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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

Washington, D. C., July 23, 1941.

SIR: I transmit herewith the annual report of the Bureau of the Census showing for
the fiscal year 1938 the financial transactions of the 94 cities having a population over
100,000, including revenues and expenditures, gross and net indebtedness, the assessed
valuation of taxable property and the tax levies thereon, value of specified assets at
the close of that year, number of employees and amount of pay rolls, and other related

information.

The collection and compilation of these statistics and the preparation of this volume
wex;e under the supervision of Chester E. Rightor, Chief Statisticia.r_x for State and Local
Government, Edward R. Gray, former Assistant Chief Statistician, ‘and Lewis B. Sims, Assist-
ant Chief Statistician, with the technical assistence of Cora Higgins, Inez A. Applebee,

Mollie Nance, and Hugh D. Ingersoll.

The Bureau has had the advice of the Director's Special Advisory Committee for State
and Local Government on the classification of accounts and form of presentation of the
statistios. The cooperation of the finance officers of the cities and other independent

;ocgl uhits of govermment, whose records were made available to the Bureau, is acknowledged.
.. Respectfully,
J. C. CAPT,

Director of the Census.

HON. JESSE H. JOKES,
Secretary of Commerce.
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
OVER 100,000 POPULATION: 1938

SUMMARY

Continued expansion of municipal services 1s revealed by financial statis-
tics of the larger American citles for 1938. Expansion of public services has
been the most Important single development on all levels of government during
the past decade. Desplite the fact that governmental activities have tended to
gravitate first to the State government and thence to the Federal Government,
nevertheless municipal operating costs have steadily increased, as shown in fig-
ure 1. Lilkewlse, revenues have increased at about the same rate, as shown in
the figure. Extension of services and costs, malnly in the fleld of soclal
welfare, was largely the result of the cities' assumption of part of the eco~-
nomic burden of the depression. By 1938, the situation was still not alleviated,
for charitles remalned the second major cost item of municipal government,
schools st1ll constituting the largest ltem.

FIG. 1. = CITY REVENUES AND
COST PAYMENTS: SELECTED YEARS
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As a whole the 94 citles over 100,000 population presented a stable finan-
cial picture 1in 1938. Total cost payments-~including payments for operation,
interest, and outlays, but exclusive of public-service enterprises, which are
separately reported—were greater than 1in the previous year but were still
slightly less than total revenues. On the other hand, about three-fourths of
the 94 cities showed an Increase in cost payments, and the percent increase for
cost payments was greater than for revenues. Also, although total revenues
showed an Increase, two-fifths of the 94 cities had a decrease in revenues,
which tends to support the observation that the financial structure of some in-
dividual cities was not always satisfactory.

407809 O—41—=2
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2 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

The search for adequate revenues to meet rising costs continued to be a press-
ing problem in municipal finance., That peer of all taxes—the general property
tax—apparently had been tapped almost to its maximum. Notwithstanding a slight
increase 1n total revenue from this source, two-fifths of the citles reported a
drop in property tax collections; and in a few cities this decline was as high
as 10 percent. The extension of tax exemption, particularly for homesteads and
public housing projects, may tend to make general property a less productive
source of income. It 1s significant that drastic increases in elther assessed
valuations or tax rates have seldom been imposed to offset these exemptions.

While the ancient property tax con-
tinued in first place as the major reve-
nue-producer for cities,as shown in fig-
ure 2, grants from Federal, State, and
county governments—of comparatively re-
cent importance—maintalned thelr posi-
tion of second place as sources of munic-
ipal income in 1938. Since the depres-
slon, citles have relied more heavily on
grants as a means of meeting rising costs.
Despite the fact that for many of the
cities decreases in grants are reported,
the total amount was substantlally great-
er than in 1937. By 1938, 22 cities were
recelving over one-fifth of their total
revenues from thls source,with the munic-
ipalities 1n only three States—Califor-
nia, Tennessee, Washington—accounting
for half of the number. Schools and
charities were the principal recipients
of grants in the Californla cities, and in Tennessee and Washington most of the
revenue from grants was allocated for schools and highways. Wilmington, Del.,
obtained one-third of 1ts total income from grants, which were largely earmarked
for schools.

Shared taxes were received by 79 cities; and, as In the case of grants, for
many of these cities a decrease from 1937 is reported. The total figures, how-
ever, indicated little change in shared tax receipts over the prior year. View-
ing the combined receipts of grants and shared State taxes, nearly half of the
cities procured over one-fifth of thelr income from these extra-local sources;
and in 10 citles, the combination equaled one-third of the total municipal
revenues,

Eight citlies received supplementary municipal revenues from sales taxes
in 1938. The sales tax returns 1In Tampa, Fla., however, declined over 80 per-
cent because of the invalidation of the sales tax law early in the fliscal year.
Phniladelphia adopted a 2 percent sales tax, effective for 10 months of 1938,
which accounted in part for the 20 percent gain In the total sales tax yleld
over 1937, Owing to strong opposition among taxpayers, the Phlladelphia tax
was allowed to expire at the end of the year.

Paralleling the growth in local housing authorities and slum-clearance pro-
Jects has been a demand for asslstance from the local government for these ac-
tivities. Much municipal aid has already been given to housing authorities in
the form of tax exemptions and land donations. A new form of assistance was
inaugurated 1in New York City 1n 1938—a special graduated "occupancy tax,"
levied on occupants renting space for "gainful purposes” and used for cash sub-
sidies to the 1local housing authority; this fax 1s classified under business
taxes in the Bureau's report.

As stated previously, total cost payments for all purposes rose 1n 1938.
Operation expenses of the general government accounted for most of this Increase
over the preceding year, Offsetting somewhat this Increase in operating costs
was a corresponding decrease in Interest payments. Expenditures for capltal
outlays remained about the same.

FIG. 2 - 1938 CITY REVENUES
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SUMMARY 3

Major Increases 1n operation were for FIG. 3 ~1938 CITY COST PAYMENTS FOR
public health, charities, recreation, and OPERATION OF GENERAL GOVERNMENT
contributions to public-service enterprises.
Schools, charitles, and public safety—in
that order—continued to be the principal
functions of city governments, accounting
for almost two-thirds of the municipal
budgets, as shown in figure 3. Interest-
ingly enough, education and charities also
accounted for a similar proportion of the
budgets of State governments in 1938.

In surveying the Natlon-wide plcture
of individual cities, only six municipalil-
ties reported a decrease in operating ex-
penses of general government during 1938.
Specific items revealed sizable increases
in many instances. Amounts expended for
health, recreation, and pensions comprise
only a minor portion of'municipal budgets, but these functional costs increased
considerably 1in more than three-fourths of the citles. Public health costs
rose 10 percent or more in about one-third of the citiles, and recreation expend-
itures increased more than 20 percent 1n 21 cities. During the past decade,
municipal governments have become "pension conscious"; since 1930, costs for
retiring superannuated employees have risen 64 percent, and revenues from pen-
sion assessments have increased 26 percent. With the exception of Houston, Tex.,
411 of the 94 cities were operating at least one form of penslion system in 1938.
While costs for pensions were relatively small, it is significant that in 79
citles pension payments increased over the previous year, and in 41 of the 79
cities this increase was greater than 10 percent. It 1s Iinteresting to note
that all but 3 clties have special pension assessments to defray part of the cost.

Contrasted to the ever-increasing problem of obtaining sufficlent revenue
to meet rising costs, municipal bonded Indebtedness appeared 1in a relatively
favorable position with a reduction of $21,000,000 in the amount outstanding at
the close of 1938. Municipal bond ratings benefited from a favorable bond
market, which made possible the continuance of refunding at lower rates of in-
terest. To what extent refunding was responsible for the 7 percent decrease in
total interest payments cannot be determined.

While total bond 1ssuance continued at comparatively the same rate as in
the preceding year, marked changes were seen in the 1lssuance of special assess~
ment and revenue bonds., Cities decreased by half the issuance of revenue bonds,
but more than doubled the use of special assessment honds.

Although the total indebtedness of the cltles was not greatly reduced in
1938, future liquidation of bonded debt, chiefly because of the continuation of
a favorable bond market, appeared to be remaining on a reasonably solid and
promising basis.

Unlike the financlal budgets of the general government of cities, munici-
pally ownedvpublic-service enterprises spent three-fifths of thelr total pay-
ments for purposes of Interest and capital outlays. Operating and interest
costs came well under the total income, but total expenditures for operation,
interest, and capital outlays exceeded total income by $32,000,000 in 1938;
some of these enterprises have been operating but a short time, and consequently,
costs of original investment and of necessary expansions cause interest and
capital-outlay payments to be considerably larger than would be expected over a
long-run period. Compared with 1937, cost payments of all public-service enter-
prises decreased slightly, while income and also gross and net debt increased.

Public-service enterprises sponsored by municlpal governments consist of
the following main types: Water-supply, transit, electric light and power, gas-
supply, pérts, harbors, docks, wharves, airports, ferries, and other similar
enterprises. Although water-supply, transit, and electric power enterprises
have long constituted the major types of public utilities sponsored by local
governments, rapld expansion has taken place in recent years in alrport service.
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4 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

Noticeable changes occurred in the various types of municipally owned enter-
prises. Water-supply utilities showed an increase in total income with a reduc-
tion in total costs, whereas transit systems had increases 1in both income and
costs., A more substantial increase took place 1in electric power recelpts in
contrast to an even greater decrease 1in costs. Municipal alrports revealed a
slight rise in income but over 90 percent Increase in expenditures, largely be-
cause of the early stage of development of this enterprise, which required ex-
ceedingly heavy capital outlays.

Contributions made to public-service enterprises by municipal governments
were conslderably larger than in the previous year. On the other hand, contri-
butions from such enterprises to municipal governments declined. Few citles
depend on thelr public-service enterprlses as a source of revenue. Exceptions
were Jacksonville, Fla., which recelved 32 percent of its total general revenue
from its public-service enterprises, chlefly the electric light and power sys-
tem, and Atlanta, Ga., which obtained 14 percent of 1ts total general revenues
from 1ts water-supply system.
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PART 1. INTRODUCTION

. Scope of report.—The 94 cities included 1n this report of the Bureau of
the Census embrace a total population group of over 37,700,000, and are re-
sponsible for the protection of the lives, property, and health of almost a
third of the Natlon's population, in addition to the millions of persons who
visit these communities annually. Within this group falls a substantial por-
tion of the Nation's problems in providing educational and recreational ser-
vices, caring for the 1nd1gent, defective, and delinquent classes, and provid-
ing a constantly growlng number of conveniences and services being sought by
citizens and by associations interested in modern civic management.

The present report of the Bureau of the Census 1s focused on the statistics
of the financial transactions of 94 clties during the fiscal year 1938, each
of which had a population over 100,000 as enumerated by the Federal Census of
April 1, 1930. This series of reports Included through 1931 all cities having
a population over 30,000. By virtue of Executive Order dated June 10, 1933,
the annual collection and compilation of statistics has been limited to cities
of over 100,000, The report also presents financial data relating to the city
and county of Honolulu, Hawaii.

The statistics presented in this volume relate to the fiscal year ended in
1938, with the exception of three cities which closed their fiscal year in
January 1939. The statistics are as accurate and as comparable as it has been
possible to make them, For the general functions of municipal government the
four main subjects are: The revenues and principal classes thereof; the payments
for the operation of the various governmental functions, for interest on in-
debtedness, and for capital outlays; the gross and net indebtedness; the as-
sessed valuation of property subject to taxation and the amount and rate of tax
levy. In a separate part of the volume data are presented on municipal public-
service enterprises. In addition, certain other subjects are included, as, for
example, population, employment and pay rolls, and specifled assets of munici-
pal government. .

Beginning with the 1937 report in the series Flnancial Statistics of Cities
the data, to facilitate reference, are presented in three separate parts. The
first part 1s introductory, presenting general information on methods of com-
pllation and presentation, as well as a general summary of the statistical ma-
terlal developed. Part II, which consists of four sections, relates to the
ordinary or "governmental® activities of 1local governments. Part III relates
to the "proprietary" enterprises——1.e., the public-service facilities maintained
by the municipalities.

The main tables comprising each of the three parts may be Indicated as fol-
lows:

Part I  Introduction (tables 1 and 2).

Part II General Government (tables 3 to 28, incluslve).
Section A: Revenues (tables 3 to 13, inclusive).
Sectlon B: Cost Payments (tables 14 to 21, inclusive).
Section C: Debt and Speciflied Assets (tables 22 to 26, inclu-
sive).
Section D: Assessed Valuation and Tax Levies (tables 27
and 28).

Part III Public-Service Enterprises (tables 29 to 51, inclusive).

Revision of procedure.—Many new functions and actlvities of municipal
government have arisen, and other services have expanded, during recent years,

7
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New sources of taxes and other revenues have been sought and utilized. Munici-
palities have found it necessary or desirable %o meet their financial require-
ments through the issuance of forms of obligations that were comparatively un-
known in the past, which in itself has occasloned new types of funds and ac-
counts. Federal leadership in a number of flelds has resulted In the expansion
of municipal activities into new fields, financed largely through State grants,
which, in turn, often are derived in part from Federal grants.

Beginning with the 1937 repcrt, therefore, 1t was deemed essential to re-
vise the classifications for revenue, expenditure, and debt. Perhaps the great-
est change in the procedure 1is that the statistics of public-service enterprises
are now reported separately from those of general governmental functions. This
separate reporting permits an improved basis of comparability among the various
municipalities, since it takes cognizance of the fact that the operation and
accounting practices followed by the varlous citles with respect to their pub-
lic-service enterprises are the sublect of wide variance and require separate
and uniform treatment. The types of public-service enterprises have themselves
been reclassified, and some activities formerly considered within this group
are excluded. Public-service enterprises include water-supply systems, electric
light and power systems, gas systems, street rallways and other transit facili-
ties, ports, docks, harbors, wharves, alrports, ferrles, housing, and assoclated
enterprises.

Units of municipal government.-The wide diversity of the organization
of municipal government 18 Indicated by the number of Independent units employed
to perform the functions and services of local government. In all cases there
is the city corporatlion, which 1ls charged with the administration of all munici-
pal functions except those entrusted to Independent districts created to provide
specific services for the community, the extent of authority in each case being
determined by statute or charter enactments. For 34 municipalities the city
corporation was the only local governmental unit, while in the other 60 the func-
tions of local government were administered by two or more governments as Inde-
pendent units, each having the power of taxatlon--for the purpcse for which it
was created—over all or part of the territory of the clty.

With the object of affording comparability of local urban government, re-
gardless of the number of legally independent political subdivisions and types
of administrative organizations established locally to levy taxes, incur debt,
and perform governmental functions, this report for 94 cities Includes all types
of funds of each independent unit. The statistics, therefore, include not only
the finances of the city corporation, but a proportion of all independent, over-
lapping units of government virtually coextensive in area with the city and, for
cities over 300,000 population having an independent county, a proportion of
the county's finances. In all cases, the proportlon of financial transactions
included is based upon the ratlo of assessed valuation of the city to that of
the overlapping independent unit or county.

In connection with the foregoing, 1t should be pointed out that the term
"county" appears as the designation of independent governmental units in the 18
following cities: Chicago, Detrolt, Los Angeles, Cleveland, Pittsburgh, Milwau-
kee, Buffalo, Minneapolis, Cincinnati, Newark, Kansas City (Mo.), Indianapolis,
Houston, Seattle, Rochester, Louisville, Portland (Oreg.), and Jerseypcity.1
On the other hand, in the © following citles the original county governments
have been merged with those of the clties: New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore,
St. Louis, Boston, Washington, San Francisco, New Orleans, and Denvsr. It is
clear that no basis of comparison of local government would be afforded within
this group of cities unless the previously discussed method of apportioning the
finances of overlapping units or counties was pursued. The data for clties of
these two groups, however, are not comparable with those for citles of group
111, with the exception of those for Columbus, to which attention is called in
footnote 1, and the autonomous cities of Richmond and Norfolk.

1 Columbus, Ohio, newly added to the group having a population over 300,000, should show an indepen-
dent county government, No county figures, however, have been included for the reason that when the re-

port for Columbus was compiled, its population status was unkrown, and data for Franklin county were not
obtained,
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Groups of cities.~—The statistical data presented in this report are ar-
ranged in three principal population groups, for each of which, as well as for
the entire 94 cities, totals are given. Group I Includes cities having a popu-
lation of 500,000 and over; group II, clties having a population of 300,000 and
less than 500,000; and group III, citles having a population of 100,000 and less
than 300,000, This grouping 1s based upon the estimated population of the city
as at July 1, 1938. This estimate discloses that four cities——Waterbury, Lynn,
Evansville, and E1 Paso—have a population less than 100,000. They are, how-
ever, included in this report since the data relating to each of them were com-
piled before the 1940 census returns, and the estimates as at July 1, 1938 based
thereon, were released. Data for the city and county of Honolulu are not in-
cluded in the group or grand totals of the 94 cities.

In the tables of this report, with the exception of tables 27 and 28, the
cities are arranged in the order of their estimated population and each is given
a number corresponding to 1ts position in the table. For convenience in finding
a glven city's position in any table, there 1s shown on thils page a list of the
cities arranged alphabetically by States, with the number assigned to each. The
type or plan of city government effective in 1938 also is indicated.

The location of each of these citles’is shown on the map of the United
States on page VIII.

City City City
STATE AND CITY number STATE AND CITY number STATE AND CITY number
H LOUISIANA: OHIO—Continued
Birmingham * —ee e - 35 New Orleans * ww-— 15 Canton. P 82
. Cincinnati ® - 17
CALIFORNIA: e moreneeee_ . Cleveland—- 6
Long Beach 2 mememememned] 53 - Columbus—-— 28
Los Angeles— J 5 MASSACHUSETTS : Dayton 2 «-m 40
Oakland ? —m -4 29 )RS ———— 9 Toledo * —-- 54
San Diego * ] 43 Cambridge- 74 Toungstomn—————n-o 47
San Francisco————————-- n Fall River. 73 OKLAHOMA:
Lowell-- 4 Oklahoma Git: 2
COLORADO: bR 92 Talea b - by
Denver-——--mm————-—-d 25 New Bedford-. 79 188 % ool 0
Somerville--. 87 OREGON ¢
CORNECTICUT: Springfield- 56 | AP K ——— 26
Bridgeport——————e————uo fg Worcester. 44 PENNSILVANIA-
52 MICHIGAN: 14 72
91 Detrojt—ma——euemau 4 3
FUnt® ;oo 57 10
DELAWARE : Grand Rapids 2 ———| 51 77
Wilmi ngton—me—m———————oj 75 MINNESOTA: 83
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA: Duluth ! —eemmme g 88 RHODE ISLAND:
Washington ! ——ecoeeed 12 llinneapo]l.ia— 18 Providence ] 37
FIORIDA: St. Paul® ~—-— % 1| remEssee:
Jacksonville—w———m— - 50 MISSOURI: Chattanooga * ———mwdd 87
| Y R — Y~ Kansas City % ———| 19 Enoxville * ————— 78
Tampa-— o] 84 St. Louig———-——- 8 Memphis * 32
GEORGIAs Nashville—mmwo - 49
Atlantae——— e 20 39 TEXAS:
ILLINOIS: g;l%asz P— gi
Chicago————r—mm—mrmeef 2 850~
ey g b Fort Worth? 4
27 Houston * cecceemd 21
INDIANA: 18 Sen Antonio * ——eed B
Evansville-— 93
Fort Wayne 70 64 UTAH: N
GOy 80 [} Salt Lake City* —- 58
Tndianapo 20 VIRGINIA:
South Bend--. 86 65 Norfollk # mmmmwerd] 81
IOWA: , L Ricknond e e 45
Des Moines ¥ —mrememmw] 54 L1 wasHmnGTON:
23 Seat
KANSAS: i 41 eat tls——-- 22
Kenzas City? 86 | 80 Spokane 88
Wichita 2 emm-m. 83 62 scoma * 8
KENTUCKY : OHIC: RISCONSIN:
JANTTTER h PUNUISRSI V1 ATON e m o] 8 0N T S——— s

;'Comiaéion plan of government.
Council-manager or commission-manager plan of government

NOIE: Unless otherwise noted, during 1938 the cities listed opergted under the mayor-couwncil plan,
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Procuring the data.— The information presented in this report 1s not the
result of a mgil cunvass. The statistics were obtained in city and other local
government fiscal offices with the close cooperation of the local officials,
being gathered either by Bureau agents or by local asgents.

"Bureau agents" are employees of the Bureau of the Census trained in the
work and sent into the field to complle the report for a glven city. These
Bureau agents spend a varying number of working days in preparing the detailed
report for any one city, depending upon the size of the city and the difficulty
in working up the data from the official records. When the report 1s received
in Washington, it 1s examined by the Division of State and Local Government,
which makes whatever changes or consolidatlons appear to be necessary; in the
case of the reports prepared by Bureau agents, this editing work is reduced to
the minimum.

"Local agentsa" are of two types, namely, municipal employees and nonofficlal
citizens. A municipal employee may be a person In the city controller's office,
for example; a citizen may be a private accountant or other qualified individual,
Whnichever of the two types is used, a local agent 1s selected by correspondence
with the local finance officer and other officials familiar with the financial
administration of the city, the purpose being to appoint the best qualified
person available, and he 1s then appointed by the Director a special agent of
the Bureau. The local agents are paid at the rate of $6.00 a day for the num-
ber of days required to compile the report, the number of such days being deter-
mined by the Bureau of the Census from previous years' experience. The report
is mailed to Washington when completed and 1s then reviewed—usually at greater
length than in the case of a report by a Bureau agent, although not necessarily
80, since some of the local agents have had experience in preparing previous
¢ity financial reports for the Bureau of the Census.®

When the report on any particular city is edited and tabulated, an individ-
ual city report is printed and sent to all names on the malling list. This pro-
cedure allows the data on any particular city to become available many months
before copy for the final detalled report can be prepared and the finished vol-
ume recelved from the press.?®

The careful data-collecting process Just outlined necessarily makes for a
less prompt publication of statistics than would be possible by means of a mail
canvass, but 1t assures a greatér degree of accuracy and completeness.

