
6,648,963
16,360,479
6,541,612
16,825,718
4,526,165

59

As a percent
of adjusted
taxes

14,98
17.30
31,91
15.80
16.50

12,58
15.38
24.81
11.72

9.91

29.16
69.52
39.43
106.97

37.41
15.34
16.92
11.44
16.47
11.05
34,47

18.03
20.28
13,94
20,57

23.22
13.99
13,97
37.79

8.68
15.30
10.32
13.49

15.70
14.20
13,39
13.84

12.23
13,15
10.86
11.95
13.47
10.04

41.72
70,39
41.72
71.17

13.04
25.15
10.32
8.75
12.57
9.76
6.07
11.23
11.66
5.12

Page
Appropriated containing
(note a) narrative

46,305, 888 62
909, 315 98
88,488 136
14,809,283 110
293,688 144
7,150,534 83
100,962 99
29,803 103
6,400,000 112
59,164 143
1,053,881 80
410,386 134
2,140,644 124
552,376 139
35,801 94

- 95
11,597,097 68
15,980,719 71
4,148,289 113
3,822,335 117
48,594 145
31,000 76

. 90
12,473 138
721,500 140
27,367 95
808,875 85

R 122

- 135
1,385,049 81
105,907 134
3,610,000 122
141,202 137
117,500 92
2,157,915 82
486,607 125
157,130 127
5,829,851 81
10,724,780 83
7,000,000 111
5,822,891 11z
3,685,313 129
70,864 143
7,644,353 74
78,676 101
2,012,714 120
14,584 141
9,592,517 76
56,412 91

- 92
258,587,579 63
2,682,995 107
6,648,963 114
13,006,488 108
- 129
16,825,718 110
4,351,550 117
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Government reviewed

North Carolina:

Charlotte

Eden

Mount Gilead

Mecklenburg County
North Dakota:

Fargo

McLean County

Morton County

Stutsman County
Ohio:

Cincinnati

Cleveland

Columbus

Toledo

Butler County

Cuyahoga County

Hamilton County

Anderson Township
Oklahoma:

Ada

Oklahoma City

Cleveland County

Oklahoma County
Oregon:

Ontario

Portland

Lake County

Multnomah County
Pennsylvania:

Brentwood Borough

Philadelphia

Pittsburgh

Allegheny County

Millcreek Township
Rhode Island:

Hopkinton

Providence

West Warwick
South Carolina:

Columbia

Isle of Palms

Woodruff

Charleston County
South Dakota:

Sioux Falls

Tyndall

McCook County

Minnehaha County

Sioux Falls Township
Tennessee:

Jamestown

Memphis

Metro Nashville-Davidson

Henderson County

Shelby County
Texas:

Carrollton

Dallas

El Paso

Forth Worth

Houston

San Antonio

Temple

Harris County

Revenue sharing funds

Received

5,302,713
513,629
41,618
3,068,341

885,751
262,172
611,947
277,873

10,369,910
18,151,621
> 8,196,771
5,754,732
912,808
11,740,837
4,987,545
94,958

310,097
6,907,678
362,592
3,005,645

199,086
10,488,152
101,538
6,310,977

146,755
55,510,057
14,805,865
14,716,271

260,512

76,371
5,500,156
338,110

3,708,570
47,655
158,037
3,944,788

1,303,242
16,337
215,998
587,884
19,902

46,098
14,532,443
9,008,752
206,282
6,891,314

177,111
14,692,182
6,872,540
5,775,849
18,854,815
10,755,713
521,071
7,676,866

60

As a percent

of adjusted Appropriated
taxes (note a)
17.66 $ 2,272,631
31.44 525,446
32.86 -
19.47 -
24,25 285,675
43,14 210,772
50.43 -
35.96 180,625
15.47 9,593,572
14,61 18,608,108
16.30 5,843,539
15,33 1,696,630
17.68 474,733
12.53 11,740,837
12,17 -
55.23 54,704
37.98 310,097
21.72 6,728,654
30.04 221,027
21.85 3,015,883
44.29 203,831
23,42 1,756,000
34.49 56,214
23,40 751,296
14.57 113,700
11,90 55,553,900
15,29 13,481,171
18.62 12,240,000
19.03 260,512
27.37 -
20.19 4,360,884
21.07 344,212
52.69 3,778,330
32.42 48,591
56.62 134,433
54,92 3,993,088
18,30 1,303,242
32,77 -
28.84 -
18.92 -
75.49 20,095
95.23 46,098
22,23 4,888,423
17.14 9,008,752
47.17 18,687
22,29 700,000
15.09 179,718
11.48 15,001,488
28.61 6,417,515
14,90 5,822,981
13,74 3,898,719
24,75 10,742,875
23.02 534,514
13.65 1,743,026

Page
containing
narrative

77
93

127

79
138
138
140

103
78

104
121

86
103
138
128
145



Government reviewed

Utah:

Bountiful

Lindon

Salt Lake City

Salt Lake County
Vermont:

Brighton

Burlington

West Rutland

Washington County
Virginia:

Marion

Norfolk

Richmond

Fairfax County

Wythe County
Washington:

Seattls

Douglas County

King County

Whitman County
West Virginia:

Grafton

Huntington

Kanawha County

Monongalia County
Wisconsin:

Milwaukee

Manitowoc County

Milwaukee County

Ozaukee County
Wyoming:

Casper

Lander

Fremont County

Sublette County

Total

APPENDIX II

Revenue sharing funds

Received

$ 233,017
36,440
4,583,923
6,742,565

41,425
1,199,423
42,324
29,365

162,105
8,476,407
6,865,633
5,200,800

236,024

10,455,929
168,465
7,347,408
550,259

203,729
2,650,390
2,701,986

666,024

13,992,404
675,959
16,374,007
268,603

325,045
75,646
681,456
91,693

$1,658,461,210

As a percent
of adjusted
taxes

25.96
54.74
23.97
25.73

44.43
24.47
19.22
33.56

53.80
19.69
10.73
10.01
54,14

15.84
28,18
16.20
32.81

77.78
44,58
43,31
51.07

16.03
21.58
15.14
13.20

25.08
40.49
37.67
26.32

12.75

$

Page

Appropriated containing

(note a) narrative
167,776 90
34,310 98
4,693,729 86
6,912,745 131
17,000 90
1,228,844 91
43,431 103
29,986 141
165,631 98
8,336,884 84
6,865,633 86
- 123
113,222 142
8,375,177 73
53,803 135
6,827,989 107
550,259 141
206,129 95
2,635,061 80
228,812 126
123,046 128
14,345,484 69
592,900 127
10,013,416 108
191,901 129
214,245 92
58,373 97
678,101 135
- 140

$1,374,170,362

3Appropriated amounts do not always agree with appropriation actions in the narrative summary

for each local government.

Any interest earnings on funds received through June 30, 1973,

which were appropriated are included in the appropriated amount but amounts shown as funds
Also, some governments appropriated revenue sharing funds

received do not include interest.
received and anticipated future receipts.

In such cases, the amounts shown above represent a

proration of the total amount appropriated to show appropriations of funds received through

June 30, 1973,
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CITIES WITH POPULATIONS CP OVER ONE MILLION

Chicago, Illinois Amount received: §$78,587,961 total
Population: 3,369,357 $23.32 per capita

On the basis of the city's estimate of revenue sharing
funds that would actually be received in 1973, the 1973 city
budget included $98 million of revenue sharing funds. These
funds were designated almost entirely for police and fire
department personal services; very small amounts were allo-
cated to demolition of abandoned buildings and salaries of
employees in the municipal tuberculosis sanitarium and the
public library.

Chicago had expended the entire $78,587,961 it re-
ceived through June 30, 1973. These funds were used for op-
erations and maintenance in the police department, §56.9 mil-
lion; fire department, $20.5 million; municipal tuberculosis
sanitarium, $0.7 million; and public libarary, $0.5 million.

City officials did not consider that Chicago had a fis-
cal crisis before it received the revenue sharing funds.
However, if revenue sharing funds had not been available,
Chicago would have had to increase the tax levy or reduce
services because, by law, it must balance its budget.

Detroit, Michigan Amount received: $46,305,888 total
Population: 1,514,063 $30.58 per capita

The city appropriated and spent the $46,305,888 it re-
ceived for operations. City officials said that revenue
sharing funds replaced local funds in the following four
areas in which they were spent:

Police $28,709,651
Fire 10,187,295
Sanitation 5,556,706
Health services 1,852,236

$46,305,888

City officials said revenue sharing funds represented
about 20 percent of these departments' budgets. They said
that, by receiving an 18-month allotment of these funds in
a single fiscal year, the city was able to roughly maintain
the overall level of 1972-73 services and not cut services or
increase taxes.
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Houston, Texas Amount received: $18,854,815 total
Population: 1,233,535 $15.29 per capita

Houston had $19,371,855 available, consisting of re-
venue sharing funds and interest earned on the funds. The
city authorized the expenditure of $3,898,719 for capital
improvements and planned to authorize the remaining
$15,473,136 for similar purposes. As of June 30, 1973, the
city had spent §$48,201 for capital improvements to highways,
streets, and general public buildings. The $15.5 million
planned for expenditure included $3 million for public
transit.

Los Angeles, California Amount received: $40,073,205 total
Population: 2,809,813 $14.26 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the city had appropriated
$40,878,471 of revenue sharing funds received plus interest
earned. At that date, $16,168,697 of the funds had been
spent. About $38.4 million was appropriated for operations
and maintenance, including lump sum appropriations of
$37.6 million to the police, fire, and sanitation depart-
ments, and a transfer of $0.5 million to another governmental
agency for operating a minibus system. An additional
$2.5 million was appropriated for capital projects for
street maintenance, recreation, environmental protection,
and general public buildings.

According to city officials, revenue sharing permitted
the city to maintain existing services and to expand a few
services, such as the police department, without increasing
the city taxes.

New York, New York Amount received: $258,587,579 total
Population: 7,895,563 $32.75 per capita

New York had spent its entire $258,587,579 for opera-
tions and maintenance. About two-thirds was for salaries
and operations of police, fire, and sanitation departments.
The city transferred the remainder to the New York City
Transit Authority to help maintain the city's public transit
fare. Transit Authority officials said the revenue sharing
funds were being applied against the authority's total
operating expenses.

City officials said they did not know what services,
if any, would have been curtailed if revenue sharing had not
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been available. They generall} felt that additional money
would, of necessity, have been obtained elswhere--but
could not be certain about the amount or the sources (in-
creased taxes, additional State aid, or borrowings). Re-
venue sharing, according to the officials, has helped the
city remove the uniformed forces hiring freeze and will
probably slow the rate of tax increases.

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania  Amount received: §$55,510,057 total
Population: 1,949,996 $28.47 per capita

The city had authorized spending $55,553,900 of funds
received plus interest earned, as of June 30, 1973. At that
date, $55,510,057 of the funds had been expended. According
to city records, the $55.5 million of revenue sharing funds
were used to reimburse the general fund for employee salaries
and fringe benefits. This amount included about $25.3 mil-
lion for the police department and about $26.5 million for
the fire, streets, and recreation departments and for library
services.

According to city officials, revenue sharing has helped
them maintain existing services. The city is experiencing an
eroding tax base and increasing costs of services and re-
venue sharing has partially alleviated this problem.
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CITIES WITH POPULATIONS OF 500,000 TO 1,000,000

Baltimore, Maryland Amount received: §29,751,526 total
Population: 905,787 $32.85 per capita

The city authorized the expenditure of $13,888,257 of
funds received and had spent $12,503,151 of the funds. About
$13.6 million was appropriated for operations and maintenance,
including public safety, environmental protection, and recrea-
tion; about $300,000 was appropriated for capital improvements
to the city jail.

City officials said revenue sharing has enabled the city
to provide a new service (policing parks), to expand or avoid
reductions in some existing services, and to include new pro-
grams, These include a before-and-after school day care pro-
gram and a noise control program. Revenue sharing has also
permitted the city to fund 3-percent pay increases for all
city employees. The officials said a combination of sub-
stantial tax increases and reductions in services would have
occurred without revenue sharing. With the aid of the funds
they plan to maintain a stable tax rate for the next 3 or 4
years.

Boston, Massachusetts Amount received: $22,606,323 total
Population: 641,071 $35.26 per capita

Boston appropriated $22.6 million of funds received,
together with an additional $21 million of estimated revenue .
sharing receipts through June 30, 1974, for use in the 18-month
period ending June 30, 1974. The city had not spent any re-
venue sharing funds at June 30, 1973, The city council au-
thorized the Mayor to use the $43.6 million to meet current
expenses. As of June 30, 1973, the city had specified that
$1 million would be used for two special poverty programs
previously funded by other Federal money.
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Cleveland, Ohio Amount received; $18,151,621 total
Population: 750,879 $24.17 per capita

The city authorized spending $18,608,108 in funds
received plus interest earned. It had spent $1,619,684,
The entire amount authorized was for operations and mainten-
ance. The funds were primarily for (1) retroactive payments
to the retirement plan for policemen and firemen required by
a recent court ruling, (2) an expanded health clinic program,
(3) salary increases and clothing allowances for policemen
and firemen, (4) retroactive salary increases promised but
never paid to some employees, (5) a housing demolition pro-
gram, (6) street lighting, (7) the city's share of welfare
costs, (8) an expanded recreation program, and (9) a reserve
to replace Emergency Employment Act funds when they are cut
off.

Columbus, Ohio Amount recieved: $8,196,771 total
Population: 540,025 $15.18 per capita

Columbus appropriated $5,843,539 of revenue sharing
funds, of which it spent $104,467. Of the total appropriated,
$4.5 million was for capital expenditures, including $3.5
million for sanitation transfer stations, and $1.3 million
for operations and maintenance, including police personnel
costs, operating costs of the sanitation department, and the
costs of the Summer Youth Program.

City officials said revenue sharing allowed the city to
provide new services and expand the level of existing services,
but it was too early to predict the effect of revenue sharing
on the city's tax levels.

Dallas, Texas Amount received: $14,692,182 total
Population: 844,401 $17.40 per capita

The city authorized spending §$15,001,488 of revenue
sharing funds received and interest earned. About §$12.7 mil-
lion was for capital outlays and $2.3 million was for
operations. These funds are to be distributed among several
activities, including social services which were previously
supported by other Federal funds. As of June 30, 1973,
about $442,000 had been spent with about §$320,000 for social
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services. the remainder was used used for public safety,
health, recreation, general public buildings, and library
equipment.

According to one city official, a tax increase was
avoided, or at least deferred, because of revenue sharing.

Denver, Colorado Amount received: $15,008,858 total
Popuration: 514,678 $29.16 per capita

The City and County of Denver authorized spending
$15,381,603 of funds received plus interest earned--
$13,844,303 for capital improvements and $1,537,300 for
operations and maintenance. As of June 30, 1973, $827,881
had been spent.

The major capital appropriations were development and
improvement of Platte River Valley, $2 million; land acquisi-
tion for relocation of the U.S. Mint, $2.97 million; expan-
sion and remodeling of viaducts, $1.1 million; land acquisi-
tion for a sports complex, $2.45 million; and acquisition
of capital equipment, $1.5 million. The major operations
and maintenance appropriations were for a program for summer
youth employment, $482,250; street repairs, $500,000; and
elm disease control, $500,000.

One official said revenue sharing funds were used to
maintain the level of existing services. Revenue sharing
funds were mainly appropriated to make postponed capital im-
provements.

Honolulu, Hawaii Amount received: $14,973,828 total
Population: 630,528 $23.75 per capita

The City and County of Honolulu appropriated all
$14,973,828. These funds, along with $3,346,589 in anticipated
revenue sharing funds, were appropriated in the fiscal year
1973 and 1974 budgets. Most of the money, i.e.; $5,388,000
in fiscal year 1973 and $7,932,417 in fiscal year 1974, was
appropriated for capital improvements, such as waste and
sewage collection and disposal, parks, fire stations, highway
improvements, and street lighting. For fiscal year 1974,
$5 million was appropriated for police salaries. As of
June 30, 1973, only $276,436 of the revenue sharing funds had
been spent.
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Officials said revenue sharing funds would be used
primarily for capital improvements due to the uncertainty of
continuation of the program after the present 5-year period.

Indianapolis, Indiana Amount received: §$13,860,170 total
Population: 746,428 $18.57 per capita

The city authorized the expenditure of revenue sharing
funds and interest totaling $14,109,007. Authorized expendi-
tures included $9.7 million for operations and maintenance
and $4.4 million for capital outlays. The entire capital
outlay was for the construction fund for a city sports stadium.
Authorized operations and maintenance expenditures were for
highways and streets, police services, fire services, and
the county general fund for public safety. City officials
said revenue sharing allowed the government to provide new
services and maintain and expand the level of existing services.

Jacksonville, Florida Amount received: §10,188,700 total
Population: 503,969 $20.22 per capita

Jacksonville had not spent any funds; however, the city
council had appropriated $10,593,000 of funds received and
anticipated for 15 projects. The largest project, renovat-
ing deteriorated sewer lines, cost about $7.2 million.

Other approved uses included $2.08 million for development
of parks and recreational areas and about §$.84 million for
water transmission lines. Virtually all the revenue sharing
projects the city council approved were for capital outlays.

Kansas City, Missouri Amount received: $11,597,097 total
Population: 507,330 $22.86 per capita

The city authorized using the $11,597,097 and spent
$1,447,364, Of the authorized amount, about $7.4 million
was for operations and maintenance and $4.2 million for
capital outlays. The capital expenditures include the com-
pletion of a new municipal courts building, an airport customs
facility, land for a convention center, street improvements,
and fire and police equipment. Authorized operations and
maintenance uses include a housing conservation demonstration
program, support of the Neighborhood Youth Corps program,
street resurfacing and bridge repair, building code enforce-
ment, rat control, and recreation.
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Memphis, Tennessee Amount received: §$14,532,443 total
Population: 623,530 $23.31 per capita

The city authorized spending §$4,888,423, $3.3 million
for capital expenditures and $1.6 million for operations and
maintenance. It also spent $1,769,778 of these funds. In
addition, the city planned to spend the remaining $9,644,020
in revenue sharing funds it had received, §$8.3 million for
capital outlays and $1.3 million for operations and mainten-
ance.