To promote the maximum comparability of the statistics, the Bureau has com-
piled the data for each city according to uniform classificatlons of revenues,
expenditures, and indebtedness, so far as possible. In reporting the statistics
for any city, therefore, extensive reclassification of data in the city's rec-
ords may be necessary. For this reason it is not possible in all cases to iden-
t1fy Iin the Bureau's publlcation the various 1tems appearing in the city's own
published report.

During 1938, the unit of govermment administering certain local services
and maintaining the records of revenues and expenditures thereof, such as out-
door relief, varied among ths cities. If administered by Federal or State
agencles, the figures are not included in thls report, which is limited to the
official records of cities and overlying Iindependent local units. The differ-
ing practice resulted in a wide varlation 1n the statistics of revenues and
payments for these services among the cities, which should be recognized in
using the figures for comparisons.

Purpose of report.— The specific purpose of the reports In this series
is twofold: (a) To make financial statistics of local governments available to
those perscns who have an economic interest in municipal activities, especially

2The two methods outlined were used also to compile the annual Financial Statistics of States, 1938.
For the 1938 reports, both for States and for cities, & third method was also employed, using "Bureau-
instructed agents." "Bureau-instructed agents" are local persons selected by a regular Burean field man
and instructed on the job in the methods and technique of compiling the report. Such agent is paid on a
per diem basiz, $6.00 each day, for the mumber of working days required to complete the job.

3Beginning with the 1925 series, the dats on Financial Statistics of Cities are presented in three
separate volumes. The individeval city reports and the 94-city consolidation constitute Volume 1; the
Summary Bulletin, containing general comparstive data for the 94 cities, is Volume 2; and the detailed
report is Volure 5,
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officials engaged in planning and projecting municipal programs, preparing eco-
nomic analyses, making estimates of national income and national wealth, and
considering relationships among the three levels of government-—Federal, State,
and local; (b) to present municipal financlal data in a detalled form useful to
those persons who have a localized and comparative interest in one or more in-
dividual cities, especially taxpayers, investors, administrators, and pollitical
sclentists. The report alsc 1ls of use to Federal and State officials concerned
with loans or grants to municipalities. These purposes perhaps may be accom-
plished directly through personal study of the reports in this serles or indi-
rectly through Interpretations and recommendations of practical students of
civic affalirs and of local clviec bodies.

A brief analysis of the data presented in each of the two maln tables com-
prising part I appears below,

TABLE 1

Year of incorporation as a city.—In the frirst column of table 1 are
glven the years in which the 94 municipalitles included in this study were or-
ganized as citles.

Date of close of fiscal year.—The date shown is <the close of the year
of the city corporation, even though independent governmental units or indepen-
dently administered funds may have fiscal years which do not coincide with the
fiscal year of the city.

Population.— The figures on population are furnished to the Division of
State and Local Goverrment by the Division of Population. The estimated popu~
lation as at July 1, 1938, as shown In the table, 1s employed as the basis for
the per capita data presented in this report, and represents estimates Iinterpo-
lated between the 1930 and the 1940 census returns. The aggregate of such esti-
mates covering the 94 clties as at July 1, 1938 was 37,789,000.

Table 1 discloges that four cltles—Waterbury, Lynn, Evansville, and El1 Paso
~-~have a population less than 100,000, They are included in this report, how-
ever, since the information relating to each of them was compiled before the
change in thelr population status was known.

In separate columns 18 shown the population of each city as enumerated at
the decennial censuses of 1940, 1930, and 1920.

Area.--The data on area of the cltles are furnished to the Division of
State and Local Government by the Division of Geography. These data show the
land area subject to the administration of the city corporation on July 1, 19838.

In some Instances, as in the case of Washington, D. C., a change 1n area
from that previously shown may not be due to an addition or detachment of ter-
ritory but to a recent and more accurate survey.

TABLE 2

Information on the number of municipal employees—first made available in
the 1936 issue of this serles of reports—was collected on a functional basis
ror 1938, supplemented by pay roll data. As wlth other tables in this report,
the figures include a proportionate part of the employee and pay roll data of
all Independent units of local government covered as part of the "city." These
figures are presented in table 2.

Number of employees and amount of pay rolls.-—~ The number of employees
of 71 clties, as at April 1, 1938 1s reported, with a separation of full-time
employees from part-time. Except where otherwlise noted, school employees have
been included, but persons on work relief and employees of contractors were ex-
cluded from the report on the ground that they are not public employees, strict-
ly speaking.

Data on the amount of pay rolls for the calendar year 1938, which were
available for 71 cities, are also shown in table 2. In comparing pay roll fig-
ures with number of employses reported, it should be remembered that part-time



Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

12

FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 1.—~YEAR OF

INCORPORATION, FISCAL YEAR, POPULATION, AND AREA: 1938

Year POPULATION
of
& in-
] Date of Land area
‘g CITY eor- clpse of Estimated Decennial census (acres)
2 Bron | f1scal year a8 at July 1,1938
2 as a J“gaé’ Apr. 1, Apr. 1, Jan. 1,
o city 1940 1930 920
Grand total —— 37,790,400 | 38,172,441 | 36,425,638 | 29,497,009 | 2,793,968,1

Group I —— 22,119,900 | 22,367,825 | 21,515,411 | 17,264,019 | 1,098,452.5

Group IT 5,259,500 | 5,290,361 | 5,071,289 | 4,256,318 | 536,081.0

Group TIT —— 10,411,000 | 10,514,255 | 10,038,938 | 7,976,672 |1,159,454.5

GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y.— Dec. 31,1938 | 7,363,200 | 7,454,995 6,930,446 5,620,048 181,360.0
2 | Chicago, T11,-- Dec. 31,1938 { 3,357,900 | 3,396,808 | 3,376,438 | 2,701,705 | 132,267.2
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 31,1938 | 1,934,800 | 1,951,334 | 1,950,961 | 1,823,779 81,920.0
4 | Detroit, Mich.—~ 30,1938 | 1,571,600 1,623,452 | 1,568,662 993,678 88,255.6
5| Los Angeles, Calif.--f 1851 | June 30,1938 | 1,457,700 | 1,504,277 | 1,238,048 §76,675 | 287,594.0
6 | Cleveland, Ohio~----- 1836 | Dec. 31,1938 882,200 878,356 900,429 796,841 46,774.0
7 | Baltimore, M3.—-—~—--j 1796 | Dec. 31,1938 849,600 859,100 804,874 733,826 50,380.8
8 | St. Louis, Mo,~——m-d] 1822 | Apr. 12,1938 817,100 816,048 821,960 772,897 39,276.8
9 | Boston, Mass. 31,1938 786,400 770,816 781,188 748,060 28,096.0
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.-—-— 1816 | Dec. 31,1938 671,300 671,659 669,817 688,343 33,365.2
11 | San Francisco, Calif.) 1850 | June 30,1938 634,500 634,536 634,394 506,676 26,880.0
12 | Washington, D, C.--~-1 1802 | June 30,1938 632,300 663,001 486,869 437,571 39,273.0
13 | Milwaukee, Wis.------| 1846 | Dec. 31,1938 585,900 587,472 578,249 457,147 27,748.9
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.--—— 1832 | June 30,1938 575,400 575,901 573,076 506,775 25,261.0
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La,-—~-- 1805 | Dec. 31,1938 488,300 494,537 458,762 387,219 127,808.0
16 | Minneapolis, Winn.-—- 1867 | Dec. 31,1938 487,500 492,370 464,358 380,582 34,4433
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio; ~ 1819 | Dec. 31,1938 462,100 455,610 451,160 401,247 46,022.0
18 | Newark, N. J.w~~--—-{ 1836 | Dec. 31,1938 432,000 429,780 442,337 414,524 10,927.0
19 | Kansas City, Mo,--—-- 1853 | Apr. 30,1938 399,300 399,178 399,746 224,410 57,395.2
20 | Indianapolis, Ind.-~- 1831 | Dec. 31,1938 383,000 386,972 364,161 314,194 33,600.0
21 | Houston, Tex.-~-~—-1 1839 | Dec. 31,1938 368,400 384,514 292,352 138,276 46,496.8
22 | Seattle, Wash.-—-~-——- 1869 | Dec. 31,1938 367,800 368,302 365,583 315,312 43,840.0
23 | Rochester, N. Y.~--- 1834 | Dec. 31,1938 325,500 324,975 328,132 295,750 21,924.8
24 { Louisville, Ky. 1824 | Aug. 31,1938 317,100 319,077 307,745 234,891 23,024.0
25 | Denver, Colo.—~~ 1859 | Dec. 31,1938 316,400 322,412 287,861 256,491 37,085.0
26 | Portland, Oreg. 1851 | Nov. 30,1938 304,800 305,394 301,815 258,268 40,614.4
27 | Jersey City, N, J.——- 1827 | Dec. 31,1938 303,900 301,175 316,715 298,103 8,320,0
28 | Columbus, Ohio——--=— 1816 | Dec. 31,1938 303,400 306,087 290,564 237,051 24,580, 5
GROUP IIX.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

29 | Oakland, Calif.-—-——- 1854 | June 30,1938 299,000 302,163 284,063 216,261 34,023.0
30 | Atlanta, Ga.- 1847 | Dec. 31,1938 296,700 302,288 R70,366 200,616 21,932.8
31 | Dallas, Tex. - 1856 | Sept. 30,1938 288,700 294,734 260,475 158,976 26,162.4
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 1849 | Dec. 31,1938 286,000 202,942 253,143 162,351 294200.6
33| St. Psul, Minon 1854 | Dec. 31,1838 284,900 287,736 271,606 234,698 33,423.0
34 | Toledc, Ohio- -~ 1837 | Dec. 31,1938 283,800 282,349 290,718 243,184 23,304.4
35 | Birmingham, Ala.-—--- 1871 | dug. 31,1838 286,200 267,583 259,678 178,806 32,128.4
%6 | San Antonio, Yex,-——— 1837 | May 31, 1938 249,900 253,854 231,542 161,379 22,860.5
37 | Providence, R. I,-~-~ 1832 | Sept, 30,1838 249,200 253,504 252,981 237,595 11,482.0
38 | Akron, Ohio—- - 1836 | Dec. 31,1938 246,500 244,791 255,040 208,435 34,465,0
38 | Omaha, Nebr -~ 1857 | Dec. 31,1338 222,100 223,844 214,006 191,601 24,917.8
40 | Dayton, Ohto- 1841 | Dec. 31,1938 209,000 210,718 200,962 152,559 15,175.7
41 | Syrecuse, N. Y.~—~--- 1843 | Dec. 31,1938 206,600 205,967 209,526 171,717 16,000.6
42 | Oclanhoma City, Okla.- 1891 | June 30,1838 201,100 204,424 185,389 91,295 16,098.1
43 | San Diego, Calif.-—- 1850 | June 30,1938 193,700 203,341 147,995 74,361 60,996.7
44 | Worcester, Mas Dec. 31,1938 182,600 193,694 195,311 179,754 23,808.0
45 | Richmond, Va.- Jan. 31,1939 191,300 193,042 182,929 171,667 15,360.0
46 | Fort Worth, Tex.——-- 1872 | 3ept. 30,1938 175,200 177,662 163,447 106,482 %9,696,0
47 | Youngatown, Ohio--—f 1868 | Dec. 31,1338 168,100 167,720 170,002 132,358 21,544.0
45 | Hartford, Conn.- Mar. 31,1938 165,900 166,267 164,072 138,036 10,162.9
49 | Nashville, Tenn. Dec. 51,1938 165,000 167,402 153,866 118,342 13,583.6
§0 | Jacksonviile, Fia.-- 1822 | Des. 31,1938 163,600 173,065 129,549 91,558 19,3%2.6
51| Grand Rapids, ¥ich.~ 1850 [ Mar. 31,1838 162,400 164,282 168,592 137,634 14,735.0
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1938—Continued

Year POPULATION
of
H i1 pate of Land area
'E CITY c{;;_- close of Estimated Decennial census (acres)
& pti fiscal year as at July 1,1938
°on July 1
E’ as a 1958, Apr. 1, Apr. 1, Jan. 1,
o city 1940 1830 1820
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued

52 | New Haven, Conn.-—---| 1784 | Dec., 31,1938 161,000 160,605 162,655 162,537 11,460,0
53 | Long Beach, Calif.-—- 1897 | June 30,1938 160,400 164,271 142,032 55,593 19,%12.9
54 | Des Moines, Towa—--—{ 1857 | Mar, 31,1938 156,800 159,819 142,559 126,468 34,310, 3
55 -j 1896 | June 30,1938 156,500 172,172 110,637 29,571 19,386.0
56 | Springfield, Mass.—— 1852 | Dec. 31,1938 149,600 149,554 149,900 129,614 20,288.0
57 | Flint, Mich,————-—m-| 1855 | June 30,1938 148,800 151,543 156,492 91,599 18,771.8
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah- 1851 | Dec. 31,1938 148,200 149,934 140,267 118,110 33,573.2
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.~--- 1836 | Mar. 31,1938 147,100 147,121 146,716 143,555 9,370.0
60 | Tulsa, Okla.— 1903 | June 30,1938 142,000 142,157 141,258 72,075 13,582.9
81 { Norfolk, Va.—— 1845 | Dec. 31,1938 141,800 144,332 129,710 115,777 17,920.0
62 | Yonkers, N, Y,-—------ 1872 | Dec. 31,1938 141,200 142,598 134,646 100,176 11,000.0
83 | Scranton, Pa. 1866 | Dec. 31,1938 140,900 140,404 143,433 137,783 12,361.7
64 | Paterson, N. J. 1851 | Dec., 31,1938 139,500 139,656 138,513 135,875 5,157.0
65 | Albany, N. Y. 1686 | Dec. 31,1938 130,000 130,577 127,412 113,344 12,186.8
66 | Kansas City, Kans.---| 1886 | Dec. 31,1938 126,900 121,458 121,857 101,177 12,938,2
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn,--- 1851 | Sept. 30,1938 126,700 128,163 119,798 57,895 17,548.8
68 | Trenton, N, J.-- 1792 | Dec, 31,1938 124,500 124,697 123,356 119,289 4,630.0
69 | Spokane , Wash. 1883 | Dec. 31,1938 120,900 122,001 115,514 104,437 26,547.2
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind. 1839 | Dec. 31,1938 117,800 118,410 114,946 86,549 10,955.0
71| Camden, N, J.—— 1828 | Dec. 31,1938 117,700 117,536 118,700 116,309 5,554.0
72 | Erie, Pa.—————-———v - 1851 | Jan. 3, 1939 116,800 116,955 115,967 93,372 10,368.0
73 { Fall River, Mass 1854 | Dec. 31,1938 116,100 115,428 115,274 120,485 21,058.0
74 | Cambridge, Mass. 1846 | Dec. 31,1938 113,300 110,879 113,643 109,694 3,968.0
75 | Wilmington, Del. 1832 | June 30,1938 111,500 112,504 106,597 110,168 6,243.0
76 | Elizabeth, N, J.- 1855 | Dec. 31,1938 110,700 109,912 114,589 95,783 6,231.9
77 | Reading, Pa.- —{ 1847 | Jan. 3, 1939 110,700 110,568 111,171 107,784 6,119.2
78 | Knoxville, Tenn. 1815 | Dee. 31,1938 110,600 111,580 105,802 77,818 16,896.0
79 | New Bedford, Mass, 1847 | Dec. 31,1938 110,200 110,341 112,587 121,217 12,160.0
80 | Gary, Ind,—--— 1909 | Dec. 31,1938 109,700 111,719 100,426 55,378 25,811.4
81 | Tacoma, Wash. 1875 | Dec. 31,1938 109,000 109,408 106,817 96,965 29,728.0
82 | Canton, Ohio-- 1854 | Dec. 31,1938 107,800 108,401 104,906 87,001 8,901.6
83 | Wichita, Kani 1871 | Dec. 31,1938 107,500 114,966 111,110 72,217 13,489,0
84 | Tampa, Fla.— 1887 | May 31,1938 105,500 108,391 101,161 51,608 12,160.0
85 | Peoria, JY1l.- —~- 1845 | Dec. 31,1938 105,100 105,087 104,969 76,121 8,218.8
86 | South Bend, Ind. 1865 | Dec. 31,1938 101,800 101,268 104,193 70,983 10,795.2
87 | Somerville, Mass.--—- 1871 | Dec. 31,1938 101,700 102,177 103,908 93,091 2,496.0
88 | Duluth, Minn,-- 1870 | Dec. 31,1938 101,100 101,065 101,463 98,917 39,897.6
89 | Lowell, Mass. 1836 | Dec. 31,1938 101,000 101,389 100,234 112,759 8,576.0
90 | Utica, N. Y, 1832 ) Dec. 31,1938 100,700 100,518 101,740 94,156 10,258.0
91 | Waterbury, Conn.™ 1853 | Dec, 31,1938 99,400 99,314 99,902 91,715 17,981.0
92 | Lynn, Mass.—--—— 1850 | Dec. 31,1938 99,100 98,123 102,320 99,148 6,720.0
93 | Evansville, Ind. 1847 | Dec. 31,1938 98,000 97,062 102,249 85,264 5,577.0
94 { E1 Paso, Tex.~-—— 1873 | Feb., 28,1938 97,800 96,810 107,421 77,560 8,549.0

Honolulu, Hawaiiz—-—4 1907 | Dec. 31,1938 248,600 258,256 202,923 123,527 41,5440

1 Included because the estimated population at the middle of its fiscal year 1930 was over 100,000,
2Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 2.—EMPLOYEES ANRD PAY
(Pay rolls
I.—GENERAL ATMINISTRA-
ALL MAJOR FUNCTIONS TRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, | II.—PUBLIC SAFETY
AND JUDICTAL
Police department
Number of em- Number of em—
] crry ployees, Pay roll ployees Pay rell Number of
P-4 Apr., 1, 1938 for fis- apr. 1 1558 for fis- employees. Pay roll
g L cal year D cal year tor. 1 19%8 for fis-
; ended in ended in | P~ 1) cal year
4 Pl | Part 1038 Ful [ Part | 9% | a1 |pare |onded in
time time time | time time | time
Grand total-——- 447,578 | *28,638 | 2$825,733 || 28,350 | 7,900 | $66,058 | 45,803 | 491 | $97,728
275,496 | 17,095 | 538,689 || 20,018 { 6,676 | 49,701 | 32,962 [ 10| 72,542
68,465 | 3,928 | 107,729 || 3,732] 572 7,122 | 3,794 96 7,008
105,617 | 7,615 | 179,315 || 4,600 652 9,235 | 9,047 | 385| 18,180
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING 4
1| New York, N, Y, ? ——f — —
2 | Chicago, I1l,————- 252,020 | 22,208 | *$109,854 || 4,594 | 747 | $15,426| 7,142 | -—- | $17,709
5 | Philadelphia, Pa.——- 30,816 219 54,830 || 3,430 80 8,459 | 4,906 | —- | 10,269
4| Detroit, Mich.——— 32,355 o 28| 86,226 || 1,894 28 5,381 | 4,262 | ~—— | 11,020
5| Los Angeles, Calif.-- ® 31,749 805 61,936 || 1,056 2 2,206 | 2,696 | —wm 6,290
6 | Cleveland, Ohio————— 18,727 745 32,702 || 1,186| 127 2,855 | 1,899 | —- 4,123
7 | Baltimore, Md.~—~----- 14,790 690 28,808 || 1,082 1 1,918 | 1,898 | —— 4,289
8| st. Louis, Mo,~—----- 15,016 | 5,187 26,284 || 1,067 | 4,848 2,525 | 2,394 | ———- 4,895
9 | Boston, Mass, - 18,453 | 1,696 38,452 || 1,449 29 5,496 | 2,488 | e 5,200
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.-——- 13,024 | 2,218 25,183 || 1,560| 586 2,798 | 1,267 3 2,913
11 | San Francisco, Calif.] 10,442 873 24,077 959 | 183 2,938 | 1,323 7 3,201
12 | Washington, D. C.——— 13,185 | 1,021 | 125,087 879 3 (2) 1,405 | —— (2)
13 | Milwaukee, Wis.-——-- 11,804 | 1,285 22,392 892 39 1,698 | 1,282 | —enw 2,545
14 | Buffalo, N. Y,———-— 213,115 120 tes,o0m7 | ™ (2) & | & (2)
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, la.-—— 7,59 453 | $10,625 951 [ ~——- | 81,519 848 | 53| $1,471
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.*-- ——— ————— e | e
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio—-- © 8,938 8257 | 212,670 = | ™ (%) [ W) ()
18 | Newark, N. Jo—-——-f 311,566 | 365 »12,523 & | * (*} ) | & (*)
19 | Kansas City, No.——— 8,098 415 10,887 761| 226 1,573 757 § ——m 1,248
20 | Indianapolis, Ind.“-- Rl Bl Bl B — | ——
21 | Houston, Tex,——-———n 4,812 240 7,949 347 19 738 401 | a1 735
22 | Seattle, Wash.? el [ PE——— e b peaa—
23 | Rochester, N. Y.———- 7,391 412 13,705
24 | Louisville, Ky.?
25 | Denver, Colo.- 5,419 27 9,466
26 | Portland, Oreg.- 4,514 1,003 8,543
27 | Jersey City, N. J.—j 16,857 V436 115,155
28 | Columbusg, Chiowe---~ 3,274 320 6,2
29 | Oakland, Calif,®——-——-
30 | Atlanta, Ga.2
31| Dallas, Tex.—----——--  4,155| (%) $5,943
32 | Memphis, Tenn.?2
33 | St. Paul, Minn.Z2--—-—-o
34 | Toledo, Ohio——- 14,785 (1) 1g,022
35 | Birmingham, Ala. 3,068 251 4,104
36 | San Antonio, Tex. 3,593 316 4,894 124 24 244 45| 33 406
37 | Providence, R. I.---- 4,819 443 8,813 237 121 578 568 | ———m 1,262
38 | Akron, Ohio—~ 3,540 93 5,840 125 | ———mm 293 209 | 68 401
39 | Omaha, Nebr.- 2,633 1s 3,963 84 | w—mmm 155 293 | ——— 492
40| Dayton, Ohio--— 2,548 245 4,335 135 12 255 203 | 13 397
41 | Syracuse, N. Y, ——— m————| e el I R
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.-] 2,788 1151 134,399 81| (?) 469
45 | san Diego, Calif,——- 2,472 395 | 142,124 200 9 501
44 | Worcester, Mass. - —— ————————
45 | Richmond, Va.- - 3,078 533 4,554 198 | wwmme 456 288 | wmm 536
46 | Ft. Worth, Tex.-———— 61,540 18115| %2 021 )| ™ * (SRS ()
47 | Youngstown, Ohio——-- 2,112 134 4,001 —-— 110 209 | ——m 338

See footnotes at end of table.
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II.—PUBLIC SAFETY—Continued

ITI.-—HIGHWAYS

IV.—SANITATION AND

WASTE REMOVAL
Fire department Other protection
Number of em- Number of em-
Pay roll Pay roll
Nuaber. of Pay roll Nunber of Pay roll ployees, for fis- ployees, for fis- H
employees, employees, Apr. 1, 1938 Apr. 1, 1938
Apr. 1, 1938 for fis- Apr. 1, 1938 for fis- cal year ’ cal year
i cal year i cal year ended in ended in
Full |Pare | 900 3R | py | pare [P9SCIR ) puy | pare | P | R | opary | 199 g
time | time time tine time time time time
29,289 | 113| $65,955| 3,824 | 77| $7,286| 24,913 | 2,829 | $38,777 |23,415 | 1,676 | $40,080
17,293 5| 39,543{ 2,547 32 5,025 | 16,442 | 1,732 | 27,103 |14,251| 1,258 | 28,245
3,575| 45 6,321 596 7 895 | 3,130 266 4,128 | 3,115 183 3,267
8,571 63} 18,088 681 | 38 1,365 | 5,341 731 7,547 | 6,048 255 8,568
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
——— | ——— — 1
2,848 [ -—— | $7,853 584 | — | $1,514 5,849 744 | $7,061 |33,309 | 2427 | 3gs.911| 2
1,863 |~ 4,432 578 | 696 [ 3,500 56 4543 (%) * h 5
1,833 | wmmm 4,897 159 |~ 434 | 1,632 | cmme 3,117 | 2,111 4,084 | 4
1,842 | o 4,569 331 3 706'| 1,173 155 2,655 | 1,227 3 2,201 §
1,114 | ~eee 2,771 293 3 178 893 120 1,989 | 1,451 | weeeem 1,566 | 6
1,473 |~ 2,756 | (3) *) *) 1,228 | ~emeee 1,039 | 1,247 | —meeee 7,908 | 7
977 ? 2,004 nu7 16 245 533 47 870 856 18 797 | 8
1,560 |~ 35,411 153 | = 358 919 1,740 | 1,085 6 1,914 | 9
855 | ~—w 2,047 98 | —— 309 957 423 1,958 264 15 652 | 10
1,214 3 3,040 151 3 390 204 14 501 425 34 893 111
901 | —— (2) 397 7 *) 569 20 (@) 1,475 136 (*) 12
!2513 e 1,674 9L | weemm 196 976 144 1,631 991 583 2,181 {13
& | ® () *) (*) (*) *) * (2) 30 16 109 | 14
POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
679 | 45| 41,183 340 | —— $451 575 | =mmmmr $582 | 1,315 49 | $1,161 (15
- - ——— - 16
) 13 (%) () (% (%) (%) (% (%) 159] 9] (3 (w7
(SIS *) (%) *) ) *) * *) %) * (®)) |1
510 687 72 6 99 513 518 85} | ———— 437 |19
s | — 20
403 | ——- 669 18 | ——— 35 575 1 754 127 9 160 | 21
e | e — —_— —— 22
612 | == 1,108 48| ~—— 83 364 75 500 599 125 886 | 23
—— —— ——— ———— 24
410 | -~ 809 31 | ——— 50 577 | ———— 750 68 | w=—wmee 106 | 25
538 ey 1 5224 45 zl 119 426 25 509 80 72 126
) | ®) (%) () *) * (%) * 6] * " (" le7
323 640 42 | ~=— 59 100 265 514 R77 | m——— 425 | 28
POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
-— ———— ——— 29
——— ——— Pl el R u———— . )
73| (*?) $690 20| (2) $81 159 | (*%) $178 212 | (®) $247 | 31
—— — — —— 32
————m | e ———— —— ——— 33
(24 (‘i (’;“ (’)27 * * . (’)SB (’)z (® *) ) (*) |34
—— 4 68 223 1 175 135
igg 2 459 33 | wmem 56 hiag 56 221 326 9 333 1 36
—— 1,062 26 | 63 604 [ e 518 458 20 650 | 37
176 | ~—— 357 10| ——- 20 224 353 176 [ ~mmm—m 324 | 38
290 2 495 13 8 30 139 | e 130 52 [ ———- 78 |39
209 18 438 10§ =——m 21 174 30 237 127 19 223 | 40
—— 41
;gzl, ) :g :g (’g ;;s gg (*) (z)sa ue | (® 251 |42
—— 120 136 | 43
———m | —u — —_— 44
344 | weuee 593 36 | wm—— 76 116 | ~m-—mm 128 275 | = 365 | 45
H1 G *) * * * * *) *) (O G] (*) |46
156 | —- 318 24|~ 34 159 40 A2 | e | moeee | ceeeee | 47
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 2.—EMPLOYEES AND PAY

{Pay rolls

ALL MAJOR FUNCTIONS

I.—GENERAL ATMINISTRA-
TRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE,

II.—PUBLIC SAFETY

AND JUDICIAL
Police department
Number of em~ Number of em-
] oITY ployees, ;‘y ;;11 ployees, Pay roll Number of -
938 or fis- " 1, 1938 for fis- 2o Pay roll
? Apr. 1, 1 cal year pre 1y cal year | SEPIOVRR3, | oo ris-
; ended in ended in |APTe 1, 19%8 | 0y year
5 Full | Part 1938 Full (Part | 1%® | po1 | part [oP3ed 1n
time time time | time time | time
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
48 | Hartford, Conn,—— 3,226 544 $6,7687 165 7 $477 281! 85 $841
49 | Nashville, Tenn.? ——— ——
50 | Jacksonville, Fla.—= 2,603 | =—m———n 3,574 33 | ——mmm 53 208 [ -mm- 572
51| Grand Rapids, Mich.~— 2,299 209 4,046 96 1 189 203 [ —- 370
52 | New Haven, Comn. 2,892 313 5,350 136 60 312 366 | 30 835
535 | Long Beach, Calif.—— 22,507 1333 15,572 ORES) *) ) | ™ (*)
54 | Des Moines, Iowa® —— el e B e e
§5 | Miami, Fla.? — e [ [ e
S6 | Springfield, Mass,®4 2,968 165 5,851 100 3 226 310 s 675
57 | Flint, Mich.2 ———— | —— —_—
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah? AU PENENUIS ENUSNSSNIN, [VSSIUIN, SO [ o— —_
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.?—| — S [ —_— -
60 | Tulsa, Okla,~————=mweef 1,699 | —ome— 2,657 [ 119 166 | - 252
61 | Norfolk, Va. ——{ 2,058 78 2,903 153 12 297 244 | = 430
62 | Yonkers, N. Y,-—=—-- 3,120 15 7,242 188 4 604 314 3 916
63 | Scranton, Pa.-—- 1,806 180 3,272 s1 17 99 172 1 340
64 | Paterson, N, J.-——] 2,072 109 4,512 267 28 324 241 15 512
65| Albany, N. Y.? Bl Sy P —.
66 | Kansas City, Kans.2-- ——
67 | Cha: ga, Tenn.?-- —— —
68 | Trenton, N. Ju---——— 1,810 429 3,557 93 57 176 239 | ——o 530
69 | Spokane, Wash.—=--—--{ 1,202 184 2,855 83 177 132 | —mme 243
70 Fort Wayne, Ind.——-  7782| (%) 173,571 ¢y | ™ *) * | ® )
71| Camden, N. J,———=—m=mi 1,810 27 3,083 116 | ——— 244 223 | — 428
72| Brie, Pa.? ——— —
73| Fall River, Mass.—--4 1,595 24 2,395 [ ) 136 196 6 344
74 | Cambridge, Mass.——- 2,243 231 4,748 127 43 298 221 17 513
75| Wilmington, Del.—-- 1,864 19 2,724 127 | - 158 164 | —- 335
76| Elizabeth, N. Jo--—— 11,580 1161 13,279 SIS (%) [N RS (%)
77 | Reading, Pa.----——-- 1,521 107 2,772 78 3 145 169 | ~mmm 278
78 | Knoxville, Tenn.-——-4 1,807 40 2,279 82 3 119 163 | ~=-— 283
79| New Bedford, Mass.~{ 1,660 102 2,895 125 10 182 211] 10 70
80| Gary, Ind.2? — —
81| Tacoma, Wash.=-—s-vm-l 1,526 197 2,867 80 4 153 114 1 244
82| Canton, Ohjo———-—— 1,290 100 2,202 53 | ——n 72 17| 48 242
83| Wichita, Kans,——--q 1,506 251 2,400 31 13 49 118 2 197
84| Tampa, Fla.—————o 1,828 ~——- 1,897 85 | ——m 108 108 | =emm 182
85| Peoria, I1l,——=~ 1,299 399 2,148 53 28 s6 141 | ~mmme 232
86| South Bend, Ind ~4 1,073 129 2,179 24 12 44 107 | —mme 218
87 | Somerville, Mass, 1,437 52 5,032 99 10 178 161 | ~amm 353
88 | Duluth, Minn,—--m--—o 1,595 100 2,903 103 4 240 135 1 260
89 { Lowell, Mass.? — ——— e | e
90| Utica, N. Y.emm—m—mme 1,672 115 3,085 98 18 210 173 | ——— 344
91 | Waterbury, Conn, 1,611 151 3,066 153 5 280 189 | 28 402
92 | Lynn, Mass,————--+ 1,643 26 2,964 90 3 145 71| 16 345
93| Evanaville, Ind,——- 1,285 110 2,224 25 13 62 142 2 279
94| El1 Paso, Tex.—-—-——-— 1,392 24 1,812 44 | - 91 93 | —— 155
Honolulu, Hawaii ® «—f el e Rl Il Il I e

See footnotes at end of table.
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II.-~PUBLIC SAFETT—Continued

III.—HIGHWAYS

IV.—SANITATION AND

WASTE REMOVAL
Fire departasnt Other protection
Number of em- Number of ea-
Number of Pay roll Nunber of Pay roll ployees, l;:: ;;:sli ployees, 11;‘:; ;;& H
employees, £ Y P employees, for fi Apr. 1, 1938 a1 Apr. 1, 1938 al
Apr. 1, 1938 | 10T 187 0 0p 7y T193g | LOF ie- ca. year ca’ year
’ cal year ’ cal year ended in ended in »
Full | Part ’“gggai“ Full | Part °“g§gei“ Full | Part 1938 Full | Part | 19%8 b4
time | time time time time time time time
OF 100,000 TO 300,000-—Continued
514 14 $709 23 1 356 $250 287 | e $410 {48
——ee | = —— ——— 49
194 | ——- 449 | e | e [ e 392 290 | ~mem—m 575 | 50
230 ~—- 430 18 | —em 33 101 1 146 ns 9 171 | 51
314 13 666 15 4 36 176 ———— 168 204 3 180 { 52
G| ™ (®) * * *) * *) * *) (®) (*) |83
— —— — 54
—— — ——— e 55
—— 799 20 2 52 80 8 187 197 49 551 | 58
— - 57
— — UV (VU DU 1
—_ P Tl ESeuny (SRR R [ 59
147 | = 310 10| ~=- 17 83 66 68 | ——memm 92 | 60
255 1 441 12 3 30 74 10 13 181 15 214 | 61
178} ~eee 543 25| e 57 121 | e 186 530 | =—e— 889 | 62
206 | —— 392 13 2 14 20 10 93 87 2 184 | 63
214 | ——v 622 | —mrmrm | ~mem | e 141 40 2221 (%) Q) (%) 184
———— ——— — ———— —— 65
———] — —_— ——— — €6
———— | — — ——— —— 87
213 4 481 22| - 50 93 129 135 17 68
165 [ v 290 12 | —— 23 37 102 164 36 159 | 69
G | ® ® * * *) *) &9} *) &) (®) |70
163 | ==~ 327 R] | = 42 69 [ —ew— 83 ——— 150171
e [ e — ———— ——— | ——— 72
175 1 310 8| —- 14 43 1 65 33| wmeeee 56|73
13 ——~ 496 18 40 221 | ~———m 699 55 423 174
163 | —— 36| (?) * ® pLL ) — 2 151 | ——mmm 137 | 75
3| ® * 2 * (®) * * (%) ) *) (®) |76
69| m=ee— 108 5| m——e 10 83 1 118 102 3 133 | 77
140 | —— 260 7 2 1 64 2 65 125 5 88 | 78
186 | ———~ 329 18 | ~~——n 33 128 | =~ 205 26 | mm—meen 166 | 79
———— | —— —_— - m———— ] e | ————— —————— ————— 80
177 4 380 12 |~ Rl 177 34 245 &7 2 156 | 81
94| ——w 173 4| ~~— 8 141 Q1 194 40 [ ~—emmn 53 | 82
125 [ o R23 10 | ==—- 15 18 | —————m 30 81 1 37 | 83
93| ~—o 170 12 | == 13 84 | e 17 152 | ———ee 166 | 84
127 | e R10 26 8 33 145 93 5 125 | 85
133 [ ———m 279 23 3 46 a7 9 |~ 15 |86
168 { ——m 376 26 | ———m 59 173 102 | meememn 169 | 87
135 | ——- 320 9| =~ v 20 19 | e 198 52 2 86 | 88
——— — — ——— —— 89
180 | ——- 383 23 | mmem 38 115 2 156 80 | 90
188 | ~m=e 396 6| == 14 213 39 43 20|91
222 | ——ee 485 13| = 27 37 | e 141 195 |82
158 5 311 9| == 18 48 2 63 72 {93
131 | ~—e 242 8 — 9 8 | ceeem 24 99 | 94
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TABLE 2.—EMPLOYEES AND PAY

a8y To
(P 11s
V. —CONSERVATION OF V1. —HOSPITALS VII.—CRARTTIES
Number of Number of Number of
employees, Pa. employees, employees,
y roll Pay roll Pay roll
Y cITY Apr. 1, 1938 | o0 L0 | Apr. 1, 1838 | T L0 | Apr. 1, 1938 | 0
cal year cal year cal year
E ended in ended in ended in
»| Full | Part| 1938 Full |Part | 1938 Full |Part | 1938
k] time | time time | time time | time
Grand totsle————-—wr—we—e 8,100 174 | $12,953 {21,349 | 685 | $21,118 | 10,960 | 524 | $13,723
8,972 | 10,942 | 540 | 17,536 7,747 | 143 9,797
1,029 | 2,4038| 85 1,812 | 1,336 | 132 1,896
Group ITI——m—wmmmemmmcme e — 2,952 ( 2,004| 60 1,769 | 1,877 | 249 2,230
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A
1 | New York, N. Y.2ememcommeed e | e | e | e | e | e [ e [N [
2 | Cndcago, I11,w---mm e 945 | == | $1,774 | 1,941 14| $2,869 653 | wemm $998
5 | Philadelphis, Pa,-———---——=— 468 | — 672 | 2,336 | ——— 1,720 231 | e 226
4 | Detroit, Mich,~————reer—eoed 877 | ~—mn 1,595 [ 2,163 | —— 2,814 | 2,088 | wmmm 3,456
S| Los Angeles, Calif,————- 543 | ~—mm 1,053 171 | = 341 11 | 14
6 | Cleveland, Ohio~=———v— - 368 | —~— 575 | 1,634 | ——em 1,391 1,036 | 26 1,078
7 | Baltimore, Md,==-=mm——m—m— 739 | —mem 531 773 | ——m 558 288 32
8 | 5t. Louis, Mo.—~———--—-er 371 ——— 518 | 1,996 | 36 1,642 133 3 148
9 | Boston, Mags,———m———-———-—-  500| 13 964 | 2,223 | 266 2,362 | 1,015| 70 1,249
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.—=————— 173 | mmee 347 83 1 568 | 1,231 | —emm 1,010
11 | San Franciace, Calif.————  102| 15 661 992 | 195 1,456 243 | 38 413
12 | Washington, D, C.-——-——-—od 571} ~— (*) 777 4 (2) 100 | —- *)
15 | Wilwaukee, Wis,———--——————o = 202 | ——c L2821 1483 1 1,815 78| 6 1,173
24 | Buffalo, N, Y.we——erm—meeeeed (%) | (P) (*) & | ® (2) (G I I 2)
GROUP IT.~CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, La,——-———————-t 172 7 $218 15 | ——- $12 57 | ——mm $52
16 | Minneapolis, Minn,*-~ - -— ————— B R U GU U - | —
17 | Cincinnati, Chio— 4 (3 | (?) (*) (%) 3 * (% 1 (® (%)
18 | Newark, Ny Jooe—mme—emed () | (%) (®) *) 1 ® ) | *® 2
%g lI(lgzas 01;;{, u;.;—z— ——— 105 150 | 1,002 | —— 592 97 - 94
nd{anapolis, Ind,®-————weeeed —m—mem | —eee J— [RUSI, [ S ——
21 | Houston, Tex. 66 | ——n 98 368 8 273 66 1 79
22 | Seattle, Wash. 2w JESIES, USNPRIISI, (ORI, | —— e |
25 | Rochester, N. Y. 8 279 477 | —— 416 693 | 26 984
24 | Louisville, Ky.2 [ [V (PSSR [Fessviy (SWONNNSG, MU, NS, O———
25 | Denver, Colo, —————e—————oeud 80 ) —— 119 375 331 209 | ~=me 238
26 | Portland, Oreg.~—————e———-oy 32 | —aeee 58 86| 77 189 54| 102 61
27 | Jersey City, N. Jo———-—o 6] 12 15| (3 | (B &) 19 3 35
28 | Columbus, Ohiow———=emew——emee] 61 [ e R e I 141 [~ 153
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A
29 | Oakland, Calif.? — [N D,
30 | Atlanta, Ga.2 R P
31 | Dallas, Tex.- *® $13
32 | Memphis, Tenn,”——- Bl IR I R ey [y N,
33 | St. Paul, Minn,2~—- el ISR [V, [RSUN— DS UV, | ———
gg Toledo, Oluo;;--— (24 (* (’)es (SN G] (6] %) * ((:?
Birmingham, Ala,————=—s—mr— —_— e | m—e | ————— ——
36 | San Antonlo, Tex,——r———mm—- 125 | =— 169 | ———memm | moem | e 26 | —e—m 34
37 | Providence, R. I.—— 46| 19 101 218 4 205 35 9 61
38 | Akron, Ohfom—-—v - 75| —— 115 |~ | e | o 79 | m—en 69
39 | Omaha, Nebr,———— - 29 3 44 4| 3 | e ——— | ——
40 | Dayton, Ohio—---— —] 56 6 98 | e | e | 100 | ——— 80
41 | Syracuse, N. Y,Z——-ewmmmnn. e el e — ——
42 | Oklshoma City, Okla. 457 (®) 93 81 (%) [ 4! (B 7
43 | San Diego, Calif. 27 1 [ R e el I ———————
44 | Worcester, Mass,? ] e | e | e - —— ——— | [ e
45 | Richmond, Va.-~ —- 57 | e~ 95 81 | wrme 85 98 76
46 | Fort Worth, Tex.- & | ® * | ™ (* | ™ (%
47 | Toungstown, Ohigw—————mmeemen 32 | ———— 4 A e