Operations and maintenance expenditures were planned
primarily for police activities, transit authority, libraries,
parks, traffic engineering, streets, and sanitation. Capital
expenditures will provide mainly new or improved streets,
fire stations, parks and other recreational facilities, sanita-
tion projects, an industrial park, and equipment for a conven-
tion center.

City officials said revenue sharing funds instead of
funds obtained by issuance of bonds for capital improvements
would result in savings to the city in principal and interest
costs.

Milwaukee, Wisconsin Amount received: $13,992,404 total
Population: 717,372 $19.51 per capita

Milwaukee had authorized all $13,992,404 for use and
had used $6,567,993. Both the authorized and actual expendi-
tures were for operations and maintenance. Major areas in-
cluded public fire protection, refuse collection, street
lighting, and retraining for firefighters.

According to one official, revenue sharing enabled the
city to continue its level of service in 1973 consistent with
that of prior years without raising taxes. Without revenue
sharing, the tax rate would have been increased and, due to
mill-rate limitations, services would have been curtailed.
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New Orleans, Louisiana  Amount received: §21,378,119 total
Population: 593,471 $36.02 per capita

The city authorized spending $19,731,610--$11,952,850
for capital expenditures and $7,778,760 for operations and
maintenance. As of June 30, 1973, the city had expended
$8,141,952--$363,192 for capital and $7,778,760 for opera-
tions and maintenance, primarily for police, fire protec-
tion, and financial administration.

Phoenix, Arizona Amount received: $9,745,600 total
Population: 582,500 $16.73 per capita

The city spent all the funds received plus $266,000
interest earned. Except for $612,000 to be used for opera-
tions and maintenance, primarily for public safety and social
services for the poor and aged, all the moneys were for
capital items, such as general public buildings, recreation,
and highways and streets. Of the $9.5 million allocated for
capital items, about $§6 million was for land acquisition.

City officials said that revenue sharing not only
permitted the city to maintain the level of existing services
but also allowed the city to provide new or expanded services
while reducing taxes. City officials also stated that,
although current revenue sharing appropriations are primarily
for capital items, future budgets should show an increase
in appropriations for operations and maintenance due to fund-
ing social service programs cut by the Office of Economic
Opportunity and the bolstering of law enforcement capabili-
ties. According to city officials, these increases would
not be possible without revenue sharing.

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania Amount received: §$14,805,865
Population: 520,089 $28.47 per capita

Pittsburgh authorized spending $13,481,171 and had spent
$7,122,896 as of June 30, 1973, The city budgeted $20.3 mil-
lion in revenue sharing funds received and anticipated.
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About $14.5 million was allocated for police and fire
protection salaries and about $5.8 million for capital out-
lays, including street lighting, fire equipment, recreational
facilities, and public safety facilities. The city spent
about $6 million for operations and maintenance and about
$1.1 million for capital outlays.

City officials said the real effect of revenue sharing
would occur after 1973 when the city may be able to forestall
a tax increase because of revenue sharing. An austerity
program initiated by the city government before revenue shar-
ing resulted in yearend surpluses which permitted real estate
tax reductions in 1972 and 1973.

St. Louis, Missouri Amount received: §15,818,145 total
Population: 622,236 $25.42 per capita

St. Louis authorized spending $15,980,719 and spent
$266,025. About $7.4 million was authorized for operations
and maintenance and $8.5 million for capital outlays.

Some of the major authorized capital expenditures as of
June 30, 1973, were the construction of a senior citizen
center and ice and roller skating rinks, equipment for
hospitals, and street repair and resurfacing. The major
authorized operations and maintenance expenditure was for
salaries of city employees.

San Antonio, Texas Amount received: §$10,755,713 total
Population: 654,153 $16.44 per capita

The city authorized spending $10,742,875 of revenue
sharing funds; $2,730,550 was for operations and maintenance
and $8,012,325 for capital expenditures. As of June 30, 1973,
the city had spent $266,937 for operations and maintenance
and $10,495 for equipment. One city official said the deci-
sion to use revenue sharing funds for capital improvement
projects was based primarily on uncertainty of long-term
continuity of the revenue sharing program.
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San Diego, California  Amount received: $7,953,899 total
Population: 697,027 $11.41 per capita

San Diego appropriated $440,000 of revenue sharing funds
it received but had not spent any funds. The money was appro-
priated for operations expenses of recreation programs and
for a summer youth employment program. The city had plans
for most of the remaining funds--about 44 percent for public
safety, street maintenance, recreation, sanitation, and
programs for senior citizens and youths. The remainder of
the planned uses are for capital projects in similar areas of
service.

According to city officials, one of the considerations
in planning the use of revenue sharing funds was a proposed
new State law which would virtually eliminate the city's
option to increase the property tax rate. As a result,
without revenue sharing, it would have been necessary to de-
velop major new revenue sources or to severely reduce services.

City officials said revenue sharing not only permitted
existing levels of service to be maintained but also allowed
the city to provide new services for senior citizens without
increasing taxes. Revenue sharing also encouraged coopera-
tion between the city and the county on planning uses of
revenue sharing funds for a recreation project.

San Francisco, California Amount received: $22,432,976 total
Population: 715,674 $31.35 per capita

The city appropriated $44.4 million in funds received
and anticipated through June 30, 1974; §39.4 million was for
operations and maintenance and $5 million for capital
projects. City officials said the expenditures totaling
$5.3 million eased current operating deficits, emergency
needs, and the city's outstanding financial obligation.

The major appropriations for operations and maintenance
included the municipal railroad system, $15.2 million; public
safety, including police, corrections, courts, fire, and
building code enforcement departments, $8.3 million; social
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services department, $6.9 million; hospitals, $2.9 million;
environmental protection, including sewerage, sanitation,
and pollution abatement, $2.7 million; and recreation and
park departments, $1.9 million. According to one city of-
ficial, revenue sharing and other factors permitted the city
to reduce its real estate tax rate by 34 cents per $100 of
assessed valuation for fiscal year 1974.

Seattle, Washington Amount received: $10,455,929 total
Population: 530,831 $19.70 per capita

Seattle appropriated $8,375,177 and spent $4,647,280;
about $6 million was for operations and maintenance and about
$5.4 million for salaries of firemen and policemen.

City officials said that without these funds some serv-
ices would have had to be reduced or taxes increased. For
example, city officials said the reduction in Federal
categorical grants did affect some of their programs but,
with the available funds, the best features of some programs
would be continued.
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CITIES WITH POPULATIONS OF 50,000 TO 499,999

Albuquerque, New Mexico Amount received: §7,644,353 total
Population: 243,751 $31.36 per capita

The city authorized spending §7,644,353; about $5.2 mil-
lion was for operations and maintenance and $2.4 million
for capital expenditures. The city spent about $3.5 million
of the funds for operations and maintenance and $0.8 million
for capital expenditures. The authorized and actual ex-
penditures were primarily for salaries of fire, police,
and street department personnel. The city also purchased
open space land with revenue sharing funds.

According to a city official, about $2.6 million of
the funds supplanted money which had been coming from the
city's water fund to the general fund. This allowed the
city to begin accunulating a fund to provide a source of
money to help pay off water fund bonds which are planned to
be sold during the year ending June 30, 1974.

Atlanta, Georgia Amount received: $7,691,577 total
Population: 495,039 $15.54 per capita

The Board of Aldermen, in January 1973, appropriated
$10.5 million of revenue sharing funds the city expected
to receive in 1972 and 1973 to a special trust fund account
to pay 1973 firemen's salaries which are normally paid from
the general fund. As of June 30, 1973, the city had spent
$5.25 million in revenue sharing funds for this purpose

The allocation for firemen's salaries freed $10.5 mil-
lion of general fund money for other purposes. In Decem-
ber 1972 the board adopted, and the mayor approved, a re-
solution of intention to use about $4.5 million of revenue
sharing funds to provide some form of tax relief for
Atlanta's citizens. In February 1973 the Board of Aldermen
adopted an ordinance authorizing a reduction of $4.5 million
in the water/sewer rates charged to firms and individuals
in the city and authorized a transfer of funds from the
general fund to the city's water and sewer fund to replace
the rebates. The remaining $6 million of freed funds in the
general fund were absorbed in general fund government op-
erating increases, primarily salary increases for city
employees.
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Several citizens and taxpayers filed a suit in the
Federal district court claiming that the city's proposal to
spend $4.5 million for water/sewer rebates violated the
Revenue Sharing Act since they are not one of the priority
uses set forth in section 103(a) of the act.

The court held in this case that the city's actions and
its proposed plan would involve spending revenue sharing
funds for other than one of the priority expenditures and
enjoined the city from using $4.5 million in revenue sharing
funds in the manner proposed.

The city amended its budget in March 1973 and appropri-
ated $750,000 for Economic Opportunity Atlanta, Inc., to
provide for continuing social services which were to be dis-
continued as a result of loss of Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity funds., These funds were a part of the $4.5 million
in the general fund freed by revenue sharing funds and made
available after the courts ruled the city could not use
these funds for water/sewer rebates or rate reductions,

The remaining $3.75 million was appropriated for improvements
to streets, parks, libraries, and storm drains; traffic
signal equipment; and the acquisition of a site for a new
criminal justice complex. Therefore, the $4.5 million
supplanted by revenue sharing funds has been appropriated in
the priority expenditure areas defined in the act,

Atlanta officials said the funds allowed the city to
maintain and improve the level of existing services without
increasing taxes.

Baton Rouge, Loulsiana Amount received: $8,464,116 total
Population: 271,922 $31.13 per capita

The city authorized spending $8,606,985 in revenue shar-
ing funds received and interest earned. About $973,335 was
for operations and maintenance and $7,633,650 was for capital
improvements., These amounts included $650,000 for the re-
creation and parks commission and $300,000 for the sheriff's
department. As of June 30, 1973, about $123,609 had been
spent for operations and maintenance and $1,284,948 for
capital improvements.

One city official said the broad impact of revenue
sharing has been to expand capital improvements. He said
the city decided to spend revenue sharing funds primarily
on capital projects because it believes these funds will
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be cut off after 5 years, and the capital improvements
program was backlogged with requests that could not be met
from existing revenues.

Billings, Montana Amount received: $851,384 total
Population: 61,581 $13.83 per capita

Billings authorized spending $31,000 in funds received
but had not spent any funds. The city planned to spend
$833,974 for city streets; for purchasing vehicles for the
city motor pool; and for capital expenditures in health,
sanitation, the cemetery, parks, social services, and
public safety.

Birmingham, Alabama Amount received: $6,254,495 total
Population: 300,910 $20.79 per capita

Birmingham budgeted $6,265,495 in funds received and
interest earned, including $6.1 million for capital out-
lays. The major projects authorized included $1.3 million
for a civic center and $1 million for sewers.

The city had spent $538,860 as of June 30, 1973, pri-
marily for equipment for streets, sanitation, and the police.
According to a city official, revenue sharing allowed the
city to maintain and expand existing services.

Boise, Idaho Amount received: $1,594,261 total
Population: 79,954 $19.94 per capita

Boise appropriated the $1,594,261 it received and spent
$803,825, The planned and actual expenditures were mostly
for major capital projects, such as sewer system expansion,
a new city library, and new buses for the public transporta-
tion system. City officials said revenue sharing funds pre-
vented a planned tax increase, provided such increased
services as sewer expansion, and provided new services
through the purchase of the buses,.

Buffalo, New York Amount received: §$9,568,920 total
Population: 462,768 $20.68 per capita

Buffalo appropriated and spent all $9,592,517 of funds
received and interest earned for police and fire protection--
almost exclusively for salaries. During fiscal year 1973,
revenue sharing accounted for about one-third of the city's
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fire department budget and one-fifth of the police
department budget. In its budget for fiscal year 1974,
Buffalo appropriated $10,300,000 of its revenues sharing
money for the same purposes.

According to city officials, revenue sharing did not
result in increased services to city residents. It allowed
Buffalo to reduce property taxes and provide municipal em-
ployees with a salary increase of about 5.5 percent.

Charlotte, North Carolina Amount received: §$5,302,713 total
Population: 241,178 $21.99 per capita

The city appropriated $2,272,631 of revenue sharing
funds and spent $1,028,433, The appropriation consisted
of $1,085,537 for capital outlay to construct and equip three
fire stations and $1,187,094 for such operating and mainten-
ance costs as police and sanitation. The city had appropri-
ated these funds for startup costs associated with annexa-
tion. Expenditures at June 30, 1973, totaled $299,458 for
capital outlay and §$798,975 for operations and maintenance.

Revenue sharing did not prompt the annexation because
it was initiated before the Revenue Sharing Act was passed.
Because they are uncertain how long revenue sharing will
continue, city officials have recommended that the city
council consider only capital improvements and nonrecurring
operations and maintenance expenditures.

Cincinnati, Ohio Amount received: $10,369,910 total
Population: 451,410 $22.97 per capita

The city authorized spending $9,593,572 and spent
$3,445,752, Of the amount appropriated, $8.8 million was
for operations and maintenance and $0.8 million for capital
expenditures. Most of the authorized and actual operations
and maintenance expenditures were for salaries of city em-
ployees. Capital expenditures were authorized for the cost
of an incinerator.

Cincinnati officials said revenue sharing funds en-

abled the city to expand and maintain existing services
and would prevent tax increases.
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Columbia, South Carolina Amount received: §$3,708,570 total
Population: 113,542 $32.66 per capita

Columbia appropriated $4,603,400 of funds received and
anticipated. The city spent $412,376, mostly for salaries
of city employees. Major planned uses for the appropriated
funds included pay increases for city employees; purchasing
equipment; constructing recreation, court, and sanitation
facilities; resurfacing streets; and contributing to day
care centers at the local housing authority.

According to city officials, a tax increase of about
8 mills would have been required in fiscal year 1974 to
maintain levels of existing services but was unnecessary
because of general revenue sharing and small increases in
other sources of revenue.

Des Moines, Iowa Amount received: $2,807,948 total
Population: 201,404 $13.94 per capita

The city had not spent any revenue sharing funds. A
city council resolution pledged that 1972 revenue sharing
funds of $2,179,188 would be used to reduce property taxes.
To accomplish this, Des Moines planned to use the funds to
pay for fire department expenses. This will indirectly
reduce property tax assessments. The 1973 and subsequent
revenue sharing funds were to be used for constructing new
and more strategically located fire stations.

El Paso, Texas Amount received: $6,872,540 total
Population: 322,261 $21.33 per capita

E1l Paso authorized spending $6,417,515 of the funds re-
ceived and had spent $430,951; about §$5.2 million was author-
ized for capital improvements and $1.3 million for opera-
tions and maintenance. The two main projects were repaving
city streets and flood and drainage control. Other projects
included purchasing books for the library; replacing aging
city equipment, such as fire trucks; and improving the
parks. According to one city official, revenue sharing
funds probably prevented a tax increase to enable the city
to pay for the capital projects.
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Fargo, North Dakota Amount received: $885,751 total
Population: 53,365 $16.60 per capita

Fargo authorized spending $285,675 of its revenue shar-
ing funds and planned to use §$600,076 more. Of the author-
ized and planned expenditures, $308,336 is for operations
and maintenance and $577,455 for capital improvements, The
city spent $2,832 of these funds.

Major areas of authorized and planned expenditures for
operations and maintenance were street lighting, $141,000;
traffic engineer department, $71,336; fire hydrants,
$36,000; and a new summer youth employment program,
$50,000. Major areas identified for capital expenditures
were equipment for the central garage, $168,450; a new fire
station, $200,000; and bike trails and mountable curbs for
the handicapped, $100,000. According to Fargo officials,
revenue sharing permitted the development and expansion of
services.

Fort Worth, Texas Amount received: §5,775,849 total
Population: 393,476 $14.68 per capita

Fort Worth authorized spending $5,775,849 of revenue
sharing funds and $47,132 in interest. It planned to use
$3,238,215 for operations and maintenance. A portion of
these funds, $63,400, was to be used to fund programs which
the Community Action Agency had administered previously. Of
the total authorized for operations, an estimated $2,428,661
had been spent as of June 30, 1973.

The other §$2,584,766 authorized was to be used for
capital improvements. According to city officials, a pro-
posed ad valorem tax increase of about 18 cents was halted
when it was learned that revenue sharing legislation would
be enacted.

Hartford, Connecticut Amount received: $4,224,635 total
Population: 158,017 $26.74 per capita

The city appropriated $7,543,020 of funds received and
anticipated. About $1.7 million of these funds had been
spent,

Authorizations and expenditures included fire depart-
ment equipment and personal services; the police cadet
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program and equipment, such as prisoner vans and closed
circult television; psychological services and legal aid
programs formerly funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration; street construction, maintenance, and snow
equipment; purchase of refuse collection equipment; opera-
tion of health programs, such as a venereal disease labora-
tory; demolition of condemned homes and rodent control;
personal services for two staff positions formerly funded
by grants under the Model Cities Program; payments to the
Metropolitan District Commission for sewage and water treat-
ment; and capital expenditures for school improvements and
equipment for a civic center,

Huntington, West Virginia Amount received: $2,650,390 total
Population: 74,315 $35.66 per capita

The city appropriated $2,635,061 for capital expendi-
tures and spent $576,980. The major areas of authorized ex-
penditures include $1 million for improvements in highways
and streets and $0.75 million for landfill improvements.
Huntington officials said revenue sharing had enabled the
city to continue public services and to make capital improve-
ments it otherwise could not have made.

Jackson, Mississippi Amount received: $4,570,157 total
Population: 162,380 $28.14 per capita

Jackson authorized spending $1,054,000, including
$51,700 for operations and maintenance of public transit and
$1,022,000 for capital improvements to highways, streets, and
city recreation facilities. As of June 30, 1973, about
$586,000 had been spent for these purposes.

One city official said that, although plans have not
yet been formalized, the city intends to enter into an agree-
ment with the county and State governments to build a dental
school with revenue sharing funds., According to the official,
a tax increase was halted because of revenue sharing funds.
He added, however, that the city believes revenue sharing
funds should be used primarily for capital improvements and
that city operations should be financed with local revenues.
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Jersey City, New Jersey Amount received: $5,829,851 total
Population: 260,350 $22.39 per capita

The city appropriated the §$5,829,851 it received and
had spent $4,690,943 of these funds for operations and main-
tenance. The city authorized expenditures for increased
police protection, building code enforcement, health serv-
ices, recreation, sanitation, and social services for the
poor and the aged.

Las Vegas, Nevada Amount received: $1,385,576 total
Population: 125,787 $11.02 per capita

Las Vegas appropriated $1,385,576; almost $1.3 million
was for capital expenditures, including such projects as a
senior citizen center, expansion of a teen center, drainage
facilities, and streets and lighting for an underprivileged
area,

A city official said revenue sharing enable Las Vegas
to initiate needed capital projects which otherwise would
have been postponed. In addition, since the city property
tax rate is at the maximum allowable under State laws, he
said revenue sharing had not affected the city's tax struc-
tures.

Little Rock, Arkansas Amount received: §$3,466,053 total
Population: 132,483 $26.16 per capita

The city authorized spending $1,353,020--$1,151,819 for
capital improvements and $201,201 for operations and mainte-
nance. Major areas of authorized expenditures included land-
fill operations and construction of a fire station and a park.
In addition, the city authorized §$764,706 to eliminate an
anticipated fiscal 1973 operating deficit. City officials
said that, although the budget does not identify the specific
purposes for which the funds will be used, they are for fire-
men's salaries,

As of June 30, 1973, the city had spent $288,769. Of
this amount, $285,216 was used to buy land for the fire de-
partment and for transit system operating expenses. The
remaining $3,443 was used to operate a sanitary landfill.
Little Rock officials said that revenue sharing funds de-
layed consideration of a city income tax.
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Louisville, Kentucky Amount received: $11,814,166 total
Population: 361,706 $32.66 per capita

The city appropriated $10,968,840 and spent $154,104;
about $2.4 million was for operations and maintenance and
$8.6 million for capital improvements. Capital expenditures
were authorized primarily to construct fire stations, pur-
chase equipment, and re-surface streets. Authorized opera-
tions and maintenance expenditures included police and fire
department salaries and operating expenses for departments
of recreation, streets, and sanitation.

City officials said revenue sharing prevented an in-
crease in a major tax. Without the funds the city would
have had to find a new source of tax revenue or reduce serv-
ices.

Manchester, New Hampshire Amount received: $2,128,638 total
Population: 87,754 $24.26 per capita

Manchester appropriated $2,157,915, including all funds
received and interest earned and had spent $1,083,977. Of
the appropriated amount, $1,534,484 was for operations and
maintenance, primarily salaries of city employees. The
$623,431 appropriated for capital expenditures included
$174,493 for vehicle acquisition and $128,800 for new sewers.

Revenue sharing enabled the city to reduce a proposed
tax rate increase and to make needed capital improvements
which otherwise would not have been made.

Metro Nashyille-
Davidson, Tennessee Amount received: §$9,008,752 total
Population: 426,029 $21.15 per capita

Metro Nashville-Davidson appropriated §9,008,752. It
had expended $300,000 for a public works paving program.
Over two-thirds of the appropriated funds were for opera-
tions and maintenance, including $2.4 million for the police
department and $1.6 million for the Board of Health and
Board of Hospitals. Most of the $2.4 million budgeted for
capital improvements was for the paving program. According
to local officials, revenue sharing funds allowed the govern-
ment to maintain and slightly expand existing services with-
out increasing taxes in the face of inflation.
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Miami, Florida Amount received: $8,403,407 total
Population: 334,859 $25.10 per capita

Miami authorized $3,966,816 for a general salary increase
for city employees.

According to city officials, revenue sharing helped
avert a potential financial crisis. The funds filled the
void created by rollbacks in tax millage that were required
by the State for the city to be eligible for the State's re-
venue sharing plan. Funds received from the State to com-
pensate for the rollbacks were less than tax revenues that
would have been realized before reductions of the millage
rate,

Minneapolis, Minnesota Amount received: §7,005,623 total
Population: 434,400 $16.13 per capita

The city authorized spending $7,150,534 in funds re-
ceived and interest. Of the funds authorized, $5,859,196
was designated for operations and maintenance and $1,291,338
for capital projects. The city spent $5,122,575--$21,000
for capital items.

Mobile, Alabama Amount received: $5,612,604 total
Population: 190,026 $29.54 per capita

Mobile primarily budgeted its $5,612,604 for capital
items and spent $1,627,648. Major areas of authorization
and expenditures were public works, parks and fire equip-
ment,

According to a city official, revenue sharing allowed
the city to expand existing services and slow the rate of
tax increases which would have been required to support the
expanded services,

Newark, New Jersey Amount received: $10,724,780 total
Population: 381,930 $28.08 per capita

The city appropriated the $10,724,780 it received and
spent $7,886,308. The city designated all authorized funds
for police and firemen's salaries. During 1973 revenue
sharing will finance about 70 percent of the city's fire-
men's salaries and slightly more than 50 percent of police
salaries, Revenue sharing enabled Newark to hire an addi-
tional 82 policemen and 50 firemen.
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Norfolk, Virginia Amount received: $8,476,407 total
Population: 307,951 $27.53 per capita

Norfolk authorized spending $8,336,884 and had spent
$304,835; about $6.7 million was for capital outlay, and
$1.6 million for operations. Some of the major areas of
authorized expenditures included neighborhood street im-
provements, street resurfacing, expansion of a museum, re-
pair of jetties, and replacement and addition of equipment
for public works. After they consulted with city depart-
ments and held public hearings, city officials decided to
use funds mostly for capital items because the future of
revenue sharing was uncertain,

Oakland, California Amount received: §5,851,469 total
Population: 361,561 $16.18 per capita

The city appropriated $6,015,285 of funds received
plus interest earned but had spent none_of these funds.
The funds were appropriated for operations and maintenance
expenditures--to acquire police safety equipment, to rein-
state holiday pay for police and fire personnel, to alleviate
a fire hazard resulting from last winter's freeze of eu-
calyptus trees, and to pay police and fire personnel salaries
in fiscal year 1974.

Oakland officials said the funds were critically needed
to meet basic operating needs. Furthermore, the city must
find additional tax resources during the next 3 fiscal years
even if all revenue sharing funds are used for existing
services.,

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma Amount received: §$6,907,678 total
Population: 368,164 $18.76 per capita®

The city appropriated and spent $6,728,654--$4,657,635
for operations and maintenance and $2,071,019 for capital
outlay. The areas of expenditures included public safety,
environmental protection, public transportation, recreation,
and financial administration. According to one city of-
ficial, revenue sharing delayed an attempt to get voter ap-
proval of a l-cent increase in the city sales tax.
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Omaha, Nebraska Amount received: §5,138,436 total
Population: 354,389 $14.50 per capita

The city appropriated $808,875 and spent $18,023. Ap-
proved expenditures included street resurfacing, an addi-
tional rescue squad, and engineering and architectual serv-
vices for a new waste-handling facility. Plans being con-
sidered for most of the remining money included additional
street resurfacing, new storm sewers, land for a new central
library, street lighting, and trash pickup.

In the opinion of Omaha officials, revenue sharing
will permit the city to expand existing facilities such
as increasing the number of streets to be re-surfaced and
adding an additional rescue squad.

Portland, Maine Amount received: $1,997,552 total
Population: 65,116 $30.68 per capita

Revenue sharing funds totaling $1,997,552 were included
in the city's 1973 budget and were authorized for use. Of
this amount, $450,968 has been allocated as a contribution
to the capital improvements program. The purposes for which
$1.5 million of the appropriated funds were to be used had
not been determined as of June 30, 1973. Of the appropriated
amount $109,684 had been used for public transportation.

According to Portland officials, revenue sharing halted
a planned tax increase while enabling the city to expand
existing services.

Portland, Oregon Amount received: $10,488,152 total
Population: 379,967 $27.60 per capita

The city appropriated $1,756,000 and planned to spend
$8,013,000 more. The city plans to use revenue sharing funds
for various projects, including purchasing fire apparatus
and automobiles, modifying public streets and buildings,
and expanding the human resources department.

City officials said balancing the budget without re-
venue sharing funds would have been difficult. They added
that revenue sharing prevented the layoff of some city em-
ployees, allowed the expansion of some programs, and pro-
vided funds for essential equipment.
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Providence, Rhode Island Amount received: §$5,500,156 total
Population: 179,116 $30.71 per capita

Providence authorized spending $4,360,884 and spent
$1,577,492 primarily for capital outlays and salaries for
firemen and policemen., Future funds were planned for op-
erations and maintenance to stabilize the tax rate. Typi-
cal outlays from funds received included police cars and
uniforms, street lighting and surfacing, city sidewalks, a
sewage-pumping station, municipal docks improvement, public
works trucks, a bookmobile, a new fire station and equipment,
and skating rinks.

Richmond, Virginia Amount received: $6,865,634 total
Population: 249,431 $27.53 per capita

The city appropriated its $6,865,634 but had spent none
of these funds. Richmond plans to spend most of the funds
for capital items, including school air-conditioning, drain-
age projects, and construction of a health clinic and a
courts building. Some anticipated funds will be used for
operations and maintenance; lesser amounts will go to capital
projects,

Salt Lake City Utah Amount received: §$4,583,923 total
Population: 175,885 $26.06 per capita

The city authorized spending $4,693,729 of funds re-
ceived and interest earned and spent $780,661. About
$1.8 million was authorized for capital expenditures, in-
cluding equipment for various city departments. The
$2.9 million authorized for operations and maintenance was
primarily for salaries in the police, fire, and streets
and roads departments. According to one city official,
revenue sharing funds have enabled Salt Lake City to defer
a financial crisis caused by inflation and the cutoff of
Federal Employment Act funds.

Sioux Falls, South Dakota Amount received: §$1,303,242 total
Population: 72,488 $17.98 per capita

Sioux Falls authorized the expenditure of its $1,303,242,
Major projects included in the authorized expenditures were
construction of a water storage tank, a new bridge, storm
sewers, new sidewalks, relocation and improvement of two
fire stations, a convention hall, and scientific equipment.
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Tampa, Florida Amount received: $6,688,943 total
Population: 277,714 $24.09 per capita

The city appropriated its $6,688,943 for 46 projects
and spent $1,198,159. These projects include land acquisi-
tion and redevelopment, a citywide pay raise, overtime for
police and firemen, parks and recreation facilities, and
street and drainage construction and improvement.

According to a city official, revenue sharing averted a
financial crisis and allowed Tampa to partially fund needed
capital improvements. Due to the uncertain long-term continu-
ity of revenue sharing, city officials hesitated to fund
unnecessary operating expenditures. Accordingly, only about
36 percent of the funds received through June 30, 1973, were
for operations.

Toledo, Ohio Amount received: §$5,754,732 total
Population: 383,105 $15.02 per capita

The city authorized spending $1,696,630 and planned to
spend $3,425,564 more. At June 30, 1973, it had spent
$476,554. The city's 5-year revenue sharing plan called for
spending about 50 percent for operations and the remainder
divided among (1) capital improvements, (2) allocations to
outside agencies for health, social, and environmental pro-
tection programs, and (3) a general reserve to meet other
monetary needs, such as possible drops in Federal funding
of categorical programs.

According to city officials, revenue sharing has enabled
the city to continue basic services and to expand some
services. The city has brought its police force to full
strength and plans to hire more firemen. Without revenue
sharing, the city would have had to reduce services or seek
a tax increase.

Tucson, Arizona Amount received: $5,653,927 total
Population: 262,933 $21.50 per capita

The city appropriated and spent $698,000 for street
improvements. It plans to spend the remaining $5.1 million--
$1.3 million for operations and maintenance in public safety,
environmental protection, and public transportation and about
$3.8 million for unspecified capital projects in public
transit, recreation, environmental protection, and housing
and community development.
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City officials said that, due to the uncertainty of
long-term continuation of the program, revenue sharing would
be used primarily for nonrecurring capital projects. City
officials said revenue sharing permitted the city to expand
existing services without directly affecting the tax rates.

Wichita, Kansas Amount received: §3,270,152 total
Population: 276,554 $11.82 per capita

The city budgeted $532,544 and had spent $373,778. The
budgeted funds were primarily for salary increases for
police and firemen and for social services for the poor or
aged. According to one city official, revenue sharing al-
lowed Wichita to reduce taxes by a small amount.

Wilmington, Delaware Amount received: $2,836,600 total
Population: 80,386 $35.29 per capita

Wilmington appropriated and spent the $2,862,386 of
funds received and interest earned for police and fire de-
partment salaries and fringe benefits,

A real estate tax increase of about 5 percent was
necessary to offset reduced revenues resulting from a State-
mandated income tax reduction. Without revenue sharing, in-
creased real estate taxes would have been necessary. In
addition, revenue sharing funds prevented a cutback in serv-
ices.
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CITIES WITH POPULATIONS UNDER 50,000

Ada, Oklahoma Amount received: $310,097 total
Population: 14,859 $20.87 per capita

The city appropriated all revenue sharing funds received
and spent $41,178; $182,809 was for operations and mainte-
nance and $127,288 for capital outlay. The funds were not
appropriated for specific projects, but plans included re-
surfacing of roads and purchase of a bulldozer for use at a
sanitary landfill.

According to a city official, revenue sharing enabled
the city to complete priority projects which could not have
otherwise been undertaken. Other projects which would have
required a tax increase have been scheduled for 4 or 5 years
in the future.

Anchorage, Alaska Amount received: §1,202,329 total
Population: 48,081 $25.01 per capita

The city had appropriated $1,201,163 and spent $215,893
to finance an expansion in general government functions,
purchase street maintenance equipment, and acquire land.
Some funds were being used for curb and public building
modifications to aid handicapped persons.

City officials said revenue sharing was viewed as addi-
tional revenue for the city. One official said the city
could not have funded the services and improvements without
revenue sharing.

Atlantic, Iowa Amount received: §90,258 total
Population: 7,306 $12.35 per capita

The city had spent $25,247 of its revenue sharing funds
to purchase land on which to construct a new garage. The
remaining $66,602 had not been appropriated.

The city expected to raise its tax rate in 1974 to pay
for the new street department garage. Revenue sharing is ex-
pected to alleviate the need for a bond issue and the tax
increase.
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Bountiful, Utah Amount received: $233,017 total
Population: 27,751 $8.40 per capita

The city appropriated $167,776 and spent $30,776 as of
June 30, 1973, for storm drains, an asphalt paver, and a new
sprinkler system in a park.

Bozeman, Montana Amount received: $177,310 total
Population: 18,670 $9.50 per capita

The city had not appropriated any of its revenue sharing
funds. It planned to use its funds for capital outlay, in-
cluding the purchase of police cars, a new firehouse sub-
station, a storage facility to house landfill equipment, and
a new facility for vehicle storage and maintenance.

Brentwood Borough, Pennsylvania Amount received: $146,755 total
Population: 13,732 $10.69 per capita

The borough had authorized spending $113,700 and spent
$45,246 as of June 30, 1973; $51,000 was for operations and
maintenance, such as police salaries, car rentals, and salary
increases for highway workers. The balance of $62,700 was
allocated for highway and recreation equipment.

According to borough officials, revenue sharing has en-
abled the borough to maintain existing services and to expand
recreation facilities for senior citizens. Also revenue
sharing funds were used to pay for a salary increase arbit-
rated in January 1973 for police and borough employees which
otherwise would have been financed by increasing the property
tax.

Brighton, Vermont Amount received: $41,425 total
Population: 1,365 $30.35 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the town had appropriated $17,000
but had spent none of the funds. The funds authorized were
earmarked for highway and street equipment, cemetery vault
construction, and fuel and rental expenses of a senior citi-

zen center. The balance was planned for constructing a fire
station.
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Burlington, Vermont Amount received: §1,199,423 total
Population: 38,633 $31.05 per capita

Burlington budgeted $1,228,844 in revenue sharing funds
received and interest earned. As of June 30, 1973, $274,393
had been spent.

The funds were appropriated primarily for construction
of an ice rink, purchase of a bath house, fire truck and
fire fighting gear, police clothing and equipment, repairs
and improvements to city buildings, street resurfacing and
lights, traffic control and lights, and a subsidy for local
operations of a regional bus service. Anticipated revenue
sharing funds were also appropriated for certain salaries,
including the salaries of 19 employees formerly funded under
the Emergency Employment Act.

Cambridge, Maryland Amount received: §$349,899 total
Population: 11,595 $30.18 per capita

The city authorized spending $288,668 for street and
highway construction and other capital improvements.

According to a city official, these projects would have
been impossible without a large tax increase or the issuance
of bonds,

Canton, New York Amount received: §55,765 total
Population: 10,348 $5.39 per capita

The town authorized spending $56,412, including revenue
sharing funds received and interest earned as of June 30,
1973, for constructing a garage to store and repair snow
removal and highway maintenance equipment.

According to a town official, construction of the garage
would have been postponed if revenue sharing funds had not
been available., He said future funds would probably be used
for operations and maintenance and this use would likely slow
the rate of future tax increases.
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Carmel, New York Amount received: $203,318 total
Population: 21,639 $9.40 per capita

The town had not appropriated or spent any revenue
sharing funds as of June 30, 1973. Town officials said the
funds would probably be used for a solid waste disposal
program. They also said that revenue sharing had reduced
the pressure for a tax increase which would have been neces-
sary to finance the proposed waste disposal operation.

Carrollton, Texas Amount received: §$177,111 total
Population: 13,855 $12.78 per capita

Carrollton authorized spending $179,718, including
funds received and interest earned through June 30, 1973.
The amount authorized was for capital projects, including
street maintenance equipment, traffic control equipment,
park improvements and equipment, a water storage tank, land,
accounting equipment, and a capital surplus account. The
city had spent §52,174 for street and city shop equipment,

Casper, Wyoming Amount received: $325,045 total
Population: 39,361 $8.26 per capita

The city had authorized spending $214,245 and had spent
about $45,000 as of June 30, 1973. Except for $1,926 for
financial administration, all authorized uses were for capi-
tal projects, including such things as snow removal equip-
ment; police radio equipment; and construction of streets,
curbs, gutters, and storm sewers,

One city official said revenue sharing would reduce a
bond issue by about §500,000,.