See footnotes at end of table.
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VIII.—CORRECTION IX.—SCHOOLS X.—LIBRARTES XI.—RECREATION XI1.—OTHER
Number of Pay Number of r P Number of Pay
employeea, | roll 1::1:?:1- :: Pay employees, rgﬁ ]e‘::?:;e:s r:il employees, | roll
Apr. 1, for A rp 1”1938 roll Apr. 1, for apr. 1 1935 for Apr. 1, for y
1938 fis- | APT 42 for 1938 13081 c b fiscal 1938 fis-
cal fiscal year yesr cal g
year year ended ended yoar
Full | Part | ended | Full | Part| ended | Full | Part in Full | Part in Full | Part | ended | b
time | time | in time | time | in 1938 | time | time time | time time (time | in |7
1938 1938 3
1938 1938
5,326 | 33 5,171 174,385 5,369 $325,845 P,168 11,408 $12,122 15,792 R ,487 [523,603 5,336 | 484 $9,379
2,777 | 14 | 4,390 | 93,570 5,636 | 192,264 5,198 | 889 | 8,193 {10,950 [1,624 | 18,728 11,470 | 161 | 7,000
350| 12 495 |26,689 1,238 | 41,733,238 | 130( 1,660 {1,674 219| 2,338 | 493| 51| &S
199 7| 286|54,126 (5,495 91,849 11,732 389 | 2,269 | 5,168 | 644 | 4,557 1,573 | 272 | 1,720
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
B N T [ I e Tl T B L B T [y P 1
421 | -~ | $941 20,755 |~ | $39,118 | 908 | ——- | $1,204 | 3,893 | 276 |$7,068 | 179 $411 | 2
204 | —-!| 413112816 | — | 22,274 | 452 36 531 228 47 ¥ (B ()] (™) 3
191 | ~—o| 352 11,479 | ——-{ 22,533 811 ~——-| 1,133| 284 |-~ 577 B,570 |~ (4,886 | 4
174 | == | 409 | 11,689 |~ | 25,337 | 738 | ~omm 794 | 1,001 | 274 | 1,561 | 145 |—-~| 308 | 5
195 1| =233{ s,085| 169 | 15,579 | 909 | 300| 1,461 638 |~ 758 | 265 |~ | 158 6
57 | m—— 82| 4,841 | 558 | 8,527 | 261 128 357 [ 529 | —mmm 645 | 373 |—{ 165| 7
190 1| =256 | 5,241 e | 10,471 344 - 382 | 822 203| 1,096 | 175 13| 346 8
292 2{ 771| 5,479 | 996 14,522 | 490( 298| 1,023 593| 16| 1,046 207 |-—— | 397] 9
167 ——| 286| 5,111 800 | 11,021 | 357| 25 568 ] 452 | 455 858 | 49 | — 78 | 10
183 9{ 423| 3,53 | 231 8,143 117] 100 245| 907! 38| 1,442 | 86 3| 24211
572 1 () 4,36 | s41| 9,305 | 269 |~ *) 682 | 155 (") 412} 145| (®) |12
131 |~ | 253| 3,162 341| 7,435 240 | - 321 844 | 158 | 1,175 9 12 |18
B e B G | 2| wma| el 2| 17| (™| (] () |1
POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
22 ———| $21| 2,323 178] $3,585| 65| 10 $68| 186 111| $244 | 48 |-—-| $58[15
e Erd vl Rl Bl P Bl Brrnd Eanrsdl Rt Bl Bl Bl Bored Bewad
() ()] (%) | 4,886 [-——16,005[ (33| (*)1 *) | (%) | () A3 3] 3
3] 3] (® | 4,008 71| 1,254 250| 10 a6 ) 1 A B | B ®)] () |18
18 137 | 2,751 ] 181| 4,593 172 2 194 | 561 |~ 546 | 18] —mmm 17 {19
—_— e R B e e el el el Rl 20
60| 1 99 [*2,146 M130| 3,950 &7 9 61 89 | ——mm 167 8| 1| 1mlaa
Lol Rl R R Bl e el el nend Encal el ool el Bl R 73
70| ——| 140| 2,871 |-—| 6,072 181| 49 269 | 245) 5B 458 | 150 6| 248 23
| e | e —— o el D e IR ] pumvy DG NN, 71
2 31| 2,163 | ——-m| 4,578 164 | ~— 174 | 332 ) — 467 | 20| ——e 26 | 25
33 1 s4l 1,656 487 | 3,736 | 156 40 190 | 167 | —— 258 | 82| 33 42 )26
(M) & (3 ] 2,380 171| 4,728 | 120 8 194 68| 17 132 1 1 1|27
10| —-- 1s{ 1,745| 20| 3,23 73 2 95 26 33 65| 87 || 15628
POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
JESUIDY ST, [ U, - e R P —— 29
——— | ——] —— —_— —— e | mmm | e | e | 30
$8 | 2,154 | (2%) | $3,274 | 33 $a5| 220 (%) [ %193 |- | e [ meem | 31
B I B e g IR L P, e | e | e | e | 32
Bt Rl Brred Rl R Rt Rt Rl Bl R [y puuuy u— 1
(3) [ 2,003 (**)| 8,792 | (*))[ (%) G| 1> Gy 1G] & * |
21] 1,859 227 | =2,212| 75 1 78 99| 12 126 | 29 |-—-| $40{35
15( 1,773 194 | 2,555 | 44 3 451 243! 15 ———— ] 146 |36
-—— 2,058] 104| 3,995 |w——r| —mme | —emmen| 138| 64 102 [ 155 |87
15| 2,052 —-| 3,748 | 81| 24 95 32 | ~ee RN
e | 1,620 | wmmm | 2,385 ( 41| —mee 18 68 2 [ P
38! 1,301| 90| 2,249 131| 40 178 76| 19 R, (R Y
[, O BTl Loy [P . el e . 41
14 1,727 | (®) 2,446 | 29| (%) 41 a4l (%) 91l ™) (®) 108 |42
—1 1,378 33| (2) 62| 34 108 26 8 62| 126 184 [ 43
— L [y [pUvENouy [yUUSE UV, N (IIVNIN U, | — V')
8] 1,295| 522 | 1,822 | &2 {——— 53| 152§ ——— 24| 791 11| 157 |4s
——| L% s 20 (| ) )| By B | B G| (B) {4s
(*) | 1,258 | ——| 2,581~ | o | coemn 99} 35 182 115| 85| 133|47
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TABLE 2.--EMPLOYEES AND PAY
{Pay rolls
V.—CONSERVATION OF
HEALTH VI, -~HOSPITALS VII.—CHARITIES
Number of Number of Number of
employees, Pa employees, employees,
y roll Pay roll Pay roll
D CITY Apr. 1, 1938 for fis- Apr. 1, 1938 for fis- Apr. 1, 1938 for fis-
'g cal year cal year cal year
ended in ended in ended in
» Full | Part 1938 Full | Part 1938 Full | Part 1938
A time | time time | time time | time
GROUP III.~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
48 | Hartford, Comn,——=e———m-—m — 88 | wmm— $185 55 | ~—- $71 321 | 184 $460
49 | Nashville, Tenn,®-me-—mmm—mu ——— | ——— e | e [ e [ e [ e
50| Jacksonville, Fla. - — 145 | e | e ——
51| Grand Rapids, Mich,————=w——d 64 | ==mm 99 94 8 91 3 4
52 | New Haven, Conn,——-———————==—1 66 2 e} — 130 1 151
53| Long Beach, Calif,<————— (%) | (%) G MR E— —— | e | ® )
54 | Des Moines, Iowa? _— —
55| Miami, Fla. —— —
56| Springfield, Mass. 48| 13 104 42 s 45
§7 | Flint, Mich,2————mm el el I e el P
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah ® - —| ——— e | e | —— —_
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.? — — ——
80 18 | —— 33 1| —- 2% [EEIU (PRSI I——
61 26 | —— 47 27 8 23 21 ? 23
62 60— 135 54 8 135 129 | = 182
63 Scranton, Pa.—— 9 1 15 9 3 8 | e [ e
64 | Paterson, N. J.- 48 | - 85 26 | ——— 46 | e | o | —eme —_
65| Albany, N. Y. Zr——m—emmeeneed cemeee ———— e | e | e JRSERISUE (VSR U —
66 | Kansas City, Kans.? — — | |
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn. ——— | [ e | e [ e [ e
68 | Trenton, N. J.—m————emu——. -~ 32 €6 59 5 55 63 3 56
69 | Spokane, Wash. 21| ——- 36 9 | ——m 13 1| —— 2
70| Fort Wayne, Ind,——w————m—em—og (%) * * e | e | e | e | | e
71| Camden, N. J. ] 22 1 33 R? | — R6 78 86
72 | Erie, Pa.® — j— RO P
73| Fall River, Masg,——————————f 48 | ——— 50 170 6 153 86 10 96
74 | Cambridge, Mass. e e =] 37 29 92 185 | ——wm 179 64 R 91
75 | Wilmington, Del.=m=————=--v ] 23| e 22 —_ —
76| Elizabeth, N. J.—— 1 ® *) | ® *) * | *® *
77 | Reading, Pa,———— 31 12 56 | ————= [ — ———
78| Xnoxville, Tenn. e 46 | —mm 57 136 6 95 24 8 41
79} New Bedford, Mass,~—--- — 56 | ———m 70 1 2 3 56 2 73
80| Gary, Ind.? _ — e | e
81} Tacoma, Wash, ~—-—————--q 14 2 27 —— e
82| Canton, Ohio————— 15 | —— 25 | mmmmam | o | e 14 n
83| Wichita, Kans. e o] 19 [ —==m 29 [ ———=mm | === | mmmmmmes ) e | e | e
84 | Tampa, Fla,-—=——-————eme——o 56} -— 57 181 | 154 15 | ——- 12
85 | Peoria, Ill,——————————mmmad 26 [ —— 35 33 | -~ 45 50 13 41
86| South Bend, Ind.—— e 14 4 R R el e — [ —————
87 | Somerville, Mass,—— (®) | —— 46 88 | ———- 14 54 | 76
88 | Duluth, Minn. 39 4 52 40 3 29 5 v~ 5
89 | Lowell, Mass, ?emm—emmmem e e | oo | e | | e —
90| Utica, N. Y.-—wmv—mme. ——— 35 8 50 &7 | = 62 125 | e 136
91 | Waterbury, Conn. 25 [ === 44 1|— 2 87 | —— 72
92 | Lynn, Mass,———-—- 24 7 44 22 | 20 44 | - 66
93| Bvansville, Ind, ——m~r—m———o 10 3 P el el el e I
94 | E1 Paso, Tex.==—-r~—=—m~——w-xq 54 | — 53 | ———mmm | —mm | —mem— 6 | = 3
Honolulu, Hawaii 2 e —u] mmmme | o | mmmmmmee | e | e | e e e ——— | ——

cinnati,

1Not in agreement with sum of detail by functions due to incomplete returns.

2 Not reported.

3 Exclusive of sanitary district.
4 Included with data for highways.
® Includes 8,951 county employees not reported by function.

® Includes 368 county employses not reported by function.

7 Includes $13,401,833, county pay roll not reported by function.

© Exclusive of data for county and park district employees.
only school employees are reported by function.

Not in agreement with sum of detail as

®Exclusive of pay roll for county and park district employees and 1090 employees of University of Cin-

Not in agreement with sum of detail as only school pay roll is reported by function.
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ROLLS, BY MAJOR FUNCTIONS: 1938--Continued

expressed in thousands)

VIII.-—CORRECTION IX.—SCHOOLS X, —LIBRARIES XI.~—RECREATION XI1.-~OTHER

Number of Pay Number of

employees, | roll Nunber of Pay employees,

apr. 1, for® Ae:pl;ye;géa roll Apr. 1,
1938 | fis- (°PTe s for 1938

Pay Number of Pay Number of Pay

roll employees, { roll eiployias s r;ll
for Apr. 1,1938 | for p;éw’ fior
fiscal fiscal s
cal fiscal ar cal
sear ear o e o
Full | Part | ended | Full | Part | ended |Full |Part|® in Full |Part Full | Part | ended
time | time | in time | time {in 1938 | time | time 1938 time | time time | time | in
1938 1938

City number

OF 100,000 TC 300,000—Continued

17 2] $29| 1,381 167 $2,921 | mom | mmm | mmoee 61| 19] $345| A 1| ¢63{48

S B el ol el Sy P, DRSNS [P RN, DRV 7
Y (3 | 1,275 —-| 1,323 52— $51 | 158 | ~—- 215 | ()| (B)] () |s0
Y1 ¢2) | 1,088] 16| 2,181 83| =25 118 65| 30 121 4 9 92|51
- 7| 1,309| 17| 2,498 | 60| 37 91 95 5 226 | 18| 3 5152
O] 1,125 | 3%0( 2,851 ()| (%) %) (*) (* &) (3| 3] (®) |ss

S 54
——e 55
1,209 56

©Fxclusive of pay roll for 1090 employees of University of Cincinnati.

L peployees on May 30, 1938,

% Included with full time.

B Includes $172,769, pay roll for part time employees, not reported by function,
4 pxclusive of pay rolls for highway and school employees.

B For schools only.

15411 data are for Dec. 31, 1938.

7For schools and libraries only.

*® Included with hospital employees.
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22 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

and temporary employees have been included without any estimate of their "full-
time equivalent,"™ so average earnings of all employees shown are probably lower
than the average salaries of full-time employees only.

It 1s significant that all cities, even of the population groups covered in
this study, do not maintain a readily avallable record of public employment and
pay rolls.* It is true that the data might be assembled, at a considerable
expenditure of time, from existing pay roll records in the various departments
and funds. Even then, however, duplications of names appearing on two or more
pay rolls, because of part-time employment in different departments or offices,
might occur. An ideal control would be one by a personnel officer having a
record of all municipal employees, the dates of their entrance into the service
and of thelir separation from the service, rate and amount of compensation, and
related data.®

From the functional Information shown 1n table 2 for 67 out of the 94 citles
having populations of over 100,000 in 1930, it appears that the most important
activities of large city governments 1In 1938 were: education, which employed
about 42 percent of the personnel and used 44 percent of the pay roll of cities
for which functional data were available; protection, which required over 18
percent of the pérsonnel * and 23 percent of the pay rolls; public works, which
occupied about 12 percent of the employees and 11 percent of the pay rolls;
health and hospitals, which emploved 7 percent of the personnel and slightly
less than S percent of the pay rolls; and general administration, which occupied
an additional 8 percent of the persormel who received 9 percent of the pay rolis.
The remaining 13 percent of the employees of large cities were engaged in a
variety of other functions, including charities, recreation, libraries, and
correction.

It will be noted that the number of police employees was about equal to the
number of employees serving the function of . fire protection in cities under
300,000 population but that in the largest cities the number of police employec3
was almost double the number of fire employees.

Variations in average earnings, although not indicative of the general rate
of pay, are of interest in showing which functions require .the more highly paild
personnel and offer the most consistent full-time “employment as compared with
other functions conducted largely by part-time employees {or, in the case of
hospital employment, by a large number of employees who recelve a very small
cash remuneration). Average earnings by functions were 23 follows:

General administrative, legislative,.

and judici@le=--emeesememcaecaaan $1,822
Public safety:
Police department------e--ce-a- 2,111

Fire department-------
Other protection

Part-time employees have been Included together with full-time employees in
the computation of the above averages. Therefore, average annual  earnings as
shown are well below rates of pay for full-time work in the case o0f those func—
tions—such as highways, sanitation, and schoolg-—that employ a lafge'pnmmrtion
of part-time employees. . :

Inauguration of new series.— Beginning in January 1940, the Bureau of
the Census inaugurated the State and Local Government Quarterly Employment Sur-
vey, which requests by mall canvass a statement of the number of nonschool
employees and the amount of monthly pay rolls for four months out of each year
from all States, all cities over 5,000 population, all counties over 50,000
population, all ‘townships over 10,000 population, and a representative sample
of all other counties, villages, and townships. School employment 1s being
omitted from this quarterly survey, because schools are covered blennially by
reports of the United States Qffice of Education.

“The personnel records in State governments are also incomplete.
®Forms for instituting and maintaining persommel service-records are presented and described im Pub-
lic Administration Circular No. 1, W. P. A, Technical Series {August 28, 1937).
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PART II. GENERAL GOVERNMENT

The second part of this volume 1is devoted to a detalled presentation of the
finances of the 94 c*ties but is limited to what 1s here called "general gov-
ernment™ as distinguished from public-service enterprises. Attention is di-
rected to the change in terminology adopted beginning with the presentation of
the 1937 report. Formerly, the term "general government" was used to indicate
the legislative, Judiclal, and general administrative Cfunctions of municipal
government, whereas all municipal authority other than public-service enter-
prises was termed "general departments.” It has seemed preferable to introduce,
despite 1ts length, the expression "general administrative, legislative, and
Judicial®™ to replace the term "general government," and to substitute the term
"egeneral government" for "general departments" to denote all municipal functions
except public-service enterprises.

Part II of the report is dilvided 1into four sections: Revenues, Cost Pay-
ments, Debt and Speclfied Assets, and Assessed Valuations and Tax Levies. The
data and discussion relate only to general government; excluded, therefore, are
income, payments, and Indebtedness of public-service enterprises owned by the
clties, whether operated or leased to others, information on which 1s presented
as part III of this volume.

SECTION A: REVENUES (Tables 3 to 13, inclusive)

As was pointed out In the Introductlon, numerous changes in the classifica-
tion have been found necessary since the 1issuance of the 1936 report on Finan-
clal Statistics of Citles. As a result, the revenue flgures for earller years
were rendered Incomparable to some extent, but an effort has been made to retain
comparability wherever possible. In order to facilitate the effective use of
this report in conjunctlion with earllier reports 1n the same serles, figure 4 is
presented on the followlng pages, showing precisely the changes that were made
in the revenue classification of 1937—which 1s used also in 1938—as compared
with the 1936 report. In this filgure the revenue classifications for 1937 and
1936 are placed 1n parallel columns. The numbers following the names of the
revenue sources show the corresponding classiflication for the other year. For
example, the amounts under item 23, "Sales and service taxes," in 1937, were in
1936 classified under item 142, "Business license taxes—all other." However,
the numbers following this latter item indicate that it did not consist solely
of these amounts but that 1t also contalned items 3212 to 3218, inclusive, parts
of items 22 and 6114, and all of items €122 and 613 in the 1937 classification.
From this 1t will be seen that the 1937 item 23 can be directly compared with
no ltem in the classification for 1936 and prior years. Thus, figure 4 not only
indicates the changes made In 1937 over 1936 but also shows the extent to which
the amounts Included in the items in the 1937 classification are, or are not,
comparable with the revenue items for 1936 and prior years.?

Diversity of municipal government organization and the Bureau's procedure
for effecting comparability, regardless of the number of legally independent
political subdivislons, have been discussed at length in part I.2

The 94 cities Iln this study reported total revenues® of $2,806,848,000 for
1938, including $29,112,000 transferred to general government from the accounts
of the municipally-owned public-service enterprises. Of this total revenue, gen-
eral property taxes accounted for 64.7 percent; followed by grants, 16.1 percent;
other local taxes and licenses, 6.5 percent; shared State taxes, 3.6 percent;
3.0 percent from charges for current services; and miscellaneous, 6.1 percent.

* The 1936 revenue receipts classification has been rearranged somewhat so that the main headings will
be opposite those in the 1937 classification.

2 Supra, p. 8.

3 Revenues are derived, not only from taxation, but also from certain other sources of municipal in-
come, including Federal and State grants; but revenues do not include borrowings. See also definition,
p. 295, infra.

407809 O—41—3
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FIGURE 4,—CHART COMPARING 1937 CLASSIFICATION OF REVENUES WITH 1936
CLASSIFICATION OF REVENUE RECEIPTS

NOTE: Numbers following names of fumctions and activities show corresponding classifica-
tion in the other year.