Claremont, New Hampshire Amount received: $129,622 total
Population: 14,221 $9.11 per capita

Claremont appropriated $117,500 to buy three parcels of
property at a cost of $100,500 for constructing a police sta-
tion and a high school and $17,000 for maintaining roads and
sidewalks. It had spent no funds as of June 30, 1973.
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According to a city official, the capital projects
funded with revenue sharing would not have been possible
without a substantial tax increase.

Conway Springs, Kansas Amount received: $20,266 total
Population: 1,153 $17.58 per capita

The city had spent $5,786 of its revenue sharing funds
as of June 30, 1973, primarily for increasing the police
force and for street repairs.

According to a city official, revenue sharing funds
will be used to avoid a tax increase.

Cottonwood, Arizona Amount received: $25,325 total
Population: 2,815 $9.00 per capita

The town had appropriated §$31,345, including funds re-
ceived and anticipated during 1973. Except for a §3,000
capital outlay to repair the city jail, all the appropria-
tions were for operations and maintenance, consisting of
closing a dump and operating a sanitary landfill, operating
a cemetery, and paying salaries of a building inspector and
a dogcatcher. As of June 30, 1973, $16,726 had been spent.

Eclectic, Alabama Amount received: $24,353 total
Population: 1,184 $20.57 per capita

Eclectic had authorized spending all funds received.
The town earmarked as much as necessary of this amount for
resurfacing town streets and, through June 30, 1973, spent
$6,023. According to town officials, any remaining funds
would probably be applied to purchase a new ambulance.

Eden, North Carolina Amount received: $513,629 total
Population: 15,871 $32.36 per capita

Eden had appropriated $525,446 in revenue sharing funds
received and interest earned through June 30, 1973. None of
the funds had been spent. All the funds were appropriated
for capital projects, consisting of $116,471 for paving
streets and the remaining $408,975 for a water main project.
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According to a city official, the city's revenue sharing
funds are committed to major capital improvements which
might have required a bond issue or a tax increase if the
funds had not been available.

Elsmere, Delaware Amount received: §$118,821 total
Population: 8,415 $14.12 per capita

The town had authorized spending $85,213--$53,763 for
operations and maintenance, primarily street repairs. In
addition, $32,449 had been allocated for capital outlays,
primarily a new garbage truck.

According to a town official, revenue sharing enabled
the town to acquire equipment and provide additional serv-
ices. The funds, coupled with increased property assess-
ments, enabled the town to reduce the tax rate from $1 to
$0.75 per $100 assessment without losing revenue. Without
revenue sharing, the rate very likely would have remained at
the previous maximum level,

Fayette, Missouri Amount received: $35,567 total
Population: 3,520 $10.10 per capita

The city had authorized spending $35,801, including
funds received and interest earned through June 30, 1973.
The major areas of approved use included improvement of the
city water and electric system, public safety, and recrea-
tion. At June 30, 1973, $21,056 had been spent--$15,565 for
public utilities improvement and $2,511 for operations and
maintenance, primarily for recreation.

Forrest City, Arkansas Amount received: $290,861 total
Population: 12,521 $23.23 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the city had appropriated $344,505,
including revenue sharing funds received as well as antici-
pated receipts. At that date, $48,829 had been spent. The
amount appropriated was for capital items, including six
police vehicles; a firetruck; a bulldozer; office equipment;
and special equipment for the police, fire, and street
departments.
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Fullerton, Nebraska Amount received: $27,367 total
Population: 1,444 $18.95 per capita

Fullerton had authorized spending all $27,367 for street
resurfacing but had spent none of the funds as of June 30,
1973,

A city official said without revenue sharing the street
resurfacing would have required a bond issue and probably a
tax increase.

Grafton, West Virginia Amount received: $203,729 total
Population: 6,433 $31.67 per capita

The city had appropriated $206,129, including revenue
sharing funds received and interest earned through June 30,
1973. Of the appropriated amount, $116,586 was for capital
outlays and $89,543 for operations and maintenance. The
funds were appropriated for use in such areas as street im-
provement, recreation, health services, financial administra-
tion, and debt retirement.

According to a city official, revenue sharing allowed
the city to plan expenditures for recreation that otherwise
would not have been possible.

Grandview, Missouri Amount received: $170,486 total
Population: 17,456 $9.77 per capita

Grandview had not authorized spending any of the funds
received. It planned to use the funds for capital improve-
ments, including an additional fire station, additional and
replacement fire equipment, and park and street improvement.

Haines, Alaska Amount received: $18,208 total
Population: 683 $26.66 per capita

The town had not authorized expenditure of any revenue
sharing funds but had considered using them to help finance
a new pipeline for the water system and construct a sewage
treatment plant.
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Harwich, Massachusetts Amount received: $207,772 total
Population: 5,892 $35.26 per capita

The town had authorized spending §$157,000, primarily
for such capital items as construction of water mains, land
acquisition for conservation, and road construction. No
funds were used as of June 30, 1973.

Hopkinton, Rhode Island Amount received: §$76,371 total
Population: 5,392 $14.16 per capita

None of the funds received were authorized for use.
The town planned to use the funds to construct a garage for
town vehicles and highway equipment.

Huntington, Massachusetts Amount received: §$56,174 total
Population: 1,593 $35.26 per capita

The town appropriated $8,500 for a truck and a snowplow
attachment. It planned to spend $37,500 more--$27,500 for
constructing a garage and $10,000 for repairing and resurfac-
ing streets. None of the funds received as of June 30, 1973,
had been spent.

Isle of Palms, South Carolina Amount received: $47,655 total
Population: 2,657 $17.94 per capita

The city had authorized use of all funds received and
interest earned, a total of $48,591. As of June 30, 1973,
$25,824 had been spent. Most of the funds were budgeted for
construction, structure improvements, and equipment.

According to a city official, revenue sharing will help
the city upgrade police and fire protection and provide
better recreational facilities. The city is considering
using future revenue sharing funds to purchase a private
water system.
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Jamestown, Tennessee Amount received: $46,098 total
Population: 1,899 $24.27 per capita

The town appropriated and spent the entire $46,098 in
funds received by June 30, 1973, mostly for constructing new
gaslines and waterlines, streets and debt retirement. Ac-
cording to town officials, revenue sharing allowed the town
to slow the rate of tax increases and to expand existing
services. ’

Lander, Wyoming Amount received: $75,646 total
Population: 7,125 $10.62 per capita

Lander had authorized for use $58,373, primarily for
purchase of a tractor for a sanitary landfill, purchase of
land and equipment for the street department, update of jail
facilities, and an addition to the water main system. As of
June 30, 1973, 40,945 had been spent.

Ledyard, Connecticut Amount received: $186,767 total
Population: 14,837 $12.59 per capita

The town authorized spending $170,035. Capital items
to be acquired included a new athletic track facility; an
outpatient clinic; and various equipment for the police,
fire, and highway departments. Funds authorized for opera-
tions and maintenance will be predominantly for salaries.
No funds had been spent as of June 30, 1973.

According to a town official, the funds eliminated the
need for a large tax increase.

Lighthouse Point, Florida Amount received: §$34,383 total
Population: 10,695 $3.21 per capita

The city appropriated and spent $18,007 for sodding a
recreational area. No specific uses had been planned for the
remaining funds.
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Lindon, Utah Amount received: §$36,440 total
Population: 1,644 $22.17 per capita

The city appropriated §$34,310 and spent $29,014 of the
funds through June 30, 1973, mostly for purchasing a backhoe
and acquiring land.

Marion, Virginia Amount received: $162,105 total
Population: 8,158 $19.87 per capita

Marion authorized spending $165,631, including revenue
sharing funds received and interest earned through June 30,
1973, for street improvements. At June 30, 1973, no funds
had been spent.

Town officials said without revenue sharing taxes would
have to be doubled to finance the planned street improve-
ments.

McRae, Georgia Amount received: §$53,473 total
Population: 3,151 $16.97 per capita

The city spent $13,641 in revenue sharing funds, pri-
marily for fencing the city cemetery and buying equipment
for the public works and sanitation departments. The city
planned to use the balance for buying equipment for use at
its sanitary landfill.

Midland, Michigan Amount received: §$884,559 total
Population: 35,176 ‘ $25.15 per capita

Midland had budgeted $1,724,176, including revenue
sharing funds received and expected through June 30, 1974.
A major part of the funds was to be used for three capital
projects: a department of public works center ($1,300,000);
a fire station, including pumper and equipment ($275,000);
and extension, development, and improvement of city parks
($99,176).
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A city official said revenue sharing represented a
windfall to Midland. The city has had budget surpluses in
recent years and was reducing property taxes for fiscal year
1973-74,

Morganfield, Kentucky Amount received: §55,085 total
Population: 3,563 $15.46 per capita

Morganfield has approved spending $22,576 for the pur-
chase of a bulldozer for the city's sanitary landfill opera-
tion. No funds had been spent as of June 30, 1973.

Mount Airy, Maryland Amount received: §$45,813 total
Population: 1,825 . $25.10 per capita

The town had authorized spending $46,305, including
funds received and interest earned through June 30, 1973,
As of that date, $32,832 was spent for sanitation, financial
administration, and street and water system improvements.
In accordance with a town council policy decision, the re-
maining §13,473 of authorized and future receipts will be
directed toward street and water system improvements.

Mount Gilead, North Carolina Amount received: §$41,618 total
Population: 1,286 $32.36 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the town had not authorized ex-
penditure of any revenue sharing funds. It planned to spend
$18,722 to correct drainage problems,

New Hope, Minnesota Amount received: §$107,523 total
Population: 23,180 $4.64 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the village authorized spending
$100,962 of funds received and had spent §51,896. Primary
authorized uses of the funds include police salaries, con-
struction of a police garage, and operation of a juvenile
program.
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Ontario, Oregon Amount received: $199,086 total
Population: 6,523 $30.52 per capita

Ontario appropriated $203,831, which included funds
received and interest earned through June 30, 1973--$118,885
for operations and maintenance and $84,946 for capital. The
funds were primarily allocated to the street, water, police,
and fire departments. Major expenditures planned by the
street department included purchase of trucks and miscel-
laneous equipment. Allocations to the water department were
to be used on a water main extension, chemicals, and wvarious
equipment purchases. The police and fire department appro-
priations were for equipment and operating expenses.

City officials said the funds were used to balance the
budget and improve existing services rather than to add new
services,

Osceola, Arkansas Amount received: §194,879 total
Population: 7,204 $27.05 per capita

Osceola appropriated $304,000 of funds received and
anticipated through the end of 1973, Of this amount,
$271,150 was for capital items and $32,850 for contingencies.
The principal capital items being funded were an incinera-
tion system for solid waste disposal estimated to cost
$175,000 and a firetruck and fire station estimated to cost
$75,000. As of June 30, 1973, $34,192 had been expended.

Oxford, Alabama Amount received: $130,593 total
Population: 4,361 $29.95 per capita

The town authorized spending all funds received. A
total of $82,085 had been spent primarily for expansion of
water and sewerage services and purchase of street mainte-
nance equipment. The remaining $48,508 was earmarked for
buying fire and sanitation equipment.

City officials said the funds had enabled the city to
buy more modern equipment and thereby improve services.
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Portales, New Mexico Amount received: §$102,463 total
Population: 10,554 $9.71 per capita

Portales had appropriated and spent $78,676 of funds
received through June 30, 1973. The funds were used to pur-
chase a heavy-duty bulldozer for refuse disposal and to help
purchase police cars.

Rangeley, Maine Amount received: §$35,644 total
Population: 941 $37.88 per capita

Rangeley appropriated $27,566 for operation of water
pollution control facilities, $3,000; road maintenance,
$13,150; social services, $1,406; purchase of an ambulance,
$1,510; and a new firetruck and fire equipment, $8,500. As
of June 30, 1973, $17,660 had been spent.

A town official said without revenue sharing the town
tax rate would have increased about 2 mills in 1973.

Redding, California Amount received: $435,824 total
Population: 16,659 $26.16 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the city had not authorized using
any revenue sharing funds. However, the city planned to use
them for various projects, including improvement of park fa-
cilities, construction of fire training facility, operation
of a neighborhood center for the disadvantaged, partial fund-
ing to build a museum and art center, and operation of a teemn
center.

According to a city official, revenue sharing will
enable the city to finance capital projects earlier and will
help maintain the property tax rate,

Saco, Maine Amount received: §$179,129 total
Population: 11,678 $15.34 per capita

Saco had not appropriated any of the funds as of
June 30, 1973; however, it planned to appropriate $174,644.
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These plans included §74,129 on a storm drain project;
$60,000 for repaving city streets; $12,000 for repairing a
school roof and for recreation, police, and fire protection.

City officials said without revenue sharing some of the
above projects would not have been undertaken. Those that
where absolutely necessary would have increased the tax rate
for 1973.

St. Maries, Idaho Amount received: $26,421 total
Population: 2,571 $10.28 per capita

The city budgeted $36,000, of funds received and antici-
pated, for paving streets. As of June 30, 1973, $16,034 had
been spent.

A city official said without the funds the city could
not have accomplished the paving and that the city planned
to use all future revenue sharing receipts for street
improvements.

Simsbury, Connecticut Amount received: $211,798 total
Population: 17,475 $12.12 per capita

The town appropriated $175,186, including funds for
highway construction and equipment; recreational facilities,
such as bicycle trails and fencing for a ballfield; general
financial administration (which included office equipment
and voting machines); an architectural feasibility study for
a town office; a pilot program for transportation of the
elderly; library books; and a refuse disposal truck., Sims-
bury planned to use the balance for sidewalk construction,
tree-spraying equipment, and paving town roads and municipal
grounds. As of June 30, 1973, none of the funds were spent.

Temple, Texas Amount received: §$521,071 total
Population: 33,431 $15.59 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, Temple had authorized spending
$534,514 of funds received and interest earned and had spent
$65,418. A1l the funds were authorized for capital outlays,
including an enlargement of the police station, construction
of a new fire station, street paving, and several drainage
projects.
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A city official said the funds enabled the city to
finance capital projects which it could not have otherwise
accomplished.

Tyndall, South Dakota Amount received: $16,337 total
Population: 1,245 $13.12 per capita

The city had neither appropriated nor expended any of
its revenue sharing funds, but planned to spend them for two
engineering surveys. One survey will assess recommended
improvements to the city's sewer system and the second will
determine the need for curbs and gutters.

Wells, Minnesota -Amount received: $29,158 total
Population: 2,791 $10.45 per capita

w

The village authorized spending $29,803, of funds re-
ceived and interest earned at June 30, 1973, to purchase
equipment for the street and fire departments. As of
June 30, 1973, $22,538 had been expended.

West Rutland, Vermont Amount received: $42,324 total
Population: 2,381 $17.78 per capita

The town had appropriated $43,431 of funds received and
interest earned through June 30, 1973, for a school bus,
drainage and road repairs, the purchase of land, and con-
struction of a garage. None of the funds had been expended.

West Warwick Town, Rhode Island Amount received: $338,110 total
Population: 24,323 $13.90 per capita

The town appropriated $547,446 of funds received and
anticipated and, as of June 30, 1973, had spent $89,867.

The town appropriated about $317,000 for capital items,
including highway construction and equipment, sewer-cleaning
equipment, police, and fire equipment, and improvements to
various town buildings. In addition, it appropriated
$230,346 for the following noncapital items: supplemental
police clothing allowance, operations and maintenance of
water pollution control facilities, and salaries for em-
ployees previously funded under the Emergency Employment
Act.
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Woodruff, South Carolina Amount received: $158,037 total
Population: 4,690 $33.70 per capita

Woodruff had authorized use of $134,433 primarily for
retirement of $100,000 in bank loans incurred during 1972
for operating expenses, construction of a fence and instal-
lation of lights at the city-owned ballfield, and acquisi-
tion of police cars and a garbage truck. As of June 30,
1973, $130,770 was spent.

City officials said the funds enabled the city to avoid
a financial crisis because it paid off indebtedness with the
funds rather than with regular city revenue. Also, the city
halted a tax increase needed to pay off the debt.
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COUNTIES WITH POPULATIONS OVER ONE MILLION

Alameda County, California Amount received: §12,151,231 total
Population: 1,073,184 $11.32 per capita

The county appropriated $24.4 million in revenue sharing
funds it expected to receive through June 30, 1974, Appropria-
tions were for construction of a pretrial detention home,
$4.1 million; other capital projects, $9.6 million; public
safety, $6.1 million; and social services for poor or aged and
general reserve $4.3 million. As of June 30, 1973, none of
these funds had been spent. According to county officials,
revenue sharing will provide new and expanded services and will
maintain existing services. The $6.1 million appropriated to
public safety allowed the county to reduce the property tax
rate for fiscal year 1974,

Allegheny County, Pennsylvania Amount received: $14,716,271 total
Population: 1,605,133 $9.17 per capita

In its calendar year 1973 budget, the county allocated
$18,360,000 in funds received and anticipated. About §$14.4
million was allocated for operations and maintenance for
hospitals, health, libraries, police, parks, highways, air-
port, and financial administration. The balance of about
$4 million was allocated for capital expenditures for a
hospital, parks, and such equipment as voting machines and
parts. As of June 30, 1973, the county had spent $7,591,335
for operations and maintenance and $1,225,977 for capital
outlays.

According to county officials revenue sharing allowed
the county to halt a planned real estate tax increase of
about 3 mills, or about $13.5 million, in 1973. In addition,
the county expanded police services by 26 percent and con-
tinued to maintain existing services.

Cook County, Illinois Amount received: $18,331,282 total
Population: 5,493,766 $3.34 per capita

In its 1973 budget the county included the $23,259,232
of revenue sharing funds it expected to receive in 1973;
$18,944,744 was appropriated for operations and maintenance
and $4,314,488 for capital outlays. Operations and maintenance
"funds of $18,244,744 and all the capital outlay funds were
appropriated for the county sheriff and department of
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corrections. The remaining $700,000 was budgeted for
administrative functions. Expenditures through. June 30,
1973, totaled $1,880,885 for capital outlay.

According to a county official, revenue sharing enabled
the county to forestall a 15-percent cutback in the overall
budget which would seriously cutback services. It also
slightly reduced property taxes.