Revenues 1937

1 Genersl property taxes 1l
11 Current year's levies 111
111 Real property 11l
112 Personal property 111
1121 Tangible personal 111
1122 Intangible personal 111
12 Prior yeers' levies 112
121 Real property 112
122 Personal property 1l2
1221 Tangible personal 112
1222 Intangible personelll2
13 Penalties and interest 113
2 Other local taxes 12, 13, 142, 2
21 Property taxes on other than
assessed valuation 121
211 Public-utility taxes 121
212 All other 121
22 Business taxes 2, 142
221 Public utilities 2, 142
2211 Privately-owned 2, 142
2212 Publicly-owned 2, 142
222 All other 122, 142
23 Seles and service taxes 142
24 Poll taxes 13
25 All other 122
3 Licenses and permits 102, 14, 15, 2
31 Licenses and permits for use of
street 102, 142, 152, 153, 2
311 Motor vehicles 152
312 Other vehicles 152
313 Parking meters 102
314 Street privileges 2
32 Other licenses and permits 14, 151,
153
321 Business licenses 14
3211 Alcoholic beverage 141
3212 Health 142
3213 Police and protective
142
3214 Amusement 142
3215 Manufacturing 142
3216 Merchandising 142
3217 Professional and occu-
pational 142
3218 All other 142
322 Nonbusiness licenses and
permits 151, 153
3221 Animal 151
3222 Marriage 153
3223 Burial 153
3224 Building structure and
equipment 153
3225 All other 153
4 Fines, forfeits, and penalties 31, 32,
101, 102
41 Fines 31
42 Forfeits 32
43 Penalties 101, 102
5 Revenue from use of money and property
4, 5
51 Interest 4
511 On bank deposits 4
5111 General funds 44
5112 Sinking funds 41
5113 Public trust funds 42
5114 All other 43

Revenue Recelpts 1936

1 Receipts from taxes 1, 2, 311, 312, 32, 61
11 General property tax 1
111 Current levy 11
112 Prior years' levies 12
113 Penalties and interest 13
12 Special taxes 21, 25 6111, 6114, 614
121 Property 21, 6114
122 All other 25, 6111, 6114, 614
13 Poll taxes 24, 6114
14 Business license taxes 22, 23, 321,
6113, 6114, 6122, 613
141 Liquor 3211, 6113
142 A1 other 22, 23, 3212-3218,
6114, 6122, 613
15 Nonbusiness license texes 311, 312,
322, 6112, 6121
151 Dog licenses 3221
152 Genersl licenses 311, 312,
6112, 6l21
153 Permits 3222-3225

2 Receipts from highway privileges 22, 314

3 Receipts from fines, forfeits, and
escheats 41, 42, 653
31 Court fines and forfeits 41
32 Commercial forfeilts 42
33 Escheats 653

4 Receipts from interest 51
41 Sinking funds 5112, 5122
42 Public trust funds 5113, 5123
43 Investment funds end from invest-
ments 5114, 5124
44 Current deposits 5111, 5121
5 Receipts from rent of investment prop-
erties 52
51 Public trust funds 52
52 Investment funds and from miscel-
laneous reasl property 52



Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—-REVENUES

FIGURE 4.—CHART COMPARING 1937 CLASSIFICATION OF REVENUES WITH 1936
CLASSIFICATION OF REVENUE RECEIPTS—Continued

(See mote at head of figure)

5 Revenue from use of money and property
4, 5—~Continued
51 Interest 4—Continued
512 On investments 4
5121 General funds 44
5122 Sinking funds 41
5123 Publiec trust funds 42
5124 All other 43
52 Rents and royalties §
6 Revenues from other agencies 12, 13, 14,
33, 152, 6, 7, 8, 10A
61 Revenues from State shared texes
12, 13, 14, 152
611 For general purposes 12, 13,
14, 152
6111 From individual income
texes 122
6112 From motor vehicle
liocenses 152
6113 From alccholic bever-
age revenues 14l
6114 From other specified
sources 12, 13, 142
612 For highways 142, 152
6121 From motor vehicle
licenses 152
6122 From motor vehicle
fuel taxes 142
613 For pension funds from busi-
ness license taxes (in-
surance) 142
8614 For debt service from inheri-
tance teaxes 122
62 Revenues from State grants 62
621 For schools 621
6211 From unspecified
sources 621
6212 From specified
souroes 621
62121 Individuel in-
come texes
621
62122 General sales
texes 621
82123 Other 621
622 For charities 622
6221 From unspecified
sourees 622
8222 ¥rom general sales
taxes 622
623 For highways 622
8231 From unspecified
sources 622
6232 From specified
sources 622
62321 Motor vehicle
fuel taxes
622
62322 Motor vehicle
licenses 622
824 For health and hospitals from
unspecified sources 622
625 For other specifled purposes
822
6251 From unspecified
sources 622
6252 From personal property
taxes 622
826 For unspecified purposes from
general sales taxes 622

6 Receipts from grants-in-aid by other
oivil divisions 62, 63, 64

61 Federal Government 64

62 State 62
621 For education 621
622 For other 622-626

63 County 63
631 For education 6312
632 For other 6311, 6313
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FIGURE 4.—-CHART COMPARING 1937 CLASSIFICATION OF REVENUES WITH 1936
CLASSIFICATION OF REVENUE RECEIPTS—Continued
(See note at head of figure)

6 Revenues from other agencies 12, 13, 14,
33, 152, 6, 7, 8, 10A—Continued
63 Revenues from grents by countles
and other locel units 61, 63
631 County and other local unit
grants for: 63
8311 Highways 632
6312 Schools 631
6313 All other 632
64 Federal grents for: 61
641 P.W.A. 61
642 All other 61
65 Revenue from private sources 33, 7, 8
651 Pension assessments 7
6511 Policemen 71
6512 Firemen 72
6513 School teachers 73
6514 All other 74
652 Donations and contributions 8
653 Unclaimed moneys 33
66 From public-service enterprises 10A%
7 Specisl asssessments for capitel outlay 92
8 Serviﬁf charges for current services 10,
91
81 General administrative, legislative,
and judiciel 101, 102
811 Court costs, fees, and
charges (not fines) 101
812 Recording of legasl instru-
ments 101, 102
813 All other 101
82 Public safety 102P
821 Police charges 102
822 Fire-protection services 102
823 Protective inspection fees
102
824 Weights and measures 102
825 Inspectors' examination
fees 102
826 Founds 102
827 Scales®
828 All other 102
83 Highways 91, 105°
831 Street and sidewalk assess-
ments 91
832 Street lighting rates or
charges 91, 105
833 Bridge and tunnel tolls®
834 All other 105
84 Sanitation 91, 104
841 Sewage charges 104
842 Street sanitation charges 91,
104
843 Waste collection end disposal
charges 91, 104
844 All other 104
85 Health 103
851 Vitel statistics 103
852 Health inspection fees 103
853 Clinic fees 103
854 All other 103
86 Hospitals 106
861 Hospital fees 106
862 All other 106
87 Charities 106
871 Institutional receipts 106
872 General relief 106
873 All other 106
88 Correction 106
881 Institutional industry
earnings 106
882 All other 106

7 Recelipts from pension assessments 651
71 Policemen 6511
7?2 Firemen 6512
73 School teachers 6513
74 All other 6514
8 Recelpts from donations by private
persons end corporations 652
81 For principal of public trust
funds 652
82 All other 652
9 Recelpts from special assessments and
speciel charges 7, 831, 832, 842, 843
91 For operation and maintenance 831,
832, 842, 843
92 For outlays 7
10 Receipts from earnings of general de-
partments 8, 43, 313
101 Genersal government 81, 43
102 Protection to person and prop-
erty 812, 821-826, 828, 43, 313
103 Conservation of heelth 85
104 Sanitation 84
105 Highways 832, 834
106 Charities, hospltals, end correc-
tions 86, 87, 88
107 Education B9, 89A
1071 Schools 89
1072 Libraries 894
108 Recreation 89Bl, B9B3-89B6
109 Miscellaneous 89C3
10A Receipts from earnings of public-
service enterprises®
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FIGURE 4.—CHART COMPARING 1937 CLASSIFICATION OF REVENUES WITH 1936
CLASSIFICATION OF REVENUE RECEIPTS—Continued

(See note at head of figure)

8 Service charges for current services 10,
91° —Continued
89 Schools 1071
894 Libraries 1072
89B Recreation 108°
89B1 Golf fees 108
8982 Auditorium and stadium fees®
8983 Other admission and use
fees 108
89B4 Concessions 108
8985 Refectorles (met) 108
89B6 All other 108
89C Miscellaneous 109°
89C1 Markets®
89C2 Cemeteries and crematories®
89C3 All other 109

a/ In 1937 the transactions of public-service enterprises are reported separately fram general gov-
ernment transactions. The item Fram public-gervice enterpriges consists of enterprise earnings that are
turned over to the general fund. In 1936, ell public-service enterprise revenus receipts were included
in item 1QA,

b/ Tois totel figure includes some items clessified as public-service emterprises in 1936. These are
indicated by footnotes.

g Formerly classified as a public-service enterprise.

Definitions.— At the close of the volume (see pages 294~298) may be found
definitions of the terms used In the report.

General property taxes.—Although receipts from the general property tax
st111l constitute the largest single 1tem of municipal income, its relative im-
portance continued to decline in 1938, For many years the property tax was the
principal support of both local and State government, under which practice the
local governmental units in effect supported the States. In more recent times
the situation has been reversed; the States have abandoned the property tax as
an Important source of revenue* and, in addition, are making substantial con-
tributions to the support of local government through grants and shared taxes.
With the yleld of property taxes narrowed because of tax delinquency, tax limi-
tation, homestead and industrial exemption, and other factors, local government
has been faced with an acute need for supplemental sources of revenues. Since
it has been found that the former practice of supplementing local revenue
through speclal assessments has the same limits of practicability as the gen-
eral property tax, and since most revenue sources alternative to the property
tax are not readily susceptlble of local administration, the natural consequence
has been for local governments to obtain an increasing proportion of thelr rev-
enue through the indirect source of grants or shared taxes. Some local govern-
ments have experimented with various forms of sales taxes, and others have be-
come increasingly dependent upon licenses and municipally-owned public-service
enterprises to provide funds for general governmental purposes.

The importance of general property taxes in relation to total municipal
revenue varies widely among the 94 cities considered. For example, the follow-
ing cities recelved over 80 percent of all revenue from the general property
tax; Des Moines and Waterbury, 88 percent; Hartford and Erie, 85 percent;
Bridgeport, 84 percent; New Haven, 83 percent; Portland, Oreg. and Reading, 81
percent. In contrast, other clties reported general property tax receipts in
1938 amounting to 1less than half of their total revenue., In the case of Jack-
sonville, only 40.7 percent of total revenue was from general property taxes;
almost a third of all 1its revenue was derived from public-service enterprises
owned by the city, and a substantial proportion of the balance came from grants.
Turning to Birmingham, 1t is found that only 44.3 percent of 1ts total 1938
revenue came from general property taxes, large amounts being derived from

“State property taxes accounted for less than one-tenth of the State revenues in 1938. See Financial
Statistics of States: 1938.
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grants, business 1licenses and permits, speclal assessments, and shared State
taxes. Spokane reported only 48.2 percent of municipal income from general
property taxes; 28.7 percent of its total municipal revenue was derived from
grants.

Special assessments.— Municipal revenue from special assessments for
outlays ® has sharply declined in importance in recent years. Ten years ago (in
1928) this source of municipal Income for the 94 citles reached a peak of $205,-
000,000, but in 1938 only $30,932,000 was received from this source; 50 of the
94 cities reported less than 1 percent of total municipal income from speclal
assessments. The decline may reasonably be attributed in part to the impracti-
cability of requiring local property to assume additional assessments during
depression periods when the burden upon property owners becomes Increasingly
heavy. It also is probable that some of the decline may be attridbuted to the
fact that certaln types of local improvements were financed to a large extent
by the Works Progress Administration (subsequently called the Work Projects Ad-
ministration), while others, which normally would be financed through the sale
of speclal assessment warrants to contractors, were constructed with the finan-
cial participation of the Publlc Works Administration under terms which imposed
certain restrictlons upon prevailing practices in specilal assessment financing.

Grants.-—Second in importance in the municipal revenue picture are receipts
from grants, which in 1938 totaled $453,129,000 and represented 16.1 percent of
all revenues reported for the 94 citles. These grants were from the State,
from county and local governmental units, and from the Federal Government, the
major portion, 82.2 percent, belng from State grants.

Intergovernmental aid of this character, while a relatively insignificant
source of municipal income until the present decéde, has had a long history in
this country. State grants to local unlts made ‘thelr first appearance shortly
after the adoption of the Constitution, but Federal grants to citles were not
in evidence until the last decade. Fiscally speaking, intergovernmental grants
were of slight importance even in 1918, amounting to only $30,462,0Q0 and ac-
counting for only 3.9 percent of the total revenue of the 94 citles. It was
not until the early '30's, when depression conditions had severely strained
local finances, that grants assumed thelr present position of major importance
among municipal revenues. The trend of growth of this source of revenue in
recent years and the percentage it represented of total income of the 94 cities
are indicated in the following figures:

Grents Percent of
YEAR (in thousands) total
revenues
1926 $89,238 4.3
1928 111,207 4.6
1930 126,236 5.0
1932 180,938 7.7
1934 329,540 13.5
1936 377,004 14.5
1937 404,958 15.0
1928 453,129 16.1

Federal grants directly to the citles amounted to more than 16 percent of
all grants received by the c¢ities in 1838. Virtually all of these grants were
for PWA projects for capital Improvements. County and other 1local grants were
slightly less than 1 percent of the total of all grants and were for a variety
of purposes, chiefly schools.

Shared State taxes.— The local shares of State taxes are received from
the State, as are State grants, but under different conditions, for the former
are taxes collected by the State and returned to the city, the State acting only

®1In reports prior to 1937, special assessments and special charges were lumped, and a distinction was
made on the basis of purpose-—whether "for outlays" or "for operation." Beginning with the 1937 report,

the term "speclal assessments” is confined to those for outlays, and all assessments for purposes of
operation {exclusive of public-service enterprises) are classified as "charges for current services,"
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as agent for the city In the transaction. Locally-shared taxes have existed
since Civil War times but have assumed a conspicuous place in the municipal

revenue system only 1in recent years. Beginning with the 1937 report, revenue
from this source 1s reported separately, under the general heading of "Revenue
from other agencies.” In prior years, these revenues were classified by the

type of tax, regardless of the fact that they were levied by the State and re-
ceived through the State on a shared basis determined by the State. The amount
recelved from shared-State taxes in 1938 was $99,729,000, or 3.6 percent of all
revenues. It is not possible to present comparative figures showing the trend
of growth of shared taxes as was done for grants, because the data for earlier
years are not available. It may be stated in a general way, however, that rev-
enues from shared taxes during the depression did not show so rapid an increase
as grants. Since the amount of locally-shared taxes 1s controlled by the amount
collected, which collections ordlnarily decline during periods of depression, a
growth in thls type of aid to localities has been restricted for the most part
to cases where the relative proportion of taxes allotted to the local units has
been increased or where newly imposed taxes have been shared with these units.

Total State afd.—The total amount of revenues received by the cities in
1938 from the State, elther as grants or as shared taxes, was $472,305,000, of
which approximately four-fifths was grants and one-fifth shared taxes. The
largest portion of these receipts was for schools, followed by charities and
highways. While the greater portion o0f these State-ald revenues was from un-
specified, or general revenues, one-third came from specified sources, the most
important being motor vehicle fuel taxes, alcohollic~beverage revenues, and in-
come taxes.

Sales taxes.—— Although receipts from taxes on sales and services consti-
tuted only a negligible proportion of total revenue for the 94 cities in 1938,
they are of general Interest largely because of the newness of sales taxes on
the municipal level and also because of thelr lmportance in the revenue struc-
tures of those 8 cities that have adopted tax devices of this type. New York,
for example, recelved more than $53,000,000 in 1938 from a 2 percent tax on
retall sales, with certaln common exemptions. A sales tax, which, because of
numerous exemptions was 1n effect a luxury tax, was imposed by New Orleans, and
provided approximately 8 percent of the city's total income. Philadelphia, from
a 2 percent tax on sales in excess of 12 cents, reallzed $6,794,000. Tampa's
sales-tax yleld was only $26,000, the law imposing such a tax having been de~
clared unconstitutional early in the fiscal year. The 4 remaining cities in the
sales tax group—St. Louls, Kansas City (Mo.), Birmingham, and Washington, D. C.~~
levied sales taxes only on gasoline, Washington's being 1levied by the city in
the capacity of a State. Local sales taxes vary greatly in scope, some being
imposed upon the sale or consumption of a2 narrowly-selected llst of articles
while others are clearly general sales taxes.

Other sources of revenue.—The sources of municipal revenue other than
those discussed above are flscally not important. They will be considered
briefly in connection with subsequent tables.

An analysis of the revenue data presented 1n each of the tables compriéing
section A appears below.

TABLE 3

Revenues received by the 94 citles 1n 1938, classified by major sources,
are shown in table 3. A more detalled breakdown of these sources is afforded
in tables & to 13, inclusive.

The wide diversity of municipal government organization employed to provide
the services usually supplied by local governmental bodies, discussed in the
Introduction, is indicated 1n table 3 under the heading "City and units of
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munlcipal government." When the clty corporation 1s the only governmental unit,
data are shown on one line. When there are additional units, the revenues of
each unit are shown on a separate line after descriptive titles.

Revenues.-—0f the total revenue of $2,806,848,000 reported for the 94 cit-
ies in 1938, slightly more than half 1s accounted for by the revenues of New
York, Chicago, Philadelphla, Detrolt, and Los Angeles. New York alone accounts
for more than 29 percent of the total revenues reported by the 94 cities. It
may be of Interest to note that the revenues of New York City were more than
1.3 times the revenues reported by the State of New York and the revenues of -
Chicago were also slightly 1n excess of those of the State of Illinois.® In
short, these two local governments have fiscal operations of greater magnitude
than the States which contain them, New York city being second in fiscal im-
portance only to the Federal Government.

Trend of revenues.— Total revenues reported for 1938 were approximately
250 percent higher than the revenues of $784,000,000 reported for the same group
in 1916. The volume of revenues 1ncreased progressively to $2,548,000,000 in
1920, but 1in 1932 a decline to $2,354,000,000 was reported, reflecting, of
course, the influence of depression conditions. A re-

turn in the volume of revenues to approximately the Municipal revenues
1930 level was apparent in the $2,603,000,000 reported (In thousands)
in 1936, and the 1938 total, which continues the up-
ward trend, is a record high for such receipts. The 1926 #2,096,343
figures are as shown herewith. 1928 2,415,107
The increased volume of municipal revenues may be 1232 :'ggi'éég
attributed in part to an improvement of general con- 1924 2‘445'300
’ ’
ditions within this group of local governments, but 1936 2,602,955
it 1s due also to the fact that new and I1mportant 1937 2,708,293
sources of income have appeared in recent years. 1938 2,806,848

Sources of revenues.-— As indicated in the open-
ing discussion of this sectlion, there was during 1938 a continuation of the de-
velopments which have occasloned significant shifts 1in the revenue sources of
the 94 cities. Increasing demands upon local government for general services,
and for social welfare and rellef activities, were not met through general prop-
erty taxes or speclal assessments, probably because of conslderations in most
cases practical but 1n some cases also of a legal nature. Since the problems
of these local governments Involved State and national implications, a conse-
quence has been for these clties to find the solution of their fiscal problems
in an increasing dependence upon State and Federal grants. This source of reve-
nue ylelded only $30,000,000 to the 94 cities 1n 1918, as compared with $453-
129,000 in 1938.

Although revenues from shared State taxes are not new, having made their
first appearance as early as 1885 in the sharing of corporation taxes in Massa-
chusetts, their significance is increasing. Theyv totaled $99,729,000 in 1938.

Eight of the 94 citles found the sales tax an important aid In solving their
revenue problems in 1938, particularly New York, which received over $53,000,000
of the total of $66,995,000 of such reported revenue. One city, Tampa, received
only a small amount from this source. Philadelphla was the only clity to Jjoin
the sales-~tax group in 1938, Although receipts from thils source added almost
$7,000,000 to Philadelphla's coffers, the tax was allowed to expire at the end
of the year because of strong oppositlon. An earned income tax of 1-1/2 percent
was substituted, but when the Court threw out certain exemptions, general dis-
satisfaction with the income tax brought about 1ts repeal. An attempt to re-
enact the sales tax falled, and Philadelphia began the 1939 flscal year with no
new tax to bolster its inadequate revenues.

The relative importance of the various sources of revenue in the 1938 fis-
cal structure of the 94 cities 1s presented in table 5. Before discussing rev-
enue sources on a relative (or percent distribution) basis, however, the per
caplta figures will be presented.

®Cf. the companion volume Financial Statistics of States: 1938
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TABLE 3.-—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SQURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
Fer~ OTHER LOCAL TAXES
" Number | of in- General
2 CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL f“:gs dgg:‘t“ Total P{zﬁ::ty Prop- | Busi- ﬁs
5 GOVERNMENT re divi revenues erty ness service
| - -
» ported | alons (Table |(Table |(Table
d cluded {Table 6) 6) 6) 8)
Grand total————memcmmee o e —-———- | $2,806,848 }| $1,814,751 |$1,008 |$49,882 | $66,995
Group I ———— 1,959,499 || 1,258,144 873 | 39,032 | 64,054
Group IT 351,706 239,615 109 | 5,886 | 2,614
Group IIT e | 495,644 336,992 26 4,964 327
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y.-——w—n e —————— $818,688 $482,627 $21,865 | $55,378
Cﬁg corpor::ion—-—d " 37 814,161 482,627 21,865 | 53,378
Bridge, parkway, and tunne
r MR 9 100.0 4,527
2 301,032 209,548
130,435 63,747
5 29,503 21,424
5 101,600 90,410
8 21,697 18,982
Sanitary district—— 4 15,705 13,044
Forest preserve district-- 4 82.3 2,081 1,942
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 111,830 73,727
City corporation—-- 80,533 49,022
School district———-—- 15} 100.0 31,296 24,705
4 J— 113,430 76,732
______ 95,429 66,180
79.1 20,002 10,882
5| Los Angeles, Calif,——-=—mmmmeand e 113,646 87,777
City corporation-—————w——eeew-d 28| ——~v— 35,202 22,326
County 40 55.2 41,396 22,986
82.9
School districts———w——cmcmmand 8 { 80.8 37,048 22,465
84.8
6| Cleveland, Ohio-—— 58,286 26,823
gitytcorporation-— ig,g?j lg ,gis
ounty:- 4
School district— 19,579 14,639
Park district-—- 241 195
7| Baltimore, Md.———-rmmwmmoee o] 7Y [— 49,945 33,548
8| St. Louis, Mo,——=—a-- RSV, (- 44,689 30,258
City corporation 25 32,922 19,880
School district--- 9! 100.0 11,768 10,378
9 | Boston, Mass.———me——mm o 78 | —~—m—m 86,236 59,894 | mmom | e ———
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,——--—-n — e | e 53,701 41,385
City corporation-— 14 | —=mmm 21,454 17,310
County 16| 65.5 16,620 11,485
School district--—————ae 141 100.0 15,627 12,589
11 | San Franeisco, Calif,——em—eemee ] 18|~ 48,706 32,370 | —=memm -1 G [E—
12 | Washington, D. €. fy J p—— 52,829 25,634
13 | Milwaukee, Wis, ——— 48,339 31,456
City corporation———————eeeo— 22 [ e 31,804 20,771
County Ul 77.8 13,388 8,169
Sewerage district-- 3 79.5 3,148 2,517
14 | Buffalo, N. Yoo o 58,143 36,364
City corporation———-— 1 [— 41,280 28,852
County. 8 72.6 12,120 7,513
J Sewer district——e——mmemee | 1{ 100.0 4;745 ’

407809 O—41——4
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TABLE 3.-—-SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938-~-Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
Per- OTHER 1OCAL TAYES
cent
. Number { of in-~ General
2| GITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL of idepen- | g4 property | p oo | pusi- | S8le®
E ’ GOVERNMENT funds dent revenues taxes ert ness and
re~ divi- © Y service
B ported | alons (Table | (Table | (Table
S cTuded (Table 6) 6) 8) 6}
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION QF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, la.—~-—- —— $23,852 $14,129 $982 | $1,992
City corporation 17,522 9,817 982 1,992
School district- 5,300 3,531 R el LSS
Levee district-- 1,030 981
16 | Minneapolis, Minn,——-cm——eo o) 35,050 23,280 | ~em—mm 7
City corporation~——-——vmouu- 17 | e 28,030 19,764 | w—mmu 7
County 9 93.9 7,021 3,516
17 | Cincinnati, Ohi ————— 56,467 20,382
City corporation-———-~——w—-~ 17 | ——mmem 21,699 10,575
County 12 78.1 6,159 3,419
School district~———--—— 17 95.9 8,599 6,388
Park district——-—— - 1 78.1 10
18 | Newark, N. J. ——— 48,144 35,887
City corporation—e—wo—wvemeood 2L | ——— 41,724 31,082
County 16 53.4 6,420 4,805
19 | Kansas City, Mo. B e I I 20,894 15,872 668 622
City corporation-——-——--. 5| ~memee 10,236 6,775 ©68 622
County: 9| 89.4 3,426 2,916 | ~rmmem | momeee | e
School district—-—-——-ur 9| 100.0 7,282 5,982
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. —_— 20,897 15,854 22 | e
City corporation-——-——-moe—— 18 [ -~ 8,206 6,549 22 | e
County 10| 85.2 5,643 5,883 RSP (v,
School district———weeeanad 8] 100.0 7,049 5,423
21 | Houston, Tex.——— — 17,361 12,400 537
City corporation———— Q| 8,270
County ¢ 85.0 3,152
School district—————— 3 92.8 5,346
Navigation district— 1 85.0 580
Drainage district————w—eee 2 80.0 33
22 | Seattle, Wash, o] e 20,450 12,275
City corporati 20 9,080 5,163
County 7} 81.2 4,976 5,327
School district—~-—e—e—e——d 3 98.5 6,150 3,539
Port districte-e—mmomm g 1 8l.2 245 245
25 | Roch , N. T. —_— 51,833 21,298
City corporation-————--——-— 16| ——o 25,099 16,267
County 5 79.9 6,734 4,331
24 | Louisville, Ky. —— 14,224 10,734
City corporation—-——e——ucae—q 42 | ~——— 12,465 9,098
County 2| 82.0 1,760 1,635
25 | Denver, C0lo,——-——vwmmmon—. ——— 20,566 12,512
City corporatio: ——— 14,604 6,658
School district 100.0 5,862 5,854
26 | Portland, Oreg.- —— 18,382 14,927
City corporation-—-———————ceeud 14 | cemeee 8,108 6,257
County- 89.8 5,743 4,613
School district-- 97,2 4,181 3,676
Port district---- 92.5 381 381
27 | Jersey City, N. J. ——- 32,169 24,275
City corporation 11 25,148 18,211
County. 15| 52,0 7,021 6,083
28 | Columbus, Ohio - 11,416 6,011 | moemem | mem e | e
City corporation--. 12 | —em—— 6,910 3,054
School district--— 3 98.8 4,507 2,957 | e | e ——

1 No revenues of county government are included.

For explanation see p. 8.
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TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 19383 —Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
Per OTHER LOCAL TAXES
cent
. Mumber | of in- General
£|  crry, avp uNITS OF MUNICTPAL of |depen-| 4.0 property | oo | pust. | S8les
E GOVERNMENT funds dent revenues taxes ert; ness and
re- divi- ¥ service
B ported | slons (Table | (Table |(Table
© cluded (Table 6) 6) 6) 8)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
Oakland, Calif,———o—-o- e $15,102 $10,066 | ————mm | moemm | —
City corporation--—-——- —— 6,975 5,144 | ~oomm | oo | e
El. 2| 100.0
School district~—-————womeeny High 2| 96.0 7,519 4,81 | mmmen | memeem | e
Ttility district———wmmmr— e 4 55.1 611 -5 ) R [ [ ——
30 | Atlanta, Ga.———————— e R 11,162 5,986 | ————- $433 | e
51| Dallas, Tex 11§ ~—-— 10,416 6,872 | ~——n- 264 | v
32 | Memphis, Tenn,-—-————m——mwemee e 23| e 9,161 5,838 | ————x 28 | ———mmm
35| St. Paul, Minn.-- L] [ 12,999 8,662 | —mmm [1.) p—
34 | Toledo, Ohi m—— | ——— 13,759 8,606 | ~mmemm | mmmmm e | e
City corporation—w-——-- 27 | e 7,872 4,372
School district-——-——e—-- 19 98.3 5,888 4,234
35 | Birmingham, Ala,-————m—me 15| == 6,581 2,917 | ————~- 307 $302
36 | San Antonio, Tex. B 7,744 43 | ———
City corporation 12 ———o 4,098 43 |~
School district-———e-—- 4| 100.0 3,648 || 2,104 | ceemom | o [ e _—
37 | Providence, R. I.————c—coeee 24 | —em 16,683 12,571 | wmmmem | mmmem ———
38 | Akron, Ohi ————- 12,881 7,278 | ——mmmem ————
City corporation 15 7,018
5,863
39 — 8,919
———— 5,462
98.4 3,456
40 8,501
5,154
5,347
41 | Syracuse, N. Y. 15,516
City corporation————-———cmwe— 19 15,304
County supervisors' fund-——-—-- 1 212
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. — 6,204
City corporatioen~ S| ——— 2,697
School district--—— 3 90.4 3,507
43 | san Diego, Calif,-——. 8,611
City corporation 4,457
School distriet-——w—e——- 4 99.5 4,154
44 | Worcester, Mass, ————=c——— ooy 133 pe—— 14,231 9,082 | mmmemm | oo | e
45 | Richmond, Va,we—m—m—m oo e ] 23 | —— 9,737 5,730 | memeem 218 | emmemm
48 | Fort Worth, Tex,————————m-—mmmme S RN, 6,853
City corporation - 8 —=mm 3,963
School district————— 2 93,0 2,890
47 | Youngatom, Ohi: —————— 7,007
City corporation-—-————-—--4 10 | e 3,523
School district—- 6 99,6 3,315
Park district—-—-. 2] 100.0 169
48 | Hartford, Conn. ———— 11,319
City corporati 32 10,864
Metropolitan district——-m—wuea- 2§ 100.0 454
49 | Nashville, Tenn. 25 5,828
50§ Jac) ille, Fla. —— 5,728
City corporation 8 3,901
School distriet————-—— 4 87.0 1,827
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 3,—SUMMARY OF REVERUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF

MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT:

1938-—Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

Per- OTHER LOCAL TAXES
cent
Number |of in- General
¥ crry, s onrs oF wuNIGIPAL of ~ldepen- | pyn PTOPETty | poop- | Busi- | S8ies
g ’ GOVERNMENT funds dent revenuos taxes erty ness and
re- divi- service
b3 ported | siona (Table | (Table |(Table
S cluded {Table 6) 8) 6) 8)
GROUP III.—CTITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich.——-—o o] coeen $6,843 $4,244 | —oomm $2 | cem—
City corporation~---. 2B | e 5,854 2,395 |~ 2 | ————
School district--— - 4| 100.0 3,188 1,849
52 | New Haven, Conn.-—-————m--. —— 9,870 8,190 $1 4 o
City corporation~—-———. - 40 | —menee 9,857 8,158 O R
Improvement association———-—| 2] 100.0 33 32
S3 | Long Beach, Calif,~——rrem 9,523 5,884 52
City corporation-———we——— 5,095 3,194 32
School districts——————e—————o 4,428 2,690
54 | Des Moines, Iowg-————-—— ——— 6,563 5,778 57
City corporation. 25 | ——e—e 3,358 2,769 57
School district--- 4 88.8 3,204 3,010
55 | Miami, Fla, 7,197 4,649 13
City corporation——--——e—e—— | 5,433 3,544 13
School district———m———com el 1,764 1,105
56 | Springfield, Mass,—~—————m--———— 15 | oo 12,815 8,467 2
§7 | Flint, Mich, ——ommo—mmommommeeme ] oo | oo 7,568 4,472 3
City corporation: 14| ———- 3,638 2,269 | ~m—eme 3| cmem
School district. 5| 100.0 3,929 2,203
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah 5,729 3,936 38
City corporation e 2,899 2,081 38
School distriete——————e— 2,830 1,854 | ~——— | mmmmmmm
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.——-——————-—me-—-o 33 | —eme— 8,138 6,86 [ ——wm—- 0 [ E—
60 | Tulsa, Okla. —— 6,075 4,585 131
City corporation—-————a—ae—- 10 | = 2,620 2,241 131 | e
86.5
School districts———————-——q 3 {100.0 3,455 2,344 | em——e | o | e
81 | Norfolk, Va.- 12 { e 6,784 4,686 | —oome b1 ) [
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. ——mmom oo 16 | —meemm 14,5356 10,894 | e [-- ) [ ——
63 4,877 3,617 | ~mememe 17 | e =
1,916 1,420 17
School district—-~-—evuee- ] 2,761 2,197
64 | Paterson, N, J.-——ree—m e ] 1) ————— 8,106 6,464 10 208 | e
65 8,357 6,192 | ~—- [:1: ] p——
66 —— 4,447 3,416
City corporation———-. —— 2,103 1,675
School district———— 2 95.8 2,096 1,567
Drainage districts——-—mmmem— 3| {322 248 174
67 | Chattancoga, Tenn,-———-—-oomeeo 13 | v 3,976
68 | Trenton, N. J.e—mm—meom e 3 P ) [E—— 7,339
' 69 | Spokane, Wash. ———— 4,368
City corporation 9| ~———— 2,567
School district-—--. 3 97.2 1,801
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind. ———— 3,486
City corporation 6 1,380
School district-—-. 4] 100.0 2,108
71 | Camden, N, J.e——mmmomemm e 11| ~=emm 7,199
72 { Erie, Pa,-———w-—~em oo e ——— 4,189
[ — 1,906
School distriet-— 111} 100.0 2,282

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis




PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT— REVENUES 37

TABLE 3.-—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938 —Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

Per- OTHER LOCAL TAXES
cent
Number | of in- General
8! crry, anp uNI?s OF WUNTOIPAL of jdepen-| poian property | poop | musi- | S3l€s
g ’ GOVERNMENT funds dent revenues taxes ert ness and
re- divi- 4 service
b4 perted siz‘“’ (Table | (Table |{Table
2] cluded (Table 6) 6) 6) 6)
GROUP IIY.--CITIES HAVING A POPSLATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
73 | Fall River, Mass,—————m———— 12 | ——m $5,658 $3,275 | —mmmme | e |
74 | Cambridge, Mass.~————mmmmm-r—m—-] 27 | —memm 9,048 8,575 | ~mrmrm | mmrmrem [ e
75 | Wilmington, Del,~——-mm—mommm e 12 | —eeees 4,370 2,480 | ————— $17 | -
76 | Elizabeth, N. J.———omomomommeee ] 12 | —mmmee 5,647 4,402 $1 208 | —mmmee
77 | Reading, Pa.-~ ———e 4,630 3,767 13
City corporation 5]~ 1,968 1,609 13
School distriet—-— 10| 100.0 2,663 2,158 | ~mermee ———
78 | Knoxville, Tenn,-—-—————ve————-f 12 |~ 5,595 5,499 | —oomem | e ———
79 | New Bedford, Mass,-———————uommaee—o 11 cmme 6,188 5,480
80| Gary, Ind. JESERR (S 3,965 3,069
City corporation—————c—u-—o 15 | —ermmmm 1,697 1,368
School district 2| 100.0 2,268 1,701
Sanitary district ® ——eeee | 1| 200.0 | wommmee S
81| Tacoma, Wash.-———-- —_ 4,087 1,987 |~
City corporation--— 2,154 1,178 | ——eemm
School district--. 1,786 TOB | meemem | mememe
Park district-—-—- =7 100 | e | mrmeee e
82 | Canton, Ohi. RSNSOI, QU 4,285 2,535
City corporation—. 13 [ e 2,108 1,142
School district--. S 99.0 2,127 1,392
83 z,818 2,954
City corporation 7 1,884 1,301
School distriet---— 2 96.3 1,521 1,433
University district-——-———-—o 4| 100.0 413 221 ) [ (SRS | —
84 | Tampa, Fla,——-m——mme oo mm] cmmies —— 5,088 3,635 | weemm 4 $26
City corporation-—- 13 | e 3,603 2,885 | ~———em 4 28
School district-——-. 2 70.7 1,485 750
85 —— 4,754 3,420
——— 1,996 1,328
96.6 1,618 1,336
92.5 288 225
93.7 366 304
100.0 506 227
86 | South Bend, Ird. 3,320 2,456 | (=)
City corporation————. 9 1,365 1,001 | (%)
School district 3 1,955 1,456 | ~mmerm
87 | Somerville, Mass,————o—mmememe 11| —em—e 6,314 4,706 | commmm | e | e
88 ; Duluth, Minn,~—-——- S0 DRV O 5,357

City eorporation--—. 8| e 2,763
School district—— ————i 4 100.0 2,593
89 | Lowell, Mass,-—————memmmceo ] -3 [— 5,863
90 | Utica, N, Yoo 6,368
91 | Waterbury, Conn,--- 5,715
92 | Lynn, Mass. 6,578
93 | Evansville, Ind.--m— 3,873
City corporation-. 1,930
School district-- 1,745
94 | E1 Paso, Tex. 6 2,848
Honolulu, Hawaii # o 2 7,459 4,000 | —~emmm 104 | e

*Less than $300. ?Ne revenues in 1638, ? Not included in group or grand totals.
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 3.--SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938--Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

USE OF MONEY
OTHER LOCAL TAXES-—Continued AND PROPERTY
Fines,
Licenses and permits or-
feits,
Rents
CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL ory | AL ALl other and | mter-| ana
GOVERNMENT other |Use of Nor ‘t’; s est |royal-
§ street Busi- ties
ness busi-
é ness
<] (Table | (Table | (Table | {Table | {Table | (Table |{Table | (Table
bl 6) 6) 7) 7) 7) 8) 8) 8)
grand total----—-———-——— $2,129 | $5,668 | $14,142 | $36,758 | $5,068 | $12,983 | $50,68¢ | $6,815
Group T 211 | 5,578 | 10,520 | 22,208 | 2,886 | 7,671 | 41,430 | 5,017
Group II 84 59 1,156 5,454 862 1,953 4,720 646
Group IIT. 1,834 30| 2,465| 9,097 ) 1,320 3,359| 4,534 | 1,151
GROUP I.,—~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 |New York, N. Y.-—-comomm—. — ~———- | $1,468 | $3,308 $167 | $2,373 | $22,196 $467
City corporation~— e | 1,468 3,308 167 ] 2,373 | 22,190 467
Bridge, parkway, and tunnel \
districts — ——— (3 -
2 | Chicago, I1l.-=——————-mmmo—m 6,048 9,014 269 1,056 3,368 952
City corporation-- 6,048 | 8,947 814 | 2,015 60
County —— 59 39 200 | —mmmm
School district—- 407 818
Park distriet-—. ————- 8 208 684 10
Sanitary distriet-— 53 54
Forest preserve district——-- 9 9
3 | Philadelphia, Pa,-——. $137 15 373 155 396 | 7,067 | 2,578
Clty corporation 137 15 <373 155 396 6,053 | 2,578
School district—-—. T [ Uiy IR ——— — €2} 1,014 | cmeemm
4| Detroit, Mich. —————rwmr— e e 160 197 512 345 1,019 137 44
City corporation——— o] e | o 197 512 336 991 126 42
County 1T J) [P — 9 28 10 2
5 [Los Angeles, Calif.~e—rmeommnmnd cmmee —— 27 1,379 22 842 1,337 68
City corporation. ———— 25 1,314 80O 636 918 57
County ———-—--— 1 65 123 206 418 9
School districts— —_—— — 2
6 | Cleveland, Ohio-—--——- 15 162 118 297 611 22
City corporation---. 15 156 54 289 430 4
Count.y- (%) [ 64 8
School district——-.
Park district—-—--.
7 | Baltimore, Md,- m——— 23 1,073 97 58 1,625 58
8 [ St. Louis, Mo.-——omm—oimam 923 883 75 247 324 157
City corporation-——e——o-— 923 883 75 247 200 68
School district——-—eee— e 124 88
9 | Boston, Mass.——~-—-—mro—e e $210 | -——— 66| 1,654 142 199 | 2,248 328
10 { Pittsburgh, Pa.————-~——m oo 4 98 114 184 388 81
City corporation 4 97 95 144 112 42
COUNty ~mmmee (%) 1 19 40 160 4
School district-——- ———— 96 35
11 | San Francisco, Calif.-——e—mmemeeed 124 186 932 125
12 | washingt D. C. 181 532 389 71
13 [Milwauvkee, Wis, - o 122 199 756 51
City corporati 111 187 716 a3
County—mmam e —] 11 12 38 8
ge district 2
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.-—--— 18 158 56 81 72 13
City corporation 18 156 50 78 59 1
COUNLY e e mm e FRSIEIER R 8 3 10 3
Sewer districte-—memeceae—no PO (P (P ———— [ ———

* Less “han $500.

* Includes $5,238,000 wnemployment compensation taxes.
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PART 11: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—REVENUES 39
TABLE 3.-~SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938--Continued
(Expressed in thousards)
. USE OF MONEY
OTHER LOCAL TAXES—Continued AND PROPERTY
Fines,
licenses and permits for-
feits,
Rents
CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL | oo | a1 L ovher | penay. | Inter- | and
& GOVERNMENT other |Use of N est royal-
@ on-— ties
atreet Busi- s ties
ness | PUSi-
ness
» (Table | (Table | (Table [ (Table |{Table |(Table | (Table | {Table
3 ) 6) 7) 7) 7) 8) 8) 8)
GROUP II,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATTON OF 300,000 TQ 500,000
15 | New Orleans, la. $142 | $1,601 $28 $142 $291 $73
City corporation-————————wd ————— 142 1,801 28 142 165 K
School district-—-———mm—mmme—d —mem — JESNININIIRS, (UVSSUE (RN U 126 | —mem
levee district ———
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.-————-————we—uef e $59 8 608 72 144 643 6
City corporation~-————eovd — 47 8 603 62 138 622 8
County R 22 | —ee e [ 10 5 N [
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio———e—momemo ] e 13 8 106 238 1,179 124
City corporation-————wac——mmed cmmee | 13 n 48 230 921 106
County: —— 8 58 8 134 9
School district —— | ———— 124 8
Park districte———— e B e B el I (#) {n) —
18 | Newark, N. J. 2 77 8l 138 842 179
City corporati 2 737 81 87 865 177
COUNb Y m e e m e m o] e sl 177 2
19 | Kansas City, Mo, ———————emmmmmmmm ] e | e 511 480 61 37 165 $
City corporation 511 410 53 57 s 2
County e [ e 79 8 (%) 13 2
School district—-———mmmeemed moe | e e | e e | e 148 2
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. $84 | s 21 51 52 34 46| (%)
City corporation 21 48 43 34 11| (%)
County——mam o ———— 2 L e (#) ——-
School district--— JRSUINNENEEG, |IUISAINIDN, |PISVNDD (PR, .- 3 [p———
21| Houston, Tex. 141 79 144 53
City corporation-—--——————-—4 B84 79 ” 50
County 57| ——-—— 34 5
School district——emeewe e q ~ el IEES O S 39
Navigation district——e——-- B e {x%)
Drainage district-——-——-- o ———- ———ee— | m—— ———
22 | Seattle, Wash.-———————c——v 3 206 83 348 27
City corporation-—- 193 75 346 7
County ~———ww e 13 8 -1 19
School distriet-— el ————
Port district el ——
23 | Rochester, N. Y. 1 42 48 48 149 2
City corporation-———-————weomed cmeee o 1 42 46 47 la4 22
County. Bl el Bl [ES S 3 (%) 5| e
24 { Louisville, Ky. 58 558 30 s1 247 68
City corporati 58 558 29 51 247 68
County BN PR (#) b [—— P )
25 | Denver, Colo, - 15 327 60 87 57 44
City corporation—- 15 327 60 64 56 44
School distriet B 23 2
26 { Portland, Oreg.---—--— 131 169 97 221 172 24
City eorporation-———u— - 131 168 87 212 84 2
County- _— 1 10 9 4] (w)
School districte~————emvoawa R el el —————— | ———— 75 21
Port districte—m—emmoo o e | e e ] i | e | e | e
27 | Jersey City, N. J.———n 36 407 17 26 500 4
City corporation———--. 36 407 17 4 181 3
County. - e | e — 1 22 119 | (=)
28 | COlumbus, OhLO~ s ] 9 40 47 382 135 18
City corp ti 9 40 a7 382 S0 18
School district-——-—-—— e Il e Tl [N [ R [ —— -1 1) ——