Cuyahoga County, Ohio  Amount received: §11,740,837 total
Population: 1,720,835 $6.82 per capita

The county appropriated $14,519,000 of funds received
and anticipated. The entire appropriation, except for one
capital expenditure of $60,000 for the law library, was for
current operating expenses. These expenses included a $7 mil-
lion subsidy to the county hospitals; $1.5 million for person-
nel costs, including hiring some new employees for the courts,
the sheriff's department, prosecutor's office, and coroner's
office; $300,000 for the medical expenses of prisoners; $2.7 mil-
lion for operating expenses of the county workhouse; and
$170,000 in planning costs for an environmental protection
department the county intends to establish. As of June 30, 1973,
the county had spent $2,331,000--$2,271,000 for the support of
hospitals and $60,000 for the law library.

County officials said without revenue sharing the county
would have been in serious financial need and could not have
continued existing services without a tax increase. With it
the county has met its operating needs and has expanded some
departments.

Dade County, Florida Amount received: §$12,959,406 total
Population: 1,267,792 $10.22 per capita

The county had not authorized spending any revenue shar-
ing funds as of June 30, 1973, but had planned to use an
estimated $28.4 million in funds received and anticipated
through October 1, 1974. Most funds will be used for programs
previously funded under Federal categorical grants to expand
social, health, and child care programs; to construct new
correctional facilities and regional government centers;
and to provide new health and safety installations,
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Erie County, New York Amount received: §12,523,645 total
Population: 1,113,491 $11.25 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the county had appropriated
$2,682,995 of revenue sharing funds but had not spent any of
these funds. It appropriated $1 million for library operat-
ing expenses, including salaries and $1.7 million for the
maintenance and repair of county roads.

According to county officials, revenue sharing will be
used to maintain the level of existing services and to
stabilize the county's finances. The most noticeable effect
of revenue sharing to date has been the reduction of the
county property tax. Revenue sharing also helped the county
avoid a debt increase.

Harris County, Texas Amount received: $7,676,866 total
Population: 1,741,912 $4.41 per capita

The county authorized spending $1,743,026 as of June 30,
1973, including $350,000 for street maintenance and $1,393,026-
for capital improvements, including park lands, general
public- buildings, advance road engineering fees, and architec-
tural fees for additional court facilities. None of these
funds had been expended as of June 30, 1973.

The county planned to use the remaining $6,160,039
received and interest earned for capital improvements to
parks, libraries, and general public buildings and for
voting machines. A county official said funds were primarily
for nonrecurring expenditures because of uncertainty con-
cerning the future of the revenue sharing program.

King County, Washington Amount received: §7,347,408 total
Population: 1,159,369 $6.34 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the county had appropriated
$6,827,989 and spent $2,552,505, primarily to cover operating
deficits of the solid waste disposal, river flood control,
and county fair funds. Funds were also planned to buy new
patrol cars and marine patrol watercraft and to construct a
medical examiner facility. Although county officials do
not believe revenue sharing had much effect on taxes, it
accounted for about $6 million of the $8.5 million increase
in the 1973 current expense budget.
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Los Angeles County, California Amount received: $106,570,495 total
Population: 7,040,697 $15.14 per capita

The county appropriated $92,772,929 and spent $53,700,000
as of June 30, 1973. Of the appropriated funds, §$91.3 mil-
lion was for the purchase, construction, or improvements of
facilities and equipment used for health, public safety,
corrections, recreation, and general services. County of-
ficials said revenue sharing permitted the county government
to maintain existing services without increasing taxes.

Milwaukee County, Wisconsin Amount received: $16,374,007 total
Population: 1,054,249 $15.53 per capita

The county authorized spending $10,013,416 and spent
$8,011,075 as of June 30, 1973. About $9.9 million of the
authorized expenditures were for operations and maintenance,
including support for public health costs, the sheriff's
office, corrections, and social services for poor or aged.
County officials said revenue sharing funds enabled the county
to maintain existing services and to lower the 1973 tax levy by
about $5,000,000.

Nassau County, New York Amount received: §$16,360,479 total
Population: 1,428,838 $11.45 per capita

The county appropriated $13,066,488 for operations and
maintenance in all the priority categories except financial
administration. Health, public safety, and environmental
protection received the largest allocations. As of June 30,
1973, the county had spent $6,141,948. County officials said
the primary effect of revenue sharing was to allow the county
to maintain existing services without increasing taxes. In
addition, services were increased, particularly the bus
system,

Orange County, California Amount received: $10,948,373 total
Population: 1,420,676 $7.71 per capita

The county appropriated $11,250,253 in funds received
and interest earned and had spent $1,958,455., About $10.2
million was appropriated for capital outlay and about $1
million for operations and maintenance, including about
$2.6 million to be transferred to other governmental units
or other organizations, primarily for parks and recreational
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facilities. The major capital appropriations were for public
safety, recreation, environmental protection, and public
buildings. Operations and maintenance appropriations were
primarily for social services to poor or aged and health
service programs and for a park restoration plan.

According to county officials, the uncertainty of the
long-term continuity of revenue sharing and the timing of
the receipt of funds were the major considerations in using
revenue sharing funds primarily for capital items. County
officials said revenue sharing should help the county reduce
taxes.

San Diego County, California Amount received: $13,988,962 total
Population: 1,357,854 $10.30 per capita

The county appropriated $2,236,279 and spent $11,279.
The appropriation consisted of $1,850,000 for acquiring a
municipal traffic court building, $375,000 for acquiring
parkland and $11,279 for a partial subsidy of public transit.

County officials said uncertainty over the continuity
of revenue sharing was a major factor in deciding to use
funds primarily for nonrecurring items. They said future
revenue sharing funds will be for similar items.

According to county officials, revenue sharing:

--Encouraged regional intergovernmental cooperation.
For example, to avoid duplication of services, the
county and the city of San Diego established a com-
mittee on the uses of revenue sharing.

--Will encourage jurisdictional changes as communities
try to obtain a greater share of revenue by annexa-
tions or incorporation.

--Allowed the county to maintain existing services;
however, there has been no immediate effect on the
level of taxes because projects financed from revenue
sharing would not have been authorized without these
funds.
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Santa Clara County, California Amount received: $9,766,610 total
Population: 1,066,174 $9.16 per capita

The county appropriated and spent $73,454 entirely for
operations and maintenance--$50,000 for social services for
the poor or aged and $23,454 for financial administration.
The county plans to use an additional §$2,252,455--$1,723,684
for operations and maintenance and $528,771 for capital ex-
penditures.

Suffolk County, New York Amount received: §16,825,718 total
Population: 1,127,030 $14.93 per capita

The county appropriated its $16,825,718, of which it
spent §$13,814,221. Of the appropriated amount, $12.6 million
was for operations and $4.2 million for capital outlays. The
operating appropriation included all priority areas except
financial administration. The entire $12.6 million was spent
as of June 30, 1973. The revenue sharing funds designated
for capital outlays will be spent primarily for highways and
streets, recreation, environmental protection, and general
public buildings.

County officials said reveneue sharing allowed them to
maintain programs. Without revenue sharing it would have
been necessary to either increase taxes or cut some programs.

Wayne County, Michigan Amount received: §$14,809,283 total
Population: 2,670,368 $5.55 per capita

The county appropriated and spent the $14,809,283 for
operations: public safety, $4,637,060; environmental protec-
tion, $200,000; health, $6,352,300; recreation, $558,370; and
social services for the poor and aged, $3,061,553. County
officials said future revenue sharing funds will also be
used for operations. County officials said without revenue
sharing there would have been a 10-percent reduction for
every department.
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COUNTIES WITH POPULATIONS OF 500,000 TO 1,000,000

Baltimore County, Maryland Amount received: §12,066,936 total
Population: 620,409 $19.45 per capita

The county authorized and spent $6,440,844 for debt
retirement. It planned to use §$5.6 million more for opera-
tions and maintenance for medical services, retirement, and
police activities. According to county officials, revenue
sharing has allowed the government to expand police services
and to reduce taxes.

Contra Costa County, California Amount received: §7,019,300 total
Population: 555,805 $12.63 per capita

N -5

As of June 30, 1973, the county had not appro
pended, or planned for the expenditure of any of th

fay

priated, ex-

e funds.

Essex County, New Jersey Amount received: $8,833,649 total
Population: 932,526 $9.47 per capita

The county appropriated.$7 million for public safety.
Most of the funds ($4.8 million) were allocated for salaries
and food in the county's correctional center and house of
detention. The remainder was designated for salaries and
other operating expenses in the prosecutor's office. As of
June 30, 1973, the county had spent about $3.3 million.

County officials said revenue sharing maintained existing
services. They did not think any service would have been re-
duced or eliminated without revenue sharing but stated that
taxes might have risen. With revenue sharing, however, the
county decreased 1ts property tax. :

Fulton County, Georgia Amount received: §$7,398,685 total
Population: 605,210 $12.22 per capita

The county appropriated $7,384,909--about $5.2 million
for operation and maintenance primarily for social service,
health, and adult probation programs. Over $150,000 of the
amount for social service programs was used to replace a
reduction in a categorical grant program. Appropriations
for capital expenditures included funds for purchase of a
landfill site, new jail facilities, a new building for the
medical examiner, and various renovations and improvements
to health and court facilities. The county spent $2,648,766.
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County officials said revenue sharing enabled the
country to provide some new services, expand some existing
services, and maintain other existing services. However,
they said the main effect of revenue sharing was to increase
its budget significantly without raising taxes and to build
up a surplus.

Hamilton County, Ohio Amount received: $4,987,545 total
Population: 923,840 $5.40 per capita

Hamilton County had not appropriated any of its revenue
sharing funds but planned to use all current and future funds
for construction of a new court and correctional facilities.

County officials said revenue sharing funds had not
affected public services because the county has not used any
of the funds. However, they said revenue sharing funds
allowed the county to halt a planned tax increase designed
to obtain revenue to construct the new court and correctional
facilities.

Hennepin County, Minnesota Amount received: $7,384,458 total
Population: 960,080 $7.69 per capita

The county authorized use of $6,400,000 and spent $746,439.
The authorized expenditures were $2 million for construction of
a jail facility, $1.4 million for immediate property tax relief,
and $3 million to replace Federal social service funds that were
cut back. The remaining funds and accumulated interest totaling
$1.2 million was planned for additional jail construction. By
adminstrative decision, the $1.4 million allocated for tax relief
was used to pay expenses of the county sheriff's office, which
will enable the county indirectly to reduce property taxes.

Hudson County, New Jersey Amount received: §$5,822,891 total
Population: 607,839 $9.58 per capita

The county appropriated $5,822,891 for operations and
maintenance in the following priority categories: public safety
(police), public transportation (maintenance of county roads),
health, and recreation. Most of the money was designated for
salaries. As of June 30, 1973, the county had not spent any
funds.
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County officials said revenue sharing would be used to
maintain existing services. To date the major impact of
revenue sharing has been a reduction of county taxes, by
$0.19 per $100 of assessed valuation.

Jackson County, Missouri Amount received: $4,039,027 total
Population: 654,178 $6.17 per capita

The county appropriated all $4,148,28% of funds received and
interest earned as of June 30, 1973, and, at that date, had
spent $565,789. The major uses of amounts appropriated in-
cluded roads and streets, health, and recreation. County of-
ficials said revenue sharing would permit the county to pro-
vide new services and expand existing services. Examples of
new programs planned are an emergency medical plan, a pre-
trial diversion program, recreation program, and a program for
the aged.

Jefferson County, Alabama Amount received: $9,015,770 total
Population: 644,991 $13.98 per capita

The county authorized spending $8,467,711 and had spent
$629,521., About $7.2 million was authorized for capital ex-
penditures and $1.2 million for operations and maintenance.
The major authorized capital expenditures included a county
civic center, landfill equipment, an addition to a home for
the aged, and multipurpose and general government projects.
The operations and maintenance expenditures were for a hospi-
tal, a family court, and social services for the aged.

County officials said the funds allowed the county to
upgrade and expand its existing services to keep pace with
its rapid growth without increasing the tax rate.

Jefferson County, Kentucky Amount received: $7,381,557 total
Population: 695,055 $10.62 per capita

The county had not authorized spending any revenue sharing
funds but had plans for $7,582,606 in revenue sharing funds re-
ceived and interest earned. Of this amount, $6,711,583 was
for capital outlay and $871,023 for operations and mainte-
nance. A county official said revenue sharing allowed the
government to halt a planned tax increase and to maintain
existing services.
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Lake County, Indiana Amount received: §$4,118,180 total
Population: 546,253 $7.54 per capita

None of the funds received as of June 30, 1973, were ap-
propriated. A planned use report indicated that some funds
would be used for the construction of a juvenile center, im-
provements to a convalescent home, financial administration,
and operations and maintenance costs associated with social
services for the aged and poor.

Maricopa County, Arizona Amount received: $6,391,560 total
Population: 969,425 $6.59 per capita

The county appropriated $4,606,747 and spent $1,255,491.
The appropriated funds were solely for capital projects in the
following major areas: highways and streets, hospitals and
clinics, public safety and correction facilities, recreation,
and general public buildings. About $2.6 million was approp-
priated for the acquisition of land and $1.2 million for con-
struction and facility acquisition.

In addition, the county planned to use about $4.6 mil-
lion to retire the principal on bonded indebtedness. This
amount included $1,939,938 received but unappropriated at
June 30, 1973, as well as future receipts.

According to county officials, revenue sharing permit-
ted an expansion of services, particularly in street mainte-
nance, and helped hold down the rate of tax increase. The
decision to use funds solely for nonrecurring items was
stated to be due to the ease of implementation.

Monroe County, New York Amount received: $6,648,963 total
Population: 711,917 $9.34 per capita

The county appropriated §$8,233,452 of revenue sharing
funds received and anticipated--about 55 percent for capital
expenditures, mostly for the retirement of debts on a number
of projects (schools, highways, corrections facilities, and
other public buildings). The county also appropriated revenue
sharing funds for operations and maintenance in all priority
categories except libraries. As of June 30, 1973, the county
had spent $3,799,386 primarily for police salaries, highway
employee salaries, solid waste studies, and social services
for the poor and the aged.
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County officials said without revenue sharing the county
would have increased taxes and/or cut certain expenses, par-
ticularly equipment purchases and payrolls. With revenue
sharing, they have lessened a debt increase and have held
taxes at the present level.

Montgomery County, Maryland Amount received: $6,098,942 total
Population: 522,809 $11.67 per capita

The county appropriated and spent $6,245,016, to expand
police services and free county funds for use in other programs.

According to a county official, revenue sharing has en-
abled the county to decrease taxes for fiscal year 1974.
Without revenue sharing the same level of expenditures would
have required a tax increase. For example, certain programs,
such as social services, day care, and community action, were
faced with possible reductions in Federal categorical funds
and would have required the county to increase taxes or cut
back these programs.

Multnomah County, Oregon Amount received: $6,310,977 total
Population: 554,668 $11.38 per capita

The county appropriated and spent $751,296, of which
$730,000 was for operating the county library, The county
planned to use the remaining $5,731,310 of funds received and
interest earned for operating and maintaining the library pro-
gram, installing an air-conditioning system and new elevators
in the county courthouse, and remodeling the county jail and
judicial facilities.

County officials said revenue sharing enabled the county
to undertake some new capital improvement projects which pre-
vious resources would not permit.

Oklahoma County, Oklahoma Amount received: §$3,005,645 total
Population: 527,717 $5.70 per capita

The county appropriated $3,015,883 of funds received
and interest earned and spent $10,281. Of the appropriated
amount, $2,120,000 was for capital outlays, including county
office and parking facilities, Tinker AFB approach zone
clearance, and highway construction and $895,883 was for
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operations and maintenance including administration, highways,
and law enforcement projects. County officials said revenue
sharing enabled the county to expand services and provide

new services.

Prince Georges County, Maryland Amount received: $11,816,702 total
Population: 661,082 $17.87 per capita

The county authorized spending $17,097,661 in funds re-
ceived and anticipated through June 30, 1974. The county
spent $751,162. Of the authorized expenditures, $16.9 mil-
lion was for operations and maintenance, and $192,037 for capital
expenditures. The largest amount, $11.7 million, was for
public safety, including police retirement, vehicle mainte-
nance and operation, criminal investigation, volunteer fire
companies, and street lighting.

County officials said revenue sharing allowed the
county to halt a $1,050,000 planned tax increase and to reduce
taxes by an estimated $8,500,000.

Sacramento County, California Amount received: $10,427,774 teotal
Population: 634,190 $16.44 per capita

The county appropriated $13,139,448 of revenue sharing
funds received and anticipated and spent $2,913,741. Funds
were appropriated primarily for capital projects, including
$5.2 million to construct, remodel, or purchase court, jail,
and sheriff buildings; $4.2 million to purchase or construct
office buildings; $1.1 million to construct two libraries and
buy a bookmobile; $1 million to acquire and develop parks; and
$1 million for a sheriff's communication system.

County officials said revenue sharing would provide new
services and also be a form of tax relief. About half the
funds will be used to purchase facilities originally con-
structed under lease-purchase agreements.

San Bernardino County, California Amount received: §$12,416,173 total
Population: 682,233 $18.20 per capita

The county appropriated $9,570,339 and had plans for the
use of the remaining $2,845,834. The county had expended
$1,299,211. Of the appropriated and planned amount,
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$10.9 million was for capital outlay and §1.5 million for
operations and maintenance. The capital outlays included
the purchase or construction of various general public build-
ings, a museum, and two libraries. The major purpose of
funds used for current operating expenses was to pay the
lease on the county jail.

County officials said revenue sharing would allow the
county to maintain and expand existing services and to re-
duce the property tax rate. In addition, the use of revenue
sharing funds to finance capital projects will help the
county avoid an increase in debt.

Shelby County, Tennessee Amount received: $6,891,314 total
Population: 722,111 $9.54 per capita

The county authorized the expenditure of $700,000 but
but had spent none of these funds. The §$700,000 was authorized
for a transfer to the Board of Education for school construc-
tion. The county planned to use about $6.4 million in funds
received and interest earned for capital outlays, including
school construction, hospital construction, and acquisition
of adjoining utility districts.

St. Louis County, Missouri Amount received: §$6,653,934 total
Population: 951,671 $6.99 per capita

The county appropriated $3,822,335 and spent $517,062.
About $1.9 million was appropriated for operations and mainte-
nance, including $1 million for police functions, $360,000
for building code enforcement, $410,600 for health services,
and $100,000 for social services for the poor and aged. Also
$155,000 was for joining with other local governments in
subsidizing the metropolitan mass transit system.

The county appropriated $1,772,000 for capital items,
including $450,000 for hospital and clinic improvements and
$1,257,000 for recreation facilities. The county planned to
use most of the remaining revenue sharing funds for capital
items.

Westchester County, New York Amount received: $4,526,165 total
Population: 894,406 $5.06 per capita
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The county appropriated $4,351,550 to finance capital
program projects, capital nonrecurring repair projects, and
public safety. County officials said revenue sharing en-
abled the county to keep up with inflation without increas-
ing taxes. They do not believe that any programs or services
would have been eliminated in its absence and thought that
revenue sharing's primary effect was to slow down the rate
of a tax increase.

Worcester County, Massachusetts Amount received: $1,138,131 total
Population: 637,037 $1.79 per capita

The county had not authorized spending any funds but
had planned uses for the $1,164,044 in funds received plus
interest earned. The entire amount was planned for opera-
tions and maintenance of personnel services at the county
jail and house of correction.

According to one county official, revenue sharing will
improve the county's fund balance and will ultimately reduce
the amount of funds required to be provided by the cities
and towns for suppert of the county.
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COUNTIES WITH POPULATIONS BETWEEN 50,000 AND 499,999

Ada County, Idaho Amount received: $1,056,555 total
Population: 112,230 $9.41 per capita

' The county appropriated $938,100 of funds received.
About $767,000, or 82 percent, was for public safety; $700,000
for the construction of a new juvenile detention home. As of
June 30, 1973, none of the funds had been spent.

County officials said that without revenue sharing prop-
erty taxes would have been increased to provide necessary
services.

Anne Arundel County, Maryland Amount received: $5,978,721 total
Population: 298,042 $20.06 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the county had not authorized spend-
ing its revenue sharing funds. However, the county planned
to use all the funds for capital projects, consisting of
$1,900,483 for highways and streets, $950,000 for public safety,
$1,000,000 for general public buildings, and $2,128,238 for
storm drainage.

According to a county official, revenue sharing has al-
lowed the county to reduce taxes and halt a planned tax in-
crease. Use of revenue sharing for capital improvements will
mean lower debt service requirements in future years which
means a halt in a built-in tax increase factor. Due to citizen
unrest about increased property taxes, the funds were cited
as a real asset in allowing the county to maintain its level
of services and at the same time provide some form of property
tax relief.

Aroostook County, Maine Amount received: §$243,517 total
Population: 94,078 $2.59 per capita

The county authorized $247,472 for use, including funds
received and interest earned--personal services, $17,701; so-
cial services, $8,850; county potato blossom festival, $4,425;
improvements to courts and jails, $168,526; and municipal air-
ports, $47,970,.
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County officials said revenue sharing would permit the
construction of a courthouse in the northern part of the
county. Presently citizens in the northern part of the county
have to travel over 200 miles round trip for a court appear-
ance. Officials also said that funds permitted a reduction in
a proposed tax increase required to fund the 1973-74 biennial
budget.

Bernalillo County, New Mexico Amount received: $3,324,362 total
Population: 315,774 $10.53 per capita

The county appropriated $2,012,714 of funds received and
spent $692,832 of these funds as of June 30, 1973. The appro-
priated funds were about evenly divided between capital out-
lays and operations and maintenance and included funds for
operating the county fire department, purchasing parkland and
operating the parks and recreation department, purchase of
equipment for the road department, and purchasing new vehicles
for the sheriff's department,

County officials said revenue sharing allowed the county
to improve services by enabling it to establish a full-time
fire department instead of relying on a volunteer fire depart-
ment. The county was also able to purchase and refurbish a
building to house county administrative offices.

Butler County, Ohio Amount received: $912,808 total
Population: 226,207 $4.04 per capita

The county approved expenditure and spent $474,733 in
funds--$279,500 was for operations and maintenance and
$195,233 for capital outlays. The major capital outlay was
$155,000 for debt retirement. The major operating expendi-
ture was $225,000 for computer rentals and services.

The county plans to use 70 percent of expected receipts
to build a new county office building.

A county official said revenue sharing allowed the county

to halt a planned 1/2-percent sales tax increase and to expand
existing services provided to its citizens.
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Canyon County, Idaho Amount received: $573,747 total
Population: 61,288 $9.36 per capita

The county had appropriated $355,300 of the funds re-
ceived. Of the amount appropriated, $180,000 was allocated
to the assessor's office to be used for replatting county
land. The remaining $175,300 was for development of a new
solid waste disposal site. As of June 30, 1973, the county
had not spent any funds.

County officials said without revenue sharing property
taxes would have had to be increased to finance the waste dis-
posal site. They said that, although services would not have
been reduced, additional funds were required for the waste
disposal site.

Charleston County, Amount received: §$3,944,778 total
South Carolina $15.93 per capita
Population: 247,650

As of June 30, 1973, the county had authorized using
$3,993,088 of funds received and interest earned and had
spent $306,243. The county gave capital improvements high
priority; however, several new operating programs were to be
financed. The new countywide programs dinclude a solid waste
disposal system; a system of mobile health care clinics as
part of the county's primary health care plan; a water and
sewer inspection system in areas without public water and
sewer systems; and a school crossing guard program. Capital
outlays make up about 75 percent of the revenue sharing budget
and include construction of a solid waste disposal facility,
addition to and improvements at the county hospital, a new
library and extension to an existing library, expansion of
multipurpose government facilities, and a number of public
works projects.

According to county officials, consolidation and/or uni-
fication of all municipal services on a countywide basis is
a major policy goal of the county council and would have been
unattainable without revenue sharing. They said revenue shar-
ing had encouraged unification or development of some regional-
intergovernmental projects, such as the county's new emergency
medical service.
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Clark County, Nevada Amount received; §3,703,164 total
Population: 273,288 $13.55 per capita

The county had authorized expenditure of $3,610,000 of
funds received, and had spent $318,902 as of June 30, 1973,
Except for about $429,000 for operations and maintenance, the
authorized expenditures were for capital projects, such as
general public buildings, park and reécreation facilities, and
highways and streets,

According to county officials, revenue sharing has per-
mitted the county to provide its residents with new and ex-
panded services and to slow the rate of tax increases.

Cleveland County, Oklahoma Amount received: $362,592 total
Population: 81,839 $4.43 per capita

The county had appropriated for use $221,027 and had ex-
pended $139,699 as of June 30, 1973, mainly for (1) remodel-
ing of the county courthouse and certain fairgrounds buildings
and (2) capital outlays, primarily highway construction and
maintenance equipment.

According to county officials, revenue sharing has
enabled the county to improve existing services, especially
highway construction and maintenance. They said revenue shar-
ing enabled the purchase of needed highway equipment.

Douglas County, Nebraska Amount received: $2,448,626 total
Population: 389,455 $6.29 per capita

The county had not authorized use, spent, or planned for
use, any revenue sharing funds received. According to a
county official, the funds may be used to purchase data proc-
essing equipment presently leased and to purchase other needed
equipment.

El Paso County, Colorado  Amount received: §1,917,858 total
Population: 235,972 $8.13 per capita

The county had appropriated $1,019,000 of funds received
and had spent $378,138 as of June 30, 1973. Of the appropri-
ated funds, $749,264 was for operations and maintenance and
$269,736 for capital items. The major operations and mainte-
nance appropriations were: sheriff department, $287,480;
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sewerage, $182,000; and city and county health department,
$127,687. The major capital appropriations were: jail fur-
niture, $91,900; county office building, $59,000; and purchase
of voting machines, $44,438.

According to county officials, revenue sharing has al-
lowed the county government to install a new sewer line, hire
additional sheriff deputies, buy additional voting machines,
and expand county fair facilities.

Fairfax County, Virginia Amount received: §5,200,800 total
Population: 455,032 $11.43 per capita

The county had not authorized spending any of its reve-
nue sharing funds. However, it planned to use $2,000,000 for
land acquisition and $2,447,820 for construction, facility
acquisition, and streets.

According to a county official, revenue sharing enabled
the county to halt a potential tax increase.

Fresno County, California Amount received: §8,194,155 total
Population: 413,329 $19.82 per capita

As of June 30, 1973, the county had appropriated $15.6
million of funds received and anticipated through June 30,
1974, Some of the larger projects for which funds were ap-
propriated included construction of a health building,
$4,711,000; expansion of outpatient medical center building,
$4,397,156; purchase of computer services, $820,343; design
of administration buildings, $350,000; completion of 8th floor
of court house, $295,000; design and construction of branch
library, $285,000; replacement of medical center laundry build-
ing, $274,000; purchase of mental health rehabilitation center,
$225,000; and social services programs, $500,000. As of
June 30, 1973, $426,079 had been spent.

County officials said that extensive use of the funds for
capital projects provided the taxpayer the most for his tax
dollar. Another reason for funding capital projects was the
uncertainty surrounding continuation of revenue sharing.
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Greater Anchorage Amount received: $1,237,616 total
Borough, Alaska $12.01 per capita
Population: 103,046

As of June 30, 1973, the borough had appropriated
$1,256,387, including funds received and interest earned, but
had spent none of the funds. The funds were appropriated to
pay the operating deficits for two sewer service areas and to
provide funds for continuing health programs previously funded
by Federal categorical grants.

A borough official said revenue sharing allowed the bor-
ough to halt a tax or service fee increase and to maintain
existing services.

Harrison County, Amount received: §$2,140,644 total
Mississippi $15.91 per capita
Population: 134,582

The county authorized expenditure of all funds received
and spent $421,964. The authorized uses of the funds were
for both capital and operations and maintenance costs of
courts and law enforcement, roads, and a sanitary landfill.
In addition, a county official said some of the funds would
be used for improvement of public parks and for a public
transit system. Of the expended funds, $288,015 was used for
operations and maintenance of the police department, the
courts, and cbunty financial administration. The remaining
$133,949 was used to purchase equipment for highway construc-
tion, the sheriff's department, and for garbage collection
and sanitation. A county official said the county avoided a
tax increase which would have been necessary to pay for the
activities funded with revenue sharing.

Hawaii County, Hawaii Amount received: $2,293,427 total
Population: 63,468 $36.14 per capita

The county appropriated all funds received. A major use
of the funds will be for improving county roads. In addition,
funds were appropriated for such environmental protection
projects as sewerage and drainage construction. As of
June 30, 1973, none of the funds had been expended. No funds
have been appropriated for operations and maintenance, nor is
this anticipated in the future due to concern that revenue
sharing may not be permanent.
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Hillsborough County, Amount received: §5,625,666 total
Florida $11.47 per capita
Population: 490,265

The county authorized spending $4,771,152 as of June 30,
1973, and spent $1,286,823, It planned to use an additional
$854,514, The approved and planned uses of the funds included
land acquisition for general governmental and other uses, ex-
pansion of parks and facilities, purchase of a utility company,
construction of a library, and the purchase of heavy equip-
ment for road improvements. About 9 percent of the funds were
planned or approved for operations and maintenance, primarily
to maintain certain Federal categorical programs which were
curtailed or received reduced funding.

According to one county official, revenue sharing has
enabled the county to meet capital needs which could not have
been financed with available local revenue. Future funds
will also be used primarily for nonrecurring expenditures due
to the uncertainty of long-term continuity of revenue sharing.

Hillsborough County, Amount received: $474,346 total
New Hampshire $2.12 per capita
Population: 223,941

The county had appropriated §733,000 of revenue sharing
funds received and expected and interest earned through
June 30, 1973. At that date it had spent none of the funds.
Of the appropriated amount, $726,300 was for operations and
maintenance of public safety activities and $6,700 for capi-
tal outlays. The public safety appropriations were for the
sheriff, the house of correction, and the jail.

According to a county official, the funds along with a
bond issue made possible a budget, without substantially in-
creasing property taxes.

Jefferson County, Amount received: §1,247,894 total
Colorado $5.30 per capita

Population: 235,300

The county had appropriated all funds received and had
spent $232,227 as of June 30, 1973. Of the appropriated
amount, $975,483 was for capital outlays and $272,411 for op-
erations and maintenance. Activities funded were health
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services, sheriff patrol, courthouse security, highway con-
struction and equipment, and planning and administration.

County officials said revenue sharing helped the county
avoid a financial crisis and tax increase.

Jefferson Parish, Amount received: §5,797,599 total
Louisiana $17.14 per capita

Population: 338,229

As of June 30, 1973, the parish had authorized expenditure
of $4,496,005 but had spent none of the funds. About $3.1 mil-
lion of this amount had been included in the parish's budget for
operations and maintenance for fire protection, a juvenile deten-
tion home, sewerage, garbage, drainage, and an animal shelter.
Although not included in the budget, $1.4 million was authorized
for capital outlays for highways, streets, and sewers.

Kanawha County, Amount received: §$2,701,986 total
West Virginia $11.77 per capita
Population: 229,515

As of June 30, 1973, $228,812 had been authorized for use
and spent, primarily for construction of buildings and pur-
chases of equipment. The county planned to spend $2,028,188
for capital projects in sewerage, fire departments, sanitation,
and rural recreation centers.,

According to county officials, revenue sharing did not
improve the county's fund balances but allowed it to provide
additional services.

Kent County, Delaware Amount received: §663,924 total
Population: 81,892 $8.11 per capita

The county had not authorized expenditure of any of its
revenue sharing funds.

Kern County, California  Amount received: §$8,973,261 total
Population: 329,271 $27.25 per capita

The county had not appropriated or planned the expendi-
ture of the funds received. County officials said they be-
lieved revenue sharing would help the county maintain exist-
ing services without raising taxes.
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Manitowoc County, Amount received: §675,959 total
Wisconsin $8.21 per capita
Population: 82,294

The county had authorized spending $592,900 received and
had spent $426,642,

It expended $281,190 for operations and maintenance con-
sisting of $205,000 for the county trunk highway system and
$76,190 for the sheriff's department. The remaining §$145,452
was used for capital outlays consisting of $120,000 for ren-
ovating county offices and $25,452 for tax-listing equipment.
Revenue sharing reduced the county tax rate.

McLean County Illinois Amount received: $470,151 total
Population: 104,389 $4.50 per capita

The county had appropriated $475,515 of funds received
and interest earned through June 30, 1973, but had not spent
any funds. All funds appropriated were for operations and
maintenance, including $237,896 for the sheriff's department.
Other activities funded were the auditor, the treasurer, the
public defender, juvenile probation, building and zoning, the
recorder of deeds, the State's attorney, and a nursing home.

Mecklenburg County, Amount received: §$3,068,341 total
North Carolina $8.65 per capita
Population: 354,656

The county had not authorized expenditure of, or ex-
pended, any revenue sharing funds. It planned to use the
funds received plus future receipts for a human resources com-
plex to include a social services building and a hall of
justice.

Merrimack County, Amount received: $153,569 total
New Hampshire $1.90 per capita
Population: 80,925

The county had appropriated all funds received plus in-
terest earned, a total of $157,130, but had spent none of the
funds. The appropriations were for installation of a new ac-
counting system, $25,000; guards' salaries at the county jail
and house of correction, §$78,000; and nurses' salaries at the
county hospital, $54,130.
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Minnehaha County, Amount received: $587,884 total
South Dakota $6.17 per capita
Population: 95,209

The county had not authorized use of any revenue sharing
funds as of June 30, 1973. However, it planned to transfer
$20,000 to an alcohol and drug abuse center. The balance of
funds along with future receipts was to be used to partially
finance the construction of a building, which would, among
other things, house the county sheriff and Sioux Falls police
department.

County officials said the use of the funds for the build-
ing will reduce taxes because it will take a smaller bond
issue to finance the building.

Monongalia County, Amount received: $666,024 total
West Virginia $10.45 per capita
Population: 63,714
&

The county had appropriated and spent $123,046 of the
funds. The major expenditure, over $100,000, was for the
public transit system, including both capital outlays and
operations and maintenance. The county tentatively planned to
spend $260,000 of the funds to expand the existing courthouse.

New Castle County, Amount received: $5,442,416 total
Delaware $14.10 per capita
Population: 385,856

The county had appropriated $5,492,416 of funds received
and interest earned as of June 30, 1973, and, at that date,
had spent $861,588 of these funds. Of the appropriated amount,
$1,777,816 was for operations and maintenance--mostly for va-
rious social services and a countywide property reassessment,
In addition, $3,714,600 was allocated for capital outlays,
such as equipment for the police and public works departments
and construction of library and maintenance facilities.

According to county officials, revenue sharing (1) re-
duced taxes and halted a planned tax increase, (2) provided
new community affairs services, (3) expanded existing police
services, and (4) maintained other existing services.
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Onondaga County, Amount received: $6,541,612 total
New York $13.83 per capita
Population: 472,835

No revenue sharing funds were authorized for expenditure
as of June 30, 1973. A plan proposed uses for about $8 mil-
lion in funds received and anticipated. Under the plan, about
70 percent of the funds would be appropriated for capital ex-
penditures, with the largest single amount ($2.5 million) to
be used for retirement of highway debt. Other planned capital
expenditures included construction projects, capital improve-
ments, land acquisition, and purchase of equipment. Proposed
operations and maintenance allocations included expenditures
for health services, maintenance and expansion of recreation
programs, social services for the poor and the aged (primar-
ily day care), and improvements in financial administration,
Additionally, the plan designated almost $800,000 for tax
stabilization purposes.

County officials said they expected revenue sharing
would (1) sustain the overall level of services in the county,
(2) provide some opportunities to create new and expand exist-
ing services, and (3) prevent a tax increase.

Ozaukee County, Amount received: $268,603 total
Wisconsin $4.93 per capita
Population: 54,461

The county authorized spending $191,901 of the funds and
spent $96,002. The entire amount authorized was for opera-
tions and maintenance of the sheriff department.

According to county officials, the use of revenue shar-
ing funds in the 1973 budget reduced the tax rate from $3.2188
to $2.4810 per thousand dollars of valuation,

Passaic County, Amount received: $3,685,313 total
New Jersey $8.00 per capita
Population: 460,782

The county appropriated $5,005,896 of funds received and
anticipated for operations and maintenance. It allocated the
funds for hospital (salaries and patient care), parks, mainte-
nance of roads and bridges, and public safety (salaries and
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other operating expenses, including equipment for the sheriff's
office, the prosecutor's office, the park police, and the
jail). As of June 30, 1973, $2,113,940 had been spent.