* Less than $500,
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40 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 3.-—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938--Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
OTHER LOCAL TAXES--Continued gg g‘:w:gg"i
Fines,
Licenses and permits for-
feits,
Rents
CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL po11 | AL ALl other p:ﬁl_ Inter- | and
N GOVERNMENT other |[Use of Non- . ties est royal—
2 street Busi- |\ o4 ties
g ness ness
P (Table | (Table |{Table |(Table |(Table |{Table |(Table |(Table
] 6) 6) 7) 7) 7) 8) 8) 8)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 $171 $234 $88 $180 $35
17 234 88 180 25
——— 10
30 | Atlanta, G8.~———-m———mmm e $124 |~ (%) 811 10 230 30 $7
31 | Dallas, Tex.~ ——— 150 K3 4 142 50 7
32 | Memphis, Tem.-————-— oo Pl e 262 208 85 103 24 4
33 | St. Paul, Minn,————— oo o] e $22 1 336 26 83 551 60
34 | Toledo, ORiO-——————ommm o] e | 107 108 20 96 94 3
City corporation-—— 107 108 20 96 54 3
Sehool distriet-—w———e e ed e | e | e | e [ e 40 | ———-
35 | Birmingham, Ala. ——— 20 715 22 252 92 20
36 | San Antonio, Tex,-—w=w=w———- 138 85 21 15 12 2
City corporation 138 85 21 15 12 2
School district-—————-——. —— _—
37 | Providence, R. T.e—ee-e—oem 43 | e 108 364 28 47 530 29
38 | Akron, Ohi 3 25 58 24 14
City corporation——————--n—- 3 25 58 111 14
Sehool district-—w—mmommm e e | e — 13 | ce—mme
39 | Omaha, Nebr.————————— oy 219 314 52 41 a3 1
City corporation 219 177 52 29 57 1
School district———cmmmm e e | ———— | ———— 137 | e 12 25 | m——-
40 | Dayton, Ohio——u—mmvme . 4 40 18 75 62 25
City corporation. 4 40 18 75 82 25
School district— e e ——— (%) ——
41 | Syracuse, N. Y.-———mmommmome e 13 40 33 79 [ 9
City corporation——-- 13 40 33 79 6 9
County supervisors' fund-————mo commoe | cmme b e | e | e
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.-————-vo—d ccoom | oo 88 52 68 103 249 613
City corporation — 88 52 68 103 134 539
School district——————ce o d e | e —— 16 73
43 | San Diego, Calif.--e——m—mme— 4 93 85 157 69 7
City corporation—~——. 4 93 65 157 69 7
School distriet
44 | Worcester, Mass () 254 h¥] 10 110 1
45 | Richmond, Va,—-—-——o—ewomee 49 | e 267 626 18 54 539 1
46 | Fort Worth, Tex.-—~——-eoememe 96 31 8 57 47 33
City corporation. 86 31 8 57 13 33
School district —— 3. 75 [—
47 | Youngstowmn, Ohio—— 15 32 12 45 14 | (%)
City corporation. 15 32 12 45 70 (#)
School district- [——— [: 7 P,
— — [£% N P
48 | Hartford, Conn.--- 5 9 43 32 144 21
City corporation. 5 9 43 30 144 21
Metropolitan district —eomme o o [EEIESIGRI [NIVUUNSORISVI | U 2| e | e
49 | Nashville, Tenn.-——w—--—-memeeommme —mmmee | —eeem 45 143 9 41 23 3
50 | Jacksonville, Fla, ———mmoramaedd i 269 1 32 [ ) J—
City corporation—. 269 1 32 3
School district-—————emommn | ) [—— (%) 5

* Less than $500,
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PART 11: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—REVENUES 41
TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938—Continued
{Expressed in thousands)
OTHER LOCAL TAXES—Continued o
Fines,
Licenses and permits for—
feits,
Rents
CITY, AND UNXIS OF MUNICIPAL por1 | A2 ALl other ard | mter-| ana
% GOVERNMENT other |Use of Non Ees est | royal-
street Busi- . ties
g busi-
ness
ness
k< (Table | {Table | (Table | {(Table | (Table | (Table | (Table [ (Table
3 6) 8) 7) 7) 7) 8) 8) 8)
GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich.—————-ieed e (%) $49 $30 $47 $70 %1
City corporation— (%) 49 30 47 79 1
Sehool district—wm—me e e | e e ———— [P [— (#) ———
52 | New Haven, Conn, ———~——n————-— $7 15 25 8 70 10
City corporation---- - ? 15 25 8 70 10
Improvement association-———aq —moooe f e v o e o e | e
53 | Long Beach, Calif,—-— -—— 1 186 79 121 24 21
City corporation- ——— 19 186 79 121 8 3
School district —m— 186 18
54 | Des Moines, Iowa 10 162 27 47 36 9
City corporati: 10 162 27 47 14 4
School district ——— 22 5
55 | Miami, Fla, e eem ] ) ) [P— 112 496 83 196 1 1
City corporation. B 112 496 83 196 1 1
School district--————-——-—-— 1| mrmmem | e | meme—e | e P [0 I ——
56 | Springfield, Mass,-——~—w——e—e— 85 | =~ 5 178 14 12 4 1
57 { Flint, Mich., ————-— 4 27 9 96 90 2
City corporation-— S 4 27 9 96 35 2
School district-—em—emmemmcemd e [ e | e Pl [ iy S 55 ) —m—
58 | Salt lLake City, Utah-—- 42 136 23 72 17 2
City corporation———-. 42 136 23 72 4 2
School district———— ——— | m——— e SR I ———— s k. 7 [——
59 | Bridgeport, Conn,——ere-—memee e 236 | ————— 1 12 12 37 13 16
60 | Tulsa, Okla. 33 41 25
City corporation--—- 33 32 1
School districte——— ———— 9 24
61 | Norfolk, Va.—w——eeammme e e | e 217 378 29 84 160 12
62 | Yonkers, N. Y,- e I 8 40 21 13 50 8
63 | Scranton, Pa.- [ 47 14 8 21 231 (%)
City corporation-- 17 47 14 8 21 23| (%)
School district- 49 JROPUSNENG, ROV, |V (O—— (%) | e
64 | Paterson, N, J.—- - 12 | e 10 201 2 20 61 1
85 | Albany, N. Y. — 1 14 7 18 59 | —emmm
66 | Xansas Clty, Kens.-———me-oommef commem s 85 11 7 38 2
5 9 7| memee 2
School district~——— e 3 [— USRS, J .
Drainage district- f3: 1) [——
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn.- 35 83 5 4 21
68 [ Trenton, N. Ju—mmmeommm oo e | o 5 171 19 19 71 4
69 | Spokane, Wash, - —nmmmmwmeiameer| mree 1 40 n 2 | 6l (w)
City corporat ion—mmmm——rmem ———— b e 49 31 78 3 (%)
School distrietemmcmm e e | vt | i | e | e [SU—— ‘ [
|
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.we-cme—-m-. — 55 (%) 25 = 5 81 (%)
City corporation— 37 (%) 23 12 5 51 ()
School district———cmmmm e g i8 ’ e
71} Camden, N, J.oreeomm oo oo 1} emmee 1 1686 8 11 59 22
7?2 | Erie, Pa. 2 2 & 7 2
City eorporstion—- 2 2 8 81 (%)
School district- JRNSER, (DU | 1 2

*Less than $500.
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42 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938--Continued
{Expressed in thousands)
OTHER LOCAL TAXES—Continued o
Fines,
Licenses and permits for-
feits,
411 other ad Rents
CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL Poll ALl engl_ | Inter- | and
y GOVERNMENT other |[Use of N I i est |royal-
street Busi- ties
g ness busi-
ness
k<) (Table | (Table | (Table | (Table |(Table |(Table Table | (Table
38 6) | 8) 7) 7) 7) 8) 8) 8)
GROUP III,-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 T0 300,000—Continued
73 | Fall River, Mass. $1 $121 $2 32 $21 $25
74 | Cambridge, Mass.——-—- e —] 43 | ——— (*) 139 14 4 97 3
75 | Wilmington, Del.—-e—ormmmemmmo e 8 86 12 85 65 7
76 | Eligabeth, N. J, -] e —— 3 158 19 8 54 5
7 83 § e 3 22 8 15 19 | e
RSV [P 3 2 8 15 7 | m————
School distriete—omomommmoaee 83 | —mmmm ———— 12 | —mem
78 | Knoxville, Tenn.-wmmr-—=cocormoem commmn | e 28 [/ — 58 109 1
79 | New Bedford, Hass,~——————eeeecmmn 50 3 (%) 17 2 3 491 (%)
80 | Cary, Ind. 16 | - 2 7 9 9 3
City corporatione———e—emmed cmimin | e 2 7 9 9 3
School district-— 16 | w—e—e —— (=)
Sanitary district —— | ———
81 | Tacoma, WASH, ~e—emm oo e B Ul I T IR 32 § 63 8 16
City eorporati: 32 5 83 3 9
School district--———mo—. —— —— 5 7
Park district-——e-e—- —— B B ety [— (#) ——
82 | Canton, Ohio———-—rm e e 2 13 8 45 65
City corporation 2 13 8 45 36
School district-—n—e——w—. —— ———— P2 J —
83 | Wichita, Kans,-—-————— e ——— 10 64 26 27 81 (%)
City corporation———- 10 64 21 27 - ——
School distriet—-—— S im | m———
University district-. —— 4| (%)
84 | Tampa, Fla.-r—mmme— o e ) 4| | e 281 10 43 53 2
City corporation——— 261 10 43 51 2
School district~——————aerwoq (#) | mmmme | e _— 1| e
85 | Peoria, I3l,—————m—ommmmemof 16 140 10 - 13 11
City corporation——— —cmmmmng oo 16 140 10 20 12 | —eem
School district 1 1
Park district -~ ———
Sanitary district—-——-————nend —— (%) B
Town e et L ——
86 | South Bend, Ind,-----—e-un 26 3 10 7 4 [ I
City corporation S 3 10 7 4 9
School district--- i8 ——
87 | Somerville, ¥ass,———-———~u--——— [ [E— (%) 89 6 5 12 | cemeee
88 | Duluth, Minn. -—m-—m 7 3 108 10 18 157 30
City corperation 4 3 108 10 18 86 8
School district —- ———— 4 ———— 91 22
89 | Lowell, Mass, -———————-m——v——m -] L e ettt — 106 2 2 6 1
90 | Utica, N. Y.wom—mm o] e — (%) 8 7 13 12 1 e
91 | Waterbury, Confi.———-semeomom—ee o 133 | e — 4 6 16 13 13 1
92 | Lynn, Mass, ———o——— |73 p— 1 124 5 5 32 13
93 | Evansville, Ind. P 20 18 8 5 6 4
City corporation. 11 20 16 8 5 5 2
School distriet 11 | = (%) 2
94 | E1 Paso, Tex,-——-mw———m—cmm—em o Bl R 41 21 14 28 15 [ (=)
Honolulu, Hawaii ® oo 1| 805 233, 49 124 2 2

*Less than $500, 2No revenues in 1938. 3Kot included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 3.--SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1838—Continued

{Expressed in thousands)

FROM OTHER AGENCIES

Special | Charges
Dona- Comtrl- | o cess- for
butions
Shared Penslon tions Un- from ments | current
CITY, AND UNITS OF MUMICTPAL Stat Grants and Jaimed bl for ser—
GOVERNMENT ate assess- | son- | © PUDLIC- 1 Gutlays | vices
k taxes ments tribu moneys | service
g tion; enter-
- (Tables . prises
2 {Table 10 and | (Table [ (Table | (Table | (Table | {Table | (Table
S 9) 11) 12) 12) 12) 12) 12) 13)
Grand total-————-——-- $99,729 | $453,129 | $37,548 | $4,796 | $1,182 | $29,112 | $30,932 | $83,536
Group T 75,439 | 324,843 | 28,951 3,222 1,137 19,617 17,465 51,200
Group IT~--——— — -4 7,634 | 53,006 3,935| 1,192 17| 2,065{ 6,059 | 14,658
Group ITI-w——mem -4 16,6561 75,280 | 4,661 282 27| 7,430 7,428 | 17,678
GROUP I.--CITIES HAVInG A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y. $37,514 | $148,310 | $12,739 $8 $112 | $10,470 | $8,098 | $13,589
City corporation--. 37,514 | 148,135 | 12,739 [ 112] 10,470 8,098 9,23
Bridge, parkway, and tunnel
district 77 [P — [SOSESY NI p— 7T
2 | Chicago, Ill,————om—mmmeee i 48,871 2920 2,214 8,296
City corporation- 34,089 621 2,175 5,483
County e 2,148 299 —— 3,148
School district—-— 7,612
Park district-—-—— 650
Sanitary district---— 2,392
Forest preserve district——o —we—wm—— | cooene
3 | Philadelphia, Pa.—--oam——d 2,061 4,580
City corporation. 48
School district--- 4,542
4 | Detroit, Mich.—o———-—__.1 6,915| 18,774 697
City corporation——-—e-we--q 2,088 16,138 697
unty 4,826 2,637 [ ————n
5 | Los Angeles, Calif.—- 4,756 29,506 1,386
City corporation-. 451 3,779 992
Countywm-wmm e — 4,504 11,220 394
14,507 | ~——
8 10,691 503
4,532 29
1,969 | —————
4,185 ana
Park distriet—-——-cmewea_ 5| cmmmmee
7 | Baltimore, Md,--~—-——~mam e 143 9,845 786 18 73 357 958
8 | St. Louis, Mo, 2,400 194 80 3 2481 1,340 | 3,432
City corporation-———.——-. ———— 1,389 194 80 1 248 1,340 3,280
School distriet——— e g 1,011 | meemmem | e 2 | ———— ———— 152
9 | Boston, Mass,-————-— 4,993 9,909 | 1,183'|%2,820 20 7 275 | 2,309
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.——--—— - 1,408 6,758 960 60 1 411 107 | 1,827
City corporation-. 775 1,636 330 60 | ~=mmmm 107 276
County~————w—m . 634 2,748 252 (%) 1 1,197
School distriet — —— 2,375 377 | ——em ———— 154
11 | San Francisco, Calif, —-w-——d 1,694 10,088 895 19 13 |~ 87 1,577
12 |Washington, D, C.--— %6,578 933 L0 J) [PURSRSR 5% | 1,077
13 | Milwaukee, Wis.- 5,600 5,374 | 1,148 15 7 650 382 [ 1,801
City corporation- 4,591 2,070 908 15 3 850 356 615
County 1,009 3,282 241 | -—--- 4 | ~——am 25 581
Sewerage district--——-cmuwo ——— R2 | mrmmme | e | e e | e 605
24 %,152 | 15,349 959 61 241 284 | 2,023
2,537 6,899 898 81 241 284 825
615 3,710 [ [ (SN U ———e 198
———— 4,739

*Less than $500.

® Includes bequest of $2,608,000 for library.

© Includes $5,000,000 as represent—

ing the Federal Government's proportionate share of local goveriment expense.
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TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938—Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
FROM OTHER AGENCIES
._ | Special | Charges
Dona- Gontri- | o cess— | for
Shared Pension tions Un- bfutri.;ns ments | current
CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL Grants and for ser-
’ GOVERNMENT State assess~ | . |claimed | public- outlays | vices
taxes ments tribu | TONeTS service
tian; enter-
(Tables prises
B (Table 10 and | (Table | (Table | (Table | (Table | (Table | (Table
3 9) 1) 12) 12) 12) 12) 12) 13)
GROUP II.~-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000

15 | New Orleans, La,—-———w——-—-— - $365 $1,945 $222 $561 $2 $542 $835
City corporation—-. . 385 224 95 561 | ———— 542 793
School district-———— 1,711 127 (#) | ———em | — e ——— 5
Levee district—wwemmmeem—of ————— 10 2 37

16 | Minneapclis, Minn. 156 6,960 709
City corporation—-——vw-—wm 127 3,756 708
Count y——————mmmm e e e 29 3,204 | ~—me

17 | Cineinnati, Ohio-—--——-————-— 2,587 5,912 504
City corporatione—--————-4 1,834 3,081 336
County 758 1,087 | —mmmmem
School district——————moemod e 1,810 168
Park district 3

18 85 6,908 879
City corporation. 3 6,532 607
[Nt  — 63 378 72

19 | Kansas City, MoO.-~——memmmad e 1,417 12
City corporation 433 12
County 105 | mmemeo
School district—-—ereo—of —oem e 878 [ —wmm—

20 | Indianapolis, Ind,--———- 465 3,465 114 [ (PSS . 73 612
City corporation- 263 743 52 4 ————— 73 308
County————--— —— 45 1,472 181
School district—-— 156 1,249 82 1| e | e —— 122

21 | Houston, Tex. 2,805 | ——mmmme | e (€23 [ [P [ —— 893
City corporation 558 | = — (€3 0 [ —— 57
County 149 [0 S (I . 426
School district-—-~———m—mmoof —oemeem 1,457 | =——m—m | oo (€3 [ [ U, 108
Navigation district——--q v | —moe [ e [ e | e
Drainage district —————

22 | Seattle, Wash,--w-——mn 666 4,516 330 1 1 45 164 777
City corporation-. — 567 856 330 1|~ 45 164 325
County-——ncomeeme. 99 1,141 1 361
School district-- ———— 2,518 a1
Port district———o—moed e e e e e

25 | Roch r, N. Y. 1,795 5,874 363 P [ — 656 1,255
City corporation—-————————o 1,288 4,173 363 | mmmmme | e e 656 967
COUNE Y mmm e e — 406 1,701 —_—— 288

24 | Lovisville, Ky. 886 25 103 (») 5§31 40 874
City corporation—ws———mm—oed —mmmme _— 882 25 103 () 531 40 755
County 4 - 119

25 | Denver, Colo, 286 5,514 32 9 (%) 758 689
City corporation- 288 5,487 32 2 (%) 758 641
School distriet— 27 | o <% [JOCN [VUPN S 48

26 | Portland, Oreg.———-— 926 256 & 1 647 565
City corporation-— - 41 | e e 43 2 1 647 239
[ 821 | ~meemem e (%) 270
School distriet 108 213 4| m——— 58
Port disirict JROSURUEI,

27 | Jersey city, M. J.-— 21 3,629 543 19| 1,966
City corperation- 3 3,412 18 1,456
County-—mmmmemv—m 17 b2 R v ) (RN SR R ——— T —— 508

28 | Columbus, Ohiow-- 2,448 5 468 668
City corporat ion~- 1,196 5| mememee 466 573
School disirict-- - I s b [ B e ——— 95

*Less than $3C0.
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—REVENUES 45
TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938-—Continued
(Expressed in thousands}
FROM OTHER AGENCIES
:_ | Special | Charges
Dona- Comtri~ 3 o cess- | for
N butions
Shared Pension tions Un- from m;nts current
c1TyY, ANDGg%TS O}I;TMUNICIPAL State Grants assess- c:ﬁf clained | public- outzl:r: . 3§§;s
] * taxes ments s moneys | service 4
tribu-
o enter-
a tions prises
(Tables
P {Table 10 and | (Table |(Table |(Table | (Table |(Table {|{Table
b 9) 11) 12) 12) 12) 12) 12) 13)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION QF 100,000 TG 300,000
29 $35,639 $93 $464
589 93 316
L)) [— 148
Utility district
30 | Atlanta, Ga. 826 35 945
31 | Dallas, Tex. 1,837 23 432
32 |Memphis, Tenn,-—-———-—ewreoeund 121 2,092 9 249
33 | st. Paul, Minn,-----mecem—e 68 1,843 52 458
34 | Toledo, Ohio---—-—vom-—eur—oq 1,129 2,130 141 44 45 196 1,040
City corporation 1,120 756 18 3 45 198 963
School district---- 1,374 123 41 el IE S 76
35 | Birmingham, Ala.,-——-cmemmmeeaany 364 1,064 37 173
36 | San Antonio, Tex.-—————m—mmq - — 1,313 123 270
City corporati 15 150
Scheool district—————e——ud ———— 1,318 108 120
37 | Providence, R, I.-——-—euu—n 96 2,083 320 423
38 | Akron, Ohio———vem——r 3,280 123 543
1,127 | ————me 499
2,158 123 43
39 286 31 359
159 3 264
127 27 95
40 1,761 94 802
745 17 477
School district—e—mcmmmcd e 1,016 78 125
41 | Syracuse, N. ¥, coonm—eo 816 3,161 248 489
City corporation 816 3,161 248 489
County supervisors®' fund-—
42 1,020 [(€70 B S [ 19 349
61 (%) 19 344
960 — [ 5
45 | san Diego, Calif.-———ey 2,188 94 2 223
CGity corporation 348 94 2 196
School districtowe—e—o—oo . — 1,820 | m—meme | e 27
44 | Worcester, Mass.-———~———-——-- 1,412 1,936 187 41} e 415 50 637
45 | Richwond, Va.----e——vommme vy 181 778 32 497
46 | Fort Worth, Tex,~——-mmmmcuu— 1,402 ? 456
City corporation 400 ? 322
School district- 1,002 | ——memmme 134
47 | Youngstown, Ohio-—- 560 1,301 79 127
City corporation: 560 274 |~ 81
School district- 992 7 14
Park district--- o e 36 1 22
48 | Hartford, Conn,=—-m=—v 196 439 14 388
City corporation-- 196 358 12 388
Metropolitan district~———od —ooee [ ) [ e
49 | Nashville, Tenn, -———————wo——mu 83 1,521 21 8 1 103 38 111
50 | Jacksonville, Fla, —meom—ommmomoof e 892 92 (%) 1 1,852 131 104
City corporatio 92 () 1 1,852 131 104
Schoel districte—————mmed e B892 | wmmmmme [ e | memmoee | e | o (3)

* Less than $500.
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TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938-—Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
FROM OTHER AGENCIES
B Special |Charges
Dona~ Conbri~ | o cess- for
butions
Shared Pension tiens Un- from ments |current
CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL T Grants and - for | ser-
. 4 GOVERNMENT State assess- | .- claimed |public- outlays | vices
1 taxes ments |, iy |MOMEYS |service
E tions enter—
(Tables prises
B {Table 10 and | (Table | (Table | (Table |(Table [(Table |(Table
3 9) 1) 1) | 12) 12) 12) 12) 13)
GROUP III.-~—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Centinued
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich. $247 $1,124 $54 $137 $239 $590
City corporation- 247 21 | e 137 239 407
School district 1,102 54 183
52 | New Haven, Corn.---—- 222 678 113 18 22 269
City corporation- 222 678 113 18 22 268
TImprovement associatis ———— —— 1
53 | Long Beach, Calif,-————o—on— 43 2,109 21 1 (%) 589 114 208
City corporation-———- 43 415 24 1 (#) 589 114 197
School district--- 1,894 | mmmmrmm | mmmree [ e | e ————— 11
'
54 { Des Moines, Iowa- 103 112 () (%) 40 181
87 9| (%) (%) 40 131
16 103 | e e . 50
55 706 14 12 1 42 176 648
City corporation--— 79 14 12 1 42 176 618
School district——- 627 —— 30
56| Springfield, Mass,----—-—----=| 1,042 2,363 150 27] (%) | —mmmeee 60 404
57 | Flint, Mich.— 81 1,574 57 9 55 333 757
City corporation- 81 38 T = 55 333 682
School district--—- ————— 1,537 50 9 75
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah--—-- ——— 1,019 32 2 (%) 22 137 251
City corporation——m—————— e 92 | —mmm 2 (%) 22 137 248
Sehool district———ee—eeond ——uu — 927 | cemmmme | e | e [ e Y 3
59 | Bridgeport, Comn,——-——e—eeann~q 224 203 94 Y IS, a3 223
60 { Tulsa, Okla. 30 13 | e | e 93
City corporation 22 1 ————— 56
School district—-—. 8 12 | e 26
61 | Norfolk, Va,-—————me—e— ] 127 573 34 | ——— (%) 65 23 269
62 | Yonkers, N. Y.———re—ermmre—rd 543 1,774 279 23 [P PR— 518 95
63 | Scranton, Pa, 169 418 o) 15 (€73 T e — 130 41
City corporation- 169 | —r——am 15 15 (%) 130 19
School distriet-——— ——— RSN [V [, 21
64 | Paterson, N. J.-—m—memmmmmemeof 1 (€3 J [E S - 299
85 | Albany, N. Y.—~—-oeeoeeeee—o 530  975| 216 | = 1) cmmeem | memmee 258 132
66 | Kansas City, Kans.- (%) 5 215 60
City corporation: €3] 5 190 18
School districtee——oeeed e | 487 | e | e | e R [, 40
Drainage district-—--——— - 9 [PSUIE, 25 2
87 | Chattanooga, Tenn,—--—m———m— 26 959 21 3 (€ I E—— 125 201
68§ Trenton, N. J. 868 110 (€ I [E—— 300 17 232
69 | Spok Wash. 160 1,124 25 6 (%) 382 224
City corporation-——. 191 16 6 382 182
School district——. 933 [ (G PEUSUEDUN USSR, (——— 42
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.-—-wou-oe—n 105 577 30 2 35 52
City corporation- B2 159 12 2 35 17
School district——. 24 418 18 (3#) | mmmmee | mmmmmn | e 35
71 | Camden, N, J.-——- 1 1,201 91 1| --—-- 31 18 72
72 | Erie, Pa. 116 276 60 (%) 49 33 72
City corporation-——————-—- 116 | cmmmmem [ e (=) 49 33 21
Sehool distriet--—-- e IEE 276 60 PUSNISNGEER, (PSRN, |- 52

* Less than $500.
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TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938--Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
FROM OTHER AGENCIES
Special | Charges
Dona- Gontri- | o eas for
butions " t
Shared Pension tio:s Un- from m;n s |curre
. CITY, ANDGIOIgTS OF MUNICIPAL State Grants | oogs. ct:g_ clained | public— out;;y . :iz;s
2 RAMENT taxes ments tribu- | TODEYS service
é tions enter-
(Tables prises
B (Table 10 and | (Table | (Table | (Table | (Table | (Table | (Table
3 9) 1) 12) 12) 12) 12) 12) 13)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000~Continued
73 | Fall River, Mass,-——--—-—-—— $930 $935 $72 $2 (%) $157 | ———mmm $63
74 | Cambridge, Mass.———-————u — 860 953 92 6| —— 103 $2 155
75 | ¥ilmington, Del.———-————n—- 12 1,467 15 B e | mmeee 88 43
76 | Elizabeth, N. J.-———e—eeeur 2 622 97 (») 3 36 51
77 | Reading, Pa.-— 405 65 2 10 38 76
City corporation—--— 72 | oo 2 10 38 63
School district 333 63 | mmeom | e | e | s 14
78 | Knoxville, Tenn.———--——————-f 41 1,494 162
79 | New Bedford, Mass,--— 1,054 1,202 105
80 | Gary, Ind,——-———mcmmmmme e 1us 643 60
City corporation. 118 151 20
School district————e e e 493 20
Sanitary district?
81 | Tacoma, Wash,—-—-—m—mmeceme e - 166 1,212 255
City corporation— 166 200 18s
School district—-——-——of ———r 1,012 44
Park district 27
82 ] Canton, Ohio——weemee—-. 377 746 147
City corporation ~ 377 102 134
School district————mmaed e 644 12
83 | Wichita, Kans.-———oooee— 24 3 284 311
City corporation-——m 24 —— 284 87
School district-———————amed cmeme 3 ——— 40
University district-——————d —wame— SIS, (USRI, | — 184
84 | Tampa, Fla. (%) 35 31 233
City corporation—————emmwod cmmeee (=) 35 31 227
School districte—emeeeommau e P iy [ 7
85 | Peoria, I11. 696 14 247 152
City corporation 205 14 205 30
School district ———--crg ———e 204 | ~mmm— —— 87
Park district 1 43
Sanitary district——e——e—eed cmmmee b7 J) [ 42 2
Town 268 |~ | mm | e | e | e — 1
86 | Seuth Berd, Ind,-——————oeo—mmmy 117 618 22 (#) (%) 1 46
City corporation. 78 202 5 () (%) 1 36
School district————-ee—en 38 416 17 | mmmmmm | e ——— 10
87 | Somerville, Mass.~~———————~—- 348 938 85 | e | e pL:3 2 58
88 | Duluth, Minn,-————vm—. 28 612 67 1| (#) 68 156
City corporation 28 108 7 1 (%) 89 116
School district——-emmcmme o e 507 859 | e | memren | e | e — 29
89 | Lowell, Mass. —ammo— e —e] 578 989 [:7. 3] [ | [ —— — 1 113
90 | Utica, N. Y, 328 1,172 116 (%) 51 35
91 | Waterbury, Conn.- 137 145 62 13 40 115
92 | Iynn, Mass,-——-——- 564 1,069 88 2 19 166
93 |Evansville, Ind,-—- 92 587 28 (%) 104 282
City corporation. 58 171 13 (%) 104 161
School district- —- 34 416 I el Bl e [T, —_— 121
94 | E1 Paso, Tex. 595 5 (#) (%) | ~mmemee | mmeem 185
Honolulu, Hamaii 3 —memoemmmmed 586 977 | —em 25 - 7] pe— 198 350

*Less than $500,

2No revenues in 1938.

2Not included in group
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TABLE 4

The revenues of the 94 citles 1In 1938 are reduced to a per capita basis in
table 4, the figures being based upon the absolute amounts shown in table 3.

Per capita revenues.,—The per capita for total revenues was $74.28, with
Newark, New York, Boston, and Jersey City having the highest per caplitas of
$111.44, $111.19, $109.66, and $105.85, respectively; while the lowest were
Birmingham, E1 Paso, and Fort Wayne, with per capitas of $24.72, $29.12, and
$29.59, respectively. Taxes ylelded $52.83 per capita, and nontaxes $21.45.
Within the tax group, general property taxes and sales and service taxes showed
the highest per capita yields, while in the nontax group the highest per capita
yleld was from grants.

Trend of per capita revenues.— Per caplta revenues
in 1937 for the first time exceeded the high of $69.90 | °T °apita revemues
established in 1930, and the 1938 figure continued the 1926 462.20
upward trend, as may be seen from the comparison shown 1923 68.95
in the accompanying statement. 1930 69.90

in normal times a variety of factors controls the 1932 62.50
trend of per capita revenues within the individual cities, 132: gg'gg
although it follows that significant per capita varia- 1937 71.89
tions in the cost of general government for these citles 1938 74.28
will necessarily introduce similar fluctuations in the

revenues which must be produced to meet such costs. As
a population group, however, the cities in group I consistently show a combined
per capita revenue which 1s much higher than for either group II or group III,
although there are individual cities 1In both latter groups with per capita reve-
nues substantially higher than most of the citles having a population of over
500,000, During the depression period special factors have introduced sharp
variances In per caplita revenues of iIndividual cltles, such as the fact that
unusually severe welfare and rellef problems in some 1localities, when locally
administered, may have temporarily inflated the level of per caplta revenues
because of Federal and State grants.

Population base used.-—The population on which the per capitas for each
clty are computed is the estlmated population of the clty as at July 1, 1938.

TABLE 5

The percentage distribution of revenues by principal classes 1s shown in
table 5. Some of the data disclosed in this table have already been summarized
in part I and also have been discussed earlier in this section. The percentages
in table 5 are computed upon the basis of the absolute flgures presented in
table 3.

Percent distribution of revenues.—The four major sources of revenue
for the 94 cities 1In 1938 were, Iin order of their importance, general property
taxes, State and Federal grants, shared GState taxes, and charges for current
services. Together these sources of revenue represent approximately 87 percent
of all income reported by the citles considered 1n this study. Other sources
of revenue, although appearing as a negligible percentage of total revenue for
all cities, are of great I1mportance to certain Individual cities. For example,
the 2 percent tax enforced In New York and Philadelphia on retall sales produced
income amounting to 6.5 percent and 6.1 percent, respectively, of total revenues
in those municipalities, while a sales tax on selective items in New Orleans is
the source of 8.4 percent of all revenue. Similarly, although revenue from
public-service enterprise contributions 1s only 1 percent of total municipal
receipts, it is the source of approximately one-third of Jacksonville's total
income and one-seventh of Atlanta's.

Percent distribution, taxes and nontaxes.-—Revenue from general prop-
erty and other local taxes represented 71.2 percent of total revenue, the bal-
ance of 28.8 percent being realized from sources which, so far as current local
fiscal aspects are concerned, were of a nontax character. Comparable figures
for previous years are not avallable, since revenues from shared taxes were not
separately reported prior to 19838.
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TABLE 5.—PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF

OTHER LOCAL TAXES
Gen— Fines,
eral Licenses and permits rf;i-
CITY prop— Sales elis,
§ erty | Prop- {Busi- | and [, | ALl ALl other a"i_
taxes | erty | ness ser- other | Use of pel
4 vice street | Busi- | Yoo | slties
3 ness |28~
ness
Grand total--——e-—————m—t 64.7 | (%) 1.8 2.4 01 0.2 0.5 1.3] 0.2 0.5
Group I 63.2§ (Y 2,0 3.3) (Y .3 5101 .1 .4
0roup JIwm=——mmm—m——— ] 88.1| (1) 1.7 RANG RG] 31 1.8 2 .6
Group IIT 68.0| (%) 1.0 .1 4 (Y 50 1.8 .3 7
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 [ New York, N. Y.- e 59,0 | —— | 2.7 8.5 | mmmm | ememm 0.2 0.4] (Y 0.3
2| Chicago, I11.-— ] 69.6 e I e B I 2,00 3.0] 0.1 4
5| Philadelphia, Pa.-—— 65.9 | —-—| 12| 61]|——] 01} (Y .3 1 .4
4 | Detroit, Mich, —mc—m————eemed 67,8 (*) | === | == .2 .5 3 .9
S| Los Angeles, Calif. 59,6 | ————m [ [p— Y 1.2 .8 .7
6 | Cleveland, Ohio—————————mee—eeed 63.2 [ = | (1) |-—=- (1) .3 .2 .5
7 | Baltimore, Md,~~——e—r—rmeem—d 67,2 1.7 09 | e | e | (&) 2.1 .2 .1
8| St. Louis, No. 67,7 6.5 2.7 e | emmem 2.1] 2,0 .2 .8
9| Boston, Mass.~~-——sr—em ] 69,5 | —=mem | mmem ———— 0,2 | = 1 1.9 .2 .2
10| Pittsburgh, Pa.——- 77.1 2| | () | (D) 2 .2 .3
11| San Francisco, Calif,-—-———=weud 66,5 o6 [ e | e | e .1 .6 .3 .4
12 | Washington, D, C. 48.5 9.2| 50— 10.0 s.0] 5.1 .3 1,0
13 | Milwaukee, Wis,——--—-—--——o 65,1 S el R .2 1.3 .3 .4
14 | Buffalo, N. Y,———ememm 4 62.5 o5 | e~ —_— (Y .3 .1 .1
GROUP 1I1.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La,~~—--——~—e-wr—i 59,2 8.4 | emrm | et 0.6 6.7| 0.1 0.6
16 66.4 — — 0.2 Y 1.7 2 4
17 | Cineinnati, Ohio~—----—ere—mwwed 55,9 —— e | e (Y .2 .3 .7
18 | Newark, N, J.—--— ] 74,5 — e | e ] (M) 1.5 .2 .3
19 | Kansas City, Mo.— 1 75.0 3.0 | == | ——— 2.4 2.3 .3 .2
20| Indianapolis, Ind,~—w————-v- 75.9 ————| 0.4 | ;e .1 .2 .3 .2
21 , Tex. 71.4 ——— | | e 1.2 .8 .5 .9
22 | Seattle, Wash,e——————-c—e—— el 60,0 | e 3.7 | mmem | e | e H 1.0 .4 1.2
23| Rochester, N. Y,-——- —— 66,9 | ~—e— L9 | —mamm (%) .1 2 .2
24 | Louisville, Ky,—~——--———: + 75,5 | ———— o1 ——- 4 3.9 R 4
25| Denver, Colo,—-- 60,8 | ——=— 8 ——— .1 1.8 .3 .4
26 | Portland, Oreg.-— LR e s B R e el B .7 .9 .5 1.2
27 | Jersey City, N, J. 75.5 SR N e B G - Q0 1.3 .1 .1
28 | Columbus, Ohio ? —eemrmmmmmmm e 62,7 | e | e | | | e A .3 .4 3.3
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 1.1| us| o 1.2
30 &) 7.3 .1 2.1
3 1.4 .7 4 1.4
32 . | 2.9 2.3 .6 .1
35| St. Paul, Minn,--~—~-- oo 86,6 | = | B4 meeem | —em | 0.2 (D) 2.6 2 .6
34 | Toledo, OhLom—mrm~mmmmmmmmmred 62,8 | —momr | mmemm | oo | e | .8 .8 .1 .7
35| Birmingham, Ala.— ] 443 | e | 47| 4.8 | mee | e .3 10.9 .3 8.5
36 | San Antonio, Tex.~ 73.8 | —— 6 | —mmmem | e 1.8 1.1 «3 .2
37 N e R e - | 6] 2.2 .2 .3
38 56,5 [ mmmem | momm | oo | } el [ -3 — .5
39 78,1 | mmmee | B4 | e | e 2. 3.5 .6 5
40 §7.8 | —eemm W2 | mmmem | (&) .5 .2 .9
41 | Syracuse, N, Y,~——- 66.0 | ——— W7 | | e | .1 .3 .2 .5
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla e -1 A e B - R R 1.4 B 12 1.7
43| san Dlego, Calif.————e—mmmmeeed 84,2 | m=—w | 1.8 | mwmon | oo | e | (1) 1.1 .B 1.8
44 | Worcester, Mass,-—m——we—ememeasd 63,7 | cocoe | cmenm | e (&) 1.8 W1 .
45 | Richmond, Va,——-——mwe—wc-—-wd 58.8 2.2 | —emmm 2.7 | 6.4 .2 .6
46 | Fort Worth, Tex,--—-——-—-—--o 65.4 o5 | —— 1.4 4 .1 .8
47 | Youngstown, Ohio-— 65.1 ——— | ———— .2 .5 .2 8
48 | Hartford, Conn,=—~~———~——- L o3| e Q)] .1 .4 3

See footnotes at end of table.
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REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES: 1938
USE OF MONEY
AND PROPERTY FROM OTHER AGENCIES Spe-
cial | Charg-
Contri- | as~ |es for
8 Pen- | Doma- butions | sess~ | cur-
'g CITY Inter— R:::ss Shared sion ti:gs Un~ from ments | rent
est royal State | Grants | as- con- tlaimed | public- | for ser~
] ties |bexes 8885~ |\ iu~ | MONEys | service | out- | vices
4 ments tions enter-~ | lays
prises
Grand totale——---—wd 1,8 0,2 3,6] 161 1.3 02| (M 0| 1.1 3.0
Group I-—m—m- 2.1 .3 5.8 16.6| 1.5 .2 .1 1.0 .9 2.6
Group II-—- 1.3 .2 2.2{ 15.1| 1.1 .3 (&) B 1.7 4.2
Group ITI~—---— .9 .2 3.4 1s.2 .9 BEENO 1.5 1.5 3.6
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 27| 0.1 46| 18.1] Le{ (Y (&) 1.0 1.7
2 1.1 .3 6] 1560 1.8{ (%) 0.3 .7 2.8
3 6.3] 2.3 2.8 41 18] (Y () .2 2.6
4| Detroit, Mich,~ BENC 6.1 18.6 B (M L7 5.2
5| Los Angeles, Calif,--——- 1.2 .1 4.2 26.0 1.2 ( 2 3.5
6 | Cleveland, Ohio——--- 10| (Y 8.0 18.3 .9 2.5 4.7
7 | Baltimore, Md,~w~ww———vl 5.3 .1 W3 19.7] 1.6 7 1.8
8| St. Louls, Mo. .7 .4 5.4 .4 3.0 7.7
9 | Boston, Mass.~ 2.6 4 5.8 11.5 1.4 .3 R.7
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.- .7 .2 2.6 12,6 1.8 .2 3.0
11 | San Francisco, Calif,—--| 1.9 .3 3.5| 20.7| 1.8 .2 3.2
12 { Washington, D. C.-—mm=-] .7 W |e——--| 22.1] 1.8 1.0 2.0
13 | Milwaukee, Wis.- 1.8 1] 1.6 11,1 2.4 .8 3.7
14 | Buffalo, N, Y,=~emmmmeed () 5.4 | 26,4 1.6 .5 1.8
GROUP II,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La.-—- 1.2 0.3 1.5 8.2 0.9 2480 (Y |l 2,3 3.5
16 | Minneapolis, Minn, .81 (Y .4 1.9 2.0 U € N PA— 3.2 3.5
17 | Cincinnats, Ohio- 3.2 .3 7.1 16.2| 1.4 L2} (Y 2.9 6.3
18 | Newark, N. J.- 1.7 .4 LAl 1437 1.4 (1) | e — 2.6
19 | Kansas City, Mo.- B (L) | 6.8 Bt .1 (&) 2,4 3.5
20 | Indianapolis, Ind, -] 2 (8 2.2 16.6 .5 .4 2.9
21 | Houston, Tex,—me————- .8 .3 .9 15,0 —— 5.1
22 | Seattle, Wash.— 1.7 «1 3.5 22,1 .8 3.8
23 | Rochester, N. Y. .5 .1 5.6 | 18.5 2.1 3.9
24 | Louisville, Ky 1.7 N E— 6.2 .3 6.1
25 | Denver, Colo,— .3 .2 1.4 26.8 3,7 3.4
26 | Portland, Oreg.— .9 . .2 5.0 5.5 3.1
27 | Jersey City, N. Jow—eee-ol 9 (Y I I O .1 6.1
26 | Columbus, Ohic 2 ——m——| 1.2 .2 9.1 21.4 4.1 5.8
29 | Oakland, Calif. .2 4.1 0.8 | mmmmm | mmmm | e | e 3.1
30 | Atlanta, Ca. - .3 .4 1.2 8.5
31 | Dallas, Tex. ) .5 .1 15.7 1.0 4.1
32 | Memphis, Tenn,~-- 4 RING] 1.3| 22.8 .8 2.7
33 | St. Paul, Minn,— 4 4.2 .5 .5 14,2 3.1 3.5
34 | Toledo, Ohio——mr=—mmmmn-] RANG) 8.2 | 15.5 1.4 7.6
35 | Birmingham, Ala. 1.4 .3 5.5{ 16.2 4.8 2.6
36 | San Antonio, Tex.-— QAN | e 16.9 1 3.5
37 | Providence, R. I.——— 3.2 2 .6 12.3 .1 2.5
38 | Alron, Ohlo-—m—er=memvend 1.0 1 6.5| 25,5 4.5 4.2
39 | Omaha, Nebr,-- —] 91 (Y .5 3.2 2,0 4.0
40 | Dayton, Ohio-— .7 .3 8.8 20,7 1.8 7.1
41 | Syracuse, N. Y, (@] .1 5.3 20.4 1.8 3.2
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. 2.41 9.9 .5 16.4 .3 5.6
43 | San Diego, Calif,—=-——-d .8 .1 o252 L1 () | e | e e 2.6
44 | Worcester, Mass,—— B8 (Y 2.9 13.6 .3 4.5
45 | Richmond, Va.--- 5.5 (Y 1.9 7.9 .3 5.1
45 | Fort Worth, Tex. 7 .5 | =—mmem | 20,5 .6 6.7
47 | Youngstown, Ohio—-- RG] 8.0 18.8 3.8 1.8
48 | Hartford, Conni.—-— 1.3 .2 1.7 3.9 .8 3.4
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 5.—PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF

OTHER LOCAL TAXES

Gen~ Fines,
5 eral Licenses and permits | for-~
feits
CITY prop-~ Sales ’
g erty |Prop- |Bust- | and |,.. | a1 M1 other | and
taxes | erty |neas ser— other | Use of Non- aﬁ:
2 vice street | Busi- busi- es
o neas ness
GROUP ITI.—CITIES HAVING A4 POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
49 | Nashville, Temn.we—m—mmmmr—meeed 61,7 | mem—m | 1.9 |mmmom | ommn [ e 0.8 2.5( 0.1 0.7
50 | Jack i1le, Fla. 40,7 | —emem W2 e | (V) | | — | 47| (D) .6
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich.emere———am— 62,0 | momem | (1) |cmmmm oo | e | (1) .7 .4 .7
52 | New Haven, Conn.-——mwememwmeee] 83,0 (3) |omm [cemee | 2.2 [cmmen | L1 .2 .2 .1
53 | Long Beach, Calif.=——mmwew—eeee| 61,8 | —=-— 23 | e [ | o .0f 1.9 .8 1.3
54 | Des Moines, IoWa—-——e—————am - 88,0 | === K A e 2| 2.5 4 .7
55 | Miami, Fla,—————--— 8 | —mmmm I3 B & I 16| 