According to county officials, revenue sharing enabled
the county to reduce property taxes and maintain, and in some
cases increase, services,

Pima County, Arizona Amount received: $4,912,589 total
Population: 351,667 $13.97 per capita

The county appropriated $1,703,082 of funds received and
spent $1,418,081 as of June 30, 1973. Of the appropriated
amount, about $737,000 was for operations and maintenance of
the police department and county courts, and about $966,000
was for capital items--primarily for the purchase of a nursing
home and automotive equipment for the police department.

County officials said more than half the funds were
authorized for capital outlays because of (1) timing of re-
ceipt of the funds, (2) ease of implementation, and (3) uncer-
tainty of long-term continuity of revenue sharing. They said,
however, that in future years they expected the major portion
of the moneys would be used for operations and maintenance.

According to county officials, revenue sharing not only
permitted the county to expand some services but also pro-
vided such new services as a consumer protection office and a
narcotics prevention project. The funds also permitted the
county to halt a planned tax increase.

Polk County, Florida Amount received: §2,466,134 total
Population: 228,515 $10.79 per capita

The county appropriated all funds received and expended
$131,813 as of June 30, 1973. The entire appropriation was
for three capital projects--expansion of jail facilities,
additions to the county hospital, and improvement of county
roads.

A county official said the timing of receipt of the funds
influenced decisions on their use. The funds were received
when they were needed for hospital and jail construction. Use
of revenue sharing funds for these projects helped the county
avoid selling revenue certificates to finance the construction.
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Polk County, Iowa Amount received: $2,332,186 total
Population: 286,130 $8.70 per capita

The county had not authorized spending any of the funds
but planned to use them to construct a new county administra-
tion building. Under the plan $7 million of the §9 million
in funds expected over the 5-year program period would be
used for this purpose.

Pulaski County, Amount received: §$1,885,612 total
Arkansas $6.57 per capita
Population: 287,189

The county authorized spending $1,467,265 and had spent
$92,427 as of June 30, 1973--$300,000 for capital improvements
to existing public buildings; $945,000 for operations and
maintenance in all the priority categories; and $222,265 for a
contingency fund.

Riverside County, Amount received: $8,589,726 total
California $18.71 per capita
Population: 459,074

As of June 30, 1973, the county had appropriated
$15,986,732 in funds received and anticipated and spent
$560,704. Except for about $850,000, all the funds were for
capital projects involving the acquisition or improvement of
facilities and purchase of equipment. The capital items were
to be used for public safety; environmental protection; rec-
reation; and general public buildings, including structures
for county employees and vote-counting equipment.

County officials said revenue sharing allowed the county
to maintain existing services and slow the rate of tax in-
crease. Although revenue sharing has had no perceivable ef-
fect on changing the jurisdiction of local governments, it
has encouraged cooperation between the county and at least
two cities in providing services at city airports. A major
factor for using the funds primarily for capital actions was
uncertainty that the program would be continued.

Salt Lake County, Amount received: $6,742,565 total
Utah $14.70 per capita
Population: 458,607

The county had appropriated all funds received and inter-
est earned as of June 30, 1973, a total of $6,912,745, but had
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spent none of the funds. Of the appropriated amount, $3.6 mil-
lion was for operations and maintenance and $3.3 million for
capital outlays. Funds were appropriated for payment of sal-
aries, improvement and development of parks, new firefighting
equipment and construction of three new fire stations, and
improvements and additions to general public and government
buildings.

According to county officials, revenue sharing has en-
abled the county to expand existing services and to reduce
taxes.

San Joaquin County, Amount received: $6,143,482 total
California $21.22 per capita
Population: 289,564

The county appropriated and spent §3,040,995 of the funds
for operations and maintenance--$3,009,386 for hospitals and
$31,609 for police. The county planned to use additional
funds primarily for health care and public safety. Other
planned uses included consolidating a solid waste disposal
system with the county's six cities, developing an industrial
park, providing new recreation programs, and supporting pri-
vate social services agencies.

Sedgwick County, Kansas Amount received: $2,042,787 total
Population: 350,694 $5.82 per capita

The county had not authorized expenditure of any funds.
However, the county planned to use §$975,119 for construction
of zoo reptile gardens, the purchase of equipment, and opera-
tions and maintenance of many county departments,

County officials said revenue sharing helped solve a
budgetary crisis in Sedgwick County. Either a tax increase
or a reduction of many programs would have occurred without
revenue sharing.

Tulare County, Amount received: $4,939,170 total
California $26.23 per capita
Population: 188,322

As of June 30, 1973, the county had appropriated $551,000,
spent $40,290, and planned to spend $1,698,296. Most of the
appropriated and planned funds were for capital improvements,
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primarily general public buildings, land, flood control, equip-
ment for firetrucks and police cars, and operations and main-
tenance of the sheriff's department.

County officials said the planned uses will either expand
or malintain existing services and believe they will reduce
taxes.

Ventura County, Amount received: $6,625,985 total
California $17.51 per capita
Population: 378,497

As of June 30, 1973, the county had appropriated
$8,139,112 in funds received and anticipated and spent
$762,720., Of the appropriated amount, $731,417 was for oper-
ations and maintenance, such as a unified financial system,
community action commission, and summer youth employment pro-
gram. Additional funds of $7,407,695 were allocated primarily
for constructing a county government center and purchasing a
computer,

According to county officials, the uncertainty of long-
term continuation of revenue sharing and the need for a county
government center were the primary reasons for devoting most
of the funds to capital projects. They said revenue sharing
would slow the rate of tax increase by preventing any new ma-
jor tax and would help avoid a debt increase.

Vernon Parish, Amount received: $254,266 total
Louisiana $4.73 per capita
Population: 53,794

The parish had authorized spending $143,260 and had
spent $114,258 as of June 30, 1973. The entire amounts au-
thorized and expended were for capital outlays, specifically
for equipment for building and maintaining roads and bridges.

A parish official said revenue sharing had slowed antic-
ipated tax rate increases. Without revenue sharing a tax in-
crease would have been needed to fund the replacement of
obsolete construction equipment.
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COUNTIES WITH POPULATIONS UNDER 50,000

Bristol Bay Borough, Alaska Amount received: $28,059 total
Population: 1,147 $24.46 per capita

The borough authorized spending its $28,059 and spent
$16,344 primarily to convert a truck to a firetruck ($4,052)
and to pay salaries ($12,284). A borough official said
revenue sharing halted a tax increase or prevented a reduc-
tion in services.

Churchill County, Nevada Amount received: $103,859 total
Population: 10,513 $9.88 per capita

The county appropriated $150,000 of funds received and
anticipated to aid the financing of constructing a county
law enforcement facility. A county official said the faci-
lity construction costs were higher than the county's es-
timates and its financial arrangements. It could not have
built the facility without revenue sharing funds to cover
the additional cost.

Clarke County, Mississippi Amount received: $410,386 total
Population: 15,049 $27.27 per capita

The county authorized spending all funds received and
spent $114,761. Of the authorized expenditures, $206,230
was for operations and maintenance, including $167,830 for
road maintenance. The remaining $204,156 was authorized for
such capital expenditures as hospitals and clinics, a sani-
tary landfill, a building to house a welfare office, and
parking lots.

Cowley County, Kansas Amount received: §$314,655 total
Population: 35,012 $8.99 per capita

The county appropriated $165,025 of the funds received
and spent §$150,725. Of the appropriated amount, $143,000
was for distribution to three local cities for constructing
or repairing multipurpose community buildings. Another
$22,000 was for highway and street department equipment.
County officials said revenue sharing halted a planned tax
increase.
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Douglas County, Washington Amount received: $168,465 total
Population: 16,787 $10.04 per capita

The county appropriated $53,803 and spent $22,764 for
expanding law enforcement services and maintaining solid
waste disposal sites. The county has planned to use
$37,382, in addition to the funds appropriated, for continued
support of law enforcement and solid waste services, pur-
chase of public safety equipment, and capital improvements
to certain recreational facilities.

Fremont County, Wyoming Amount received: §$681,456 total
Population: 28,352 $24.04 per capita

The county appropriated $678,101 and spent $106,041
of these funds. The funds were to be used primarily to build
or repair roads, to help finance hospital additions, and to
purchase administrative equipment. One county official said
revenue sharing has allowed the county to purchase equipment
which will provide increased capability to pave and maintain
roads.

Henderson County, Tennessee Amount received: $206,282 total
Population: 17,360 $11.88 per capita

The county authorized and spent $18,687 of the funds re-
ceived. About $12,200 was authorized to purchase an ambul-
ance; $5,500 was used to pay salaries of deputy sheriffs and
court personnel; and $1,000 was used to buy a rescue boat,
The county's plans for the remaining $191,519 included school
building improvements, salaries of deputy sheriffs and court
personnel, a new jail, and a highway department garage.

Holt County, Nebraska Amount received: $196,399 total
Population: 12,933 $15.19 per capita

The county had not authorized the expenditure of any
revenue sharing funds but planned to use the funds to repair
and surface roads and to make capital improvements to the
county courthouse. A county official said revenue sharing
funds would permit expansion of the county road program and
would reduce by about one half an anticipated property tax
increase.
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Jackson County, Colorado Amount received: $33,269 total
Population: 1,811 $18.37 per capita

The county appropriated and spent $5,000 of the funds
received. The entire amount was transferred to the North-
west Colorado Council of Governments, a six-county organiza-
tion established to help regulate development of recreational
facilities in the area. The county planned to spend
$27,535 for repairing a fire station roof ($1,000), paying
a salary for a public health nurse ($5,000), repainting the
county courthouse ($3,235), building a library (§12,000),
and purchasing typewriters ($900), etc.

Kauai County, Hawaii Amount received: §917,029 total
Population: 29,761 $30.81 per capita

The county appropriated $2,320,651 of funds received
and anticipated--§1,057,651 for operations of the police and
fire departments and $1,263,000 for such capital improvement
projects as new parks, improvements to the police station,
roads, and sanitary landfills.

County officials said revenue sharing allowed the
county to maintain existing services. Without revenue shar-
ing, the county would have to cut back some existing serv-
ices and/or raise taxes.

Lake County, Michigan Amount received: $106,418 total
Population: 5,661 $18.80 per capita

The county authorized the expenditure of $84,488 and
spent $46,385. The authorized expenditures consisted of
courthouse remodeling ($43,344), an addition to health center
($17,673), sheriff cars ($7,280), communications equipment
($7,100), and insurance ($4,600). According to county of-
ficials, revenue sharing allowed the county to maintain
existing services and slowed the rate of tax increase.

Lake County, Oregon Amount received: $101,538 total
Population: 6,343 $16.01 per capita

The county appropriated $56,214 for such items as the
salaries of two deputy sheriffs and one jailer, operation of
solid waste disposal sites, remodeling of two libraries, and
road maintenance equipment. County officials said revenue
sharing enabled them to halt a planned property tax increase
and to reestablish an unappropriated reserve.
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Lasalle Parish, Louisiana Amount received: $410,376 total
Population: 13,295 $30.87 per capita

The parish authorized use of $293,119, of which $268,545
was for the purchase of highway, street, and garbage col-
lection equipment and $24,574 for highway maintenance. It
had spent §$224,546 for these purposes.

Lyon County, Nevada Amount received: $138,178 total
Population: 8,221 $16.81 per capita

The county appropriated $228,300 of funds received and
anticipated. Most of the funds ($170,000) were to aid the
financing of building a joint city-county jail. Other proj-
ects included equipment for public safety, roads and highways,
and the district court. According to a county representative,
the tax rate is at its constitutional maximum and revenue
sharing is not expected to affect the tax rate. Revenue
sharing's primary benefit was allowing funded projects to be
completed earlier.

Navajo County, Arizona Amount received: $410,005 total
Population: 47,559 $8.62 per capita

The county appropriated $156,785 and spent §16,186.
Of the appropriated amount, $138,493 was for capital ex-
penditures and $18,293 for operations and maintenance. The
capital projects were primarily to improve streets, roads,
and parks. County officials said revenue sharing (1) per-
mitted the county government to provide new services, (2)
slowed the rate of tax increase, and (3) encouraged the
county and the city of Winslow to cooperate in building a
jail.

Maui County, Hawaii Amount received: §$1,545,452 total
Population: 46,156 $33.48 per capita

The county appropriated $545,671 for such capital out-
lays as sewage, drainage, and water system projects; road
and park improvements; buses and a center for senior citizens
on Molokai Island; and a new fire station. According to
county officials, the senior citizens project and a sewerage
project would not have been funded in fiscal year 1974 with-
out revenue sharing funds.
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McCone County, Montana Amount received: §$75,211 total
Population: 2,875 $26.16 per capita

The county authorized and spent $12,473 for road mainten-
ance and road maintenance equipment. The county plans to
spend another $34,887 in the same area. County officials
said revenue sharing funds expanded existing services without
a tax increase.

McCook County, South Dakota Amount received: $215,998 total
Population: 7,246 $29.81 per capita

The county had not authorized spending any of the funds
but was considering spending $367,000 in revenue sharing funds
received and anticipated. The major planned expenditures
were bridges (§$100,000), equipment ($100,000), and road con-
struction and maintenance ($100,000).

According to county officials, revenue sharing allowed
the county to expand existing services, provide some new serv-
ices, and slow the rate of tax.increase.

McLean County, North Dakota Anount received: $262,172 total
Population: 11,251 $23.30 per capita

The county authorized spending $210,772 and spent
$192,892 for operations and maintenance, specifically the
graveling and resurfacing of county roads. County officials
said revenue sharing allowed the expansion of existing serv-
ices. :

Morgan County, Kentucky Amount received: §91,704 total
Population: 10,019 $9.15 per capita

The county appropriated $65,000 and spent $46,973. The
funds were used in several areas including ambulance service,
highways and roads, public building repair, and financial ad-
ministration.

Morton County, North Dakota Amount received: $611,947 total
Population: 20,310 $30.13 per capita

The county had not appropriated or spent any of its funds.
According to one county official, the entire amount received
has been planned for specific uses--$583,570 for operations
and maintenance and $28,377 for capital expenditures. The
major operations and maintenance expenditures were public
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safety (sheriff, courts, and corrections, $77,890), public
transportation (highway, $432,490), social services for the
poor and aged (general assistance, $40,000), and financial
administration (30,190). The major capital expenditures were
office equipment and civil defense two-way radios ($12,500)
and highway and street equipment (§7,753).

According to county officials, revenue sharing will allow
the county to maintain existing services and expand some
services. Expansion of services will include three additional
jailors, improved roads, and additional highway equipment.

No new programs or services have been initiated due to the
uncertainty of the long-term continuity of revenue sharing.

Oglethorpe County, Georgia Amount received: §$69,716 total
Population: 7,598 $9.18 per capita

The county authorized spending its $69,716 and spent
$46,314. Of the authorized amount, $40,214 was for repairs
to the county courthouse and $29,502 was for the purchase of
equipment needed for maintaining county roads. According to
a county official, revenue sharing has helped the county to
maintain existing services and to slow the rate of tax in-
creases.

Quitman County, Mississippi Amount received: §552,376 total
Population: 15,888 $34.77 per capita

The county authorized spending its $552,376 and spent
$191,791. Of the authorized amount, $446,684 was for opera-
tions and maintenance and $105,692 for capital improvements.
Most of the funds for operations and maintenance were for
highways, and most of the capital improvement funds were
for the airport.

A county official said revenue sharing allowed the
county to avoid a planned tax increase.

Ringgold County, Iowa Amount received: §$81,524 total
Population: 6,373 $12.79 per capita

The county had not authorized or planned the expendi-
ture of any revenue sharing funds,
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Sierra County, California Amount received: §$58,963 total
Population: 2,365 $24,93 per capita

The county appropriated and spent $44,064, mainly for
capital equipment for bookkeeping machines, §19,916; sheriff
patrol cars, $7,005; typewriters, desks, and calculators
$3,660; solid waste disposal engineering study, $7,776; and
computer operation and maintenance, $5,706.

A county official said revenue sharing would slow the
rate of tax increase.

Silver Bow County, Montana Amount received: §969,791 total
Population: 41,981 $23.10 per capita

The county authorized spending $721,500 and spent
$1,550; $567,000 was for capital outlays and $154,500 for
operations and maintenance. Authorized expenditures include
the upgrading of health care facilities and law enforcement
facilities and equipment. According to county officials,
revenue sharing is enabling the county to provide needed
services and to upgrade old facilities which they could not
afford since they are taxing at the maximum allowable.

Stutsman County, North Dakota Amount received: $277,873 total
Population: 23,550 $11.80 per capita

The county appropriated $180,625 and spent $102,647 of
these funds. The entire expended amount was for a new
courthouse. The remaining amount appropriated was for the
same purpose except for $12,500 for the planting of trees
and $1,695 for office machines. According to county of-
ficials, revenue sharing has helped to reduce taxes.

Sublette County, Wyoming Amount received: §91,693 total
Population: 3,755 $24.42 per capita

The county had not authorized spending any revenue
sharing funds but planned to use the $91,693 for capital
expenditures for a jail and a library. According to county
officials, revenue sharing allowed the county to expand ex-
isting services without a tax increase.
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Sullivan County, Indiana Amount received: $262,437 total
Population: 19,889 $13.20 per capita

The county appropriated $161,495 and had expended :
$2,074. Of the appropriated amount, $147,995 was for capital
outlays, mostly for highway equipment and material, and
$13,500 for operations and maintenance. According to the
county, revenue sharing had allowed it to provide new services
and to expand existing services.

Union County, New Mexico Amount received: §$88,671 total
Population: 4,925 $18.00 per capita

The county authorized the expenditure of $14,584 and had
expended $14,396. Funds were used primarily to ease prob-
lems caused by severe snowstorms, including overtime salaries
of road department personnel opening up roads closed by snow,
setting up an emergency communication system, and the sup-
port of cattle-feeding operations. Additional® funds are
planned for repairing damaged roads. A county officials said
revenue sharing money allowed the county to pay for snow-
storm damages without raising taxes.

Washington County, Vermont Amount received: $29,365 total
Population: 47,659 $0.62 per capita

The county plans to spend about $45,000, of funds re-
ceived and anticipated, for renovating and converting the
county jailhouse to office space for the county sheriff. One
county official said revenue sharing would not improve the
county's fund balance but would allow the county to accomplish
the renovation project without increasing the county's as-
sessment of cities and towns.

Whitman County, Washington Amount received: $550,259 total
Population: 37,900 $14.52 per capita

The county appropriated $695,000 of funds received and
anticipated for constructing roads and bridges and spent $79,425.
According to county officials, roads and bridges are one of the
top priorities of the county and most of the future revenue
sharing funds will also be spent in this area. They said re-
venue sharing funds enabled the county to expand existing serv-
ices and provide new services without increasing taxes.
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Wythe County, Virginia Amount received: $236,024 total
©  Poplation: 22,139 ‘ $10.66 per capita

The county had appropriated and spent $113,222 for the
county's waste disposal system.
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TOWNSHIPS

Addison Township, Illinois Amount received: $296,524 total
Population: 72,280 $4.10 per capita

The township had not authorized spending any revenue
sharing funds but planned to use $66,024 for operations and
maintenance in health, social services, and financial admin-
istration and for capital outlays for roads and general
government activities.

Anderson Township, Ohio Amount received: §$94,958 total
Population: 28,479 $3.33 per capita

Revenue sharing funds of §$54,704 had been authorized
for use and were spent mainly for purchasing a new firetruck
and other equipment.

Eagan Township, Minnesota Amount received: §$58,165 total
Population: 10,398 $5.59 per capita

The State Municipal Commission of Minnesota authorized
Eagan Township to become a village in September 1972. The
village had authorized spending all $59,165 in revenue shar-
ing money received and interest earned through June 30, 1973,
but at this date, had spent none of the funds. The funds
were to be used for the cost of traffic signals and the ac-
quisition of land for municipal uses.

Freehold Township, New Jersey Amount received: $70,864 total
Population: 13,185 $5.37 per capita

The township appropriated its $70,864 in revenue shar-
ing funds for constructing an administration building. At
June 30, 1973, the township had not spent any funds. Town-
ship officials said they intended to use future revenue shar-
ing funds for capital expenditures becduse they were uncer-
tain about the long-term continuity of revenue sharing and
believed it was the easiest way to implement the program.
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Kechi Township, Kansas Amount received: $40,874 total
Population: 10,556 $3.87 per capita

The township authorized spending $41,744 in funds re-
ceived and interest earned but had not spent any through
June 30, 1973, The funds were authorized for blacktopping
roads and streets.

Millcreek Township, Pennsylvania Amount received: $260,512 total
Population: 36,946 $7.05 per capita

The township supervisors voted to spend all funds re-
ceived through June 30, 1973, At that date the township had
spent §$197, 520--$109 249 for police salaries and $88,168 for
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earmarked for storm sewers. According to township officials,
revenue sharing has allowed the township to install storm
sewers on a systematic basis.

Pigeon Township, Indiana Amount received: §$196,672 total
Population: 53,899 $3.65 per capita

The township had authorized spending $43,998, primarily
for social services for the aged and poor. According to a
township official, revenue sharing helped the government to
maintain existing services after reducing the local property
taXx rate by about $0.06 per $100 assessed valuation for
calendar year 1973.

Redford Township, Michigan Amount received: §485,255 total
Population: 71,901 $6.75 per capita

The township spent §293,688 of the funds received--
$145,097 for police and fire department wage increases,
$97,648 for township employee wage increases, and §$50,944
for acquiring patrol cars for the police department.
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Sioux Falls Township, South Dakota Amount received: $19,902 total
Population: 3,299 $6,03 per capita

The township had authorized for expenditure $20,095 of
funds received and interest earned through June 30, 1973.
As of that date, none of the funds had been spent but
$17,000 had been budgeted primarily for road work with the
balance for fire protection.

Windsor Township, Missouri Amount received: $62,325 total
Population: 3,153 $19.77 per capita

The township transferred $48,594 to a county road dis-
trict coincident with the township. The transfer was by a
contract which specified that the funds would be used to
improve roads, bridges, and culverts and authorized the road
district to purchase necessary equipment to do the work.

The township plans to transfer most of any future revenue
sharing funds to the road district.
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REVENUE SHARING ACTIVITIES

OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

AT JUNE 30, 1973

Governmental Unit:

Address:

Revenue Sharing Representative:

Name

Title

Telephone:

1. What is the total annual budget for the latest two fiscal years?

If revenue

sharing funds are included, please comment on the amount and indicate whether
operating or capital.

(§ )

(2)

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
7
(8)
9)
(10}
11
(12)
(13)
14)
(15)

Preceding vear Current year

Amount: Operating (la)
Capital (1b)
Total (1c)
Fiscal year ending (Show date) 2)
Comment:
2. Please indicate services that the government performs.
Education ()
Highways and streets (2)
Public welfare payments 3)
Health and hospitals (4)
Police protection (5)
Fire protection (6)
Sewerage 7N
Sanitation other thanh sewerage (8)
Parks and recreation (9)
Water (10)
Other utility {(describe) (11)
Public transportation (12)
Libraries (13)
Social services for poor and aged (14)
Environmental protection (15)
Other significant services (place list below) (16)

(16)

Comment:
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Effect revenue sharing funds had on public services (we are interested in
effect on actual delivery of services rather than effect of inflation and
dollars spent to deliver services).

(1) Provided new services 1)

(2) Expanded existing services (2)

(3) Maintained level of existing services (3)
Comment:

Has revenue sharing allowed the government to:

(1) Reduce taxes? (1)

(2) Halt a planned tax increase? 2)

(3) Slow down the raté of tax increase? (3)

(4) None of the above. (4)
Comment:

Some local governments traditionally maintain an unappropriated reserve, Have
revenue sharing funds permitted (or will they permit in the future) the govern~
ment to:

Yes No
(1} Establish an unappropriated reserve? ¢D)
(2) Increase an unappropriated reserve? (2)

Comment:

Please show total sum of unexpended general fund monies at the end of the last
three years and the expected carryover for the current year.

FY ending Amount
(1) (1)
(2) (2)
(3) (3)
(4) Current fiscal year 4)

Comment:
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7.

8.

9.

10.

Has revenue sharing been a factor in changing or in considering plans to change
the government's jurisdiction by:

§))
(2)
(3
(4)
(5)

Annexation? (1)
Incorporation? 2)
Consolidation? (3)
Other (describe) 4)
None of the above (5)
Comment:

Has revenue sharing affected regional-intergovernmental projects, programs, or

cooperation?

(1} Encouraged (1

(2) Discouraged (2)

(3) No effect (3)
Comment:

Was the normal budget process used in appropriating revenue sharing funds?

1)
(2)

Yes (1)
No (2)
Describe budget preparation, process, and approval in general terms.

(Include submission, public hearing and approval dates, and describe
any other method of public participation).

Did revenue sharing change the level of citizen participation in the budgetary

process?

(1} Increased participation 1)

(2} Same participation (2) .

(3) Less participation (3)
Comment:
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12.

13.

APPENDIX III

Who were the major special intevest groups that proposed uses of revenue sharing
funds?

(1) Local government departments (1)
(2) Environmental groups 2)
(3) Health agencies (3)
(4) Social services groups %)
(5) Library associations (5)
(6) Senior citizens (6)
(7) Special districts (schools, fire, conservation, etc.) 7
(8) Other (specify) (8)
Comment:

Did reductions, or the possibility of reductions, in Federal categorical pro-
grams for local governments affect budget decisions?

(1) Yes (please identify and describe extent) D
(2) No (2)
Comment :

A~-1f there were no restrictions on the use of revenue sharing funds, would
the g overnment have used the funds in a different fashion?

(1) Yes (include a complete description below) (1)
(2) No (2)
Comment:

B--Did the g overnment supplant their own funds with revenue sharing funds in
order to permit the use of additional funds in areas which it felt had the

greatest need? Describe circumstances including amounts and functional areas
involved.

Comment:
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14, 1If revenue sharing funds are going to be used for non-recurring expenditures,
which of the following influenced the budget decision?

(1) Uncertainity of long term continuity of revenue sharing n

(2) Timing of the receipt of funds (2)

(3) Relative ease of implementation 3)

(4) Other (explain) 4)
Comment $

15. If initial revenue sharing funds were devoted to nonrecurring expenditures,
does the government expect that funds received for future years will be similarly
used or will they be used more for operation and maintenance costs?

(1) Yes (1)
(2} Mo (2)
Comment :

16. Does the government believe that general revenue sharing information and
guidance received from Treasury has been adequate? (Explain circumstances and
describe any additional information the government feels it needs.)

Comment:

17. What has been the primary source of general revenue sharing information?

(1) Treasury's Office of Revenue Sharing 1)

(2) Local government associations (specify) (2}

(3) Member of Congress 3)

(4) State Government (4}

(5) Paid consultant (Obtain costs and describe circumstances) (5)

(6) Other (specify) (6)
Comment :
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19.

20.

21.

APPENDIX III

Does the government regard Treasury's revenue sharing rules and regulations
(check one of first three and either four or five):

(v
(2)
3)
(4)
(52

What

(1)
(2)
(3)
4)
(5)
(6)

More liberal than expected? (1
As expected? (2)
More restrictive than expected? (3)
Easy to understand? &)
Unclear? (5)
Comment:

specific rules and regulations, if any, were unclear?

Restrictions and prohibitions (Describe) (1)
Accounting requirements (2)
Reporting requirements (3)
Auditing requirements (&3
Other (specify) (5)
None of the above (6)

Comment:

If the government requested clairfication from the Department of the Treasury,
has it been:

(1
(2)
(3)
(4)

Responsive and timely ?
Responsive but untimely?
Unresponsive ?

Not applicable?

Comment:

1
(2)
(3)
(4)

Has the government changed or does it plan to change its method of raising
revenue to get a higher revenue sharing allocation?

(1)
(2)

Comment :

Yes (explain)
No

(6D
(2)
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22, Does the government believe its entitlement was equitable as compared to
other local government entitlements?

(1} Yes (1)
(2) No (explain} (2)
Comment:

23. Does the government prefer that the State legislature adopt an optional alloca-
tion formula?

(1} Yes (explain) 1)
(2) No €2)
Comment:

24, If the State were to change the allocation formula, does the government favor
more emphasis on:

(1) Population (1)

(2) Relative income (2)

(3) Tax effort (3)

(4) A combination of the above (weighted) (4)
Comment:

25, Does the 1/3 - 2/3 division of funds between State and local government seem
reasonable in view of their respective responsibilities?

(1) Yes (1)
(2) No (explain) (2)
Comment :
26, How are entitlement funds handled?
(1) Separate trust fund account (1)
(2) Separate bank account (2)
(3) Other 3)

Comment:
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27.

23.

29.

30.

APPENDIX ITI

To what level of expenditure will the accounting system permit the tracing and
identifying of revenue sharing funds? (Describe)

(1) General fund (1)

(2) Department (2)

(3) Program (3)

(4) Sub-program (4)

(5) Object class (5)
Comment:

AT T ST PSS . ~ mooriima Friamdo erd he mimad in assardanss with nae ih
overnment taken to assure Iunas will be used in accordance with prohib
14

1f funds have been transferred to another organization, what steps ha
Ak
LS

and restrictions?

(1) Not applicable (1)
(2) Applicable (describe) (2)
Comment:

Can the government demonstrate compliance with the anti-matching requirement
and assure that other prohibitions and restrictions were not violated? (Describe)

(1) Yes (1)
(2) No (2)
Comment :

Can the government identify the amount of local matching contribtuion ("in-kind
and “cash) for all Federal programs?

(1) Yes (1)
(2) No (2)
Comment
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31, Who will audit revenue sharing?

(1) City (county) auditor 1)

(2) CPA firm (2)

(3) State (3)

(4) Undecided %)

(5) Other (explain) —(5)
Comment :

32. Has the government had any problems implementing revenue sharing?

(1) Yes (explain) (1)
(2) No (2)
Comment:
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7775-191°

OFFICE OF REVENUE SHARING
1900 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE, N.W.

WASHINGTON, P.C. 20226 APR 2 1974

3
i

Dear Mi: A«"Egﬁe:
Vo

Thank you for the opportunity to review the
draft GAO report on the uses of revenue sharing
by selected local governments. The report provides
valuable analyses and much useful information. I
was particularly pleased in your finding that
revenue sharing substantially increased citizen
participation in the appropriation process,
especially in the larger units of local government.

I have enclosed our formal comments. As you
will note, we believe there is one area much in
need of improvement. That is the manner in which
the consequences of use of revenue sharing funds
is discussed. I understand that Mr. John Parker
and Mr. Robert Murphy of my staff discussed this
point at some length with Bill Thurman and Art
Goldbeck on March 25, and trust it will be possible
to clarify the discussion of this complex subject.

Lo,

/

: e
Sincerely, /

aham W. Watt
Director

Mr. Victor L. Lowe

Director

General Government Division

United States General
Accounting Office

Washington, D. C. 20548

Attachment
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APR 2 1974

Dear Mr. Lowe:

Thank you for the opportunity to review a draft
of the General Accounting Office's report, Revenue
Sharing: Its Use and Impact on Local Governments.

We were pleased that the analyses in the report
generally confirm our own findings of conscientious
compliance with the Act by the vast majority of
governments reviewed to date. We were encouraged
by your findings that revenue sharing had caused
greater public participation in the budgeting and
appropriations process as well as increased regional
cooperation among units of government. We are glad
to note that you found accounting practices among
governments surveyed as generally acceptable. As a
whole, the report is highly informative and should
be of considerable value to all those interested in
revenue sharing.

The draft report treatment of the subject of
indirect effects of the use of revenue sharing funds
is, however, likely to be widely misunderstood, and
thus we urge revision of the draft language to make
completely clear the distinction between the use of
funds by municipalities and the various consequences
of a particular use.

We recognize that when a municipality uses
revenue sharing funds for any purpose that there
are a variety of consequences: its own funds may
then be used in other programs; it may be relieved
of the need to raise taxes or incur new debt; it
may be able to reduce taxes; or there may be a
combination of these effects. Even if the expenditure
is completely additive to pre-existing expenditures,
there are at least theoretically foregone opportunities
to use the funds differently.

Such consequences are, as we understand them,
fundamentally inherent in any decision situation
calling for the allocation of resources among multiple
potential uses, particularly where both the resources
and the uses are variables. Thus if a municipality
decides to spend revenue sharing funds totally as an
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addition to all other funds it otherwise commands,
the decision may be said to unavoidably have as
corollaries or consequences: (a) the decision to
not reduce taxes and (b) the decision to forego all
other uses. Most actual cases are even more complex,
involving year to year changes in tax bases, tax
yields, service requirements and other factors
influencing the decisions of governments in their
use of Federal revenue sharing (and all other funds).

Thus we urge that the report be revised to
clearly address the direct uses of revenue sharing
funds as prescribed by the Act and in a completely
separate section include any observations that may
be considered necessary as to the implications of
decision theory and theories of economic choice.

As the report is presently written, we do not
think it accurate to characterize the priority
expenditure requirements of the Act as "illusory,"

seeGaonote] or of "'limited effectiveness' (as on pageliil).
Similarly, we take exception to such phrasing as on

[see GAO note.] paoe (30, where it is stated that "...the nondiscrimina-
tion provision can also be avoided either by budgeting
the funds in a fashion that would reduce potential
problems...."

The compliance provisions of the Act clearly
apply to the funds as they have been appropriated
by a unit of government. Indeed, the nondiscrimina-
tion section of the law has been specified in the
revenue sharing regulations as broadly applying to
"...any program or activity, funded in whole or in
part with entitlement funds...." Similarly, the
Davis-Bacon provisions of the Act apply to any
construction project where twenty-five percent or
more of project costs are funded with revenue sharing.
In both instances, the provisions of the Act apply
both to the funds themselves, as well as to a
possibly much larger share of the government's own
funds. Since the Treasury Department (and presumably
the courts) will enforce these provisions of law as
well as other compliance provisions within the program
areas identified by the recipient governments, it does
not seem accurate to refer to the application of funds
to a given use as merely "illusory."

Our own compliance review of jurisdictions
receiving revenue sharing funds indicated that it

GAO note: Numbers in brackets refer to the final report.
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is quite difficult for a jurisdiction to avoid the
compliance provisions of law by careful budgeting
of revenue sharing to ''safe' areas of the budget.
Civil rights problems tend to be government wide;
good or bad accounting practices also generally
are government wide.

We would also call your attention to a few
[see GAO note,p.157.1minor items. On page 341, reference is made to an
ORS compliance staff of 25 auditors. Our compliance
staff has been budgeted at 25 in total for FY 1974,
and we are requesting an additional 26 compliance
personnel in FY 1975. Thirty-six of the personnel
we expect to have on duty will be in the field all,
or some of the time. Therefore, more accurate figures

to cite would be 20 auditors for FY 1974 -- or -- 36
for FY 1975.
[See GAO note, p. 157.] Finally, on page (41, the statement is made that

"Each government is required to follow the fiscal,
accounting and auditing guidelines established by

the Office of Revenue Sharing.' While the Office

of Revenue Sharing has published an Audit Guide,

the provisions of the Guide are recommended, not
required. The Department of the Treasury will insist
that each jurisdiction keep adequate accounting
records, in accordance with its own laws and pro-
cedures, but we will limit our intervention in
internal accounting to the language of Section 51.40(d)
of the Regulations, which provides that a government
shall "...maintain its fiscal accounts in a manner
sufficient to: 1) Permit the reports required by
the Secretary to be prepared therefrom, 2) Document
compliance with the matching funds certification,

and 3) Permit the tracing of entitlement funds to

a level of expenditure adequate to establish that
such funds have not been used in violation of the
restrictions and prohibitions of this part."

I hope that the above observations will be

useful to you. Again, thank you fet allowing us
to review the draft report. f&

I .
G¥a

& d A
tt Y
Dlrector

Office of Revenue Sharing

Sinqgfély;

BEST POCIMENT mvrnp am, -
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
HAVING AN INTEREST IN

THE MATTERS IN THIS REPORT

Tenure of office

From To
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY:
George P. Shultz June 1972 Present
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF REVENUE
SHARING:
Graham W. Watt Feb, 1973 Present
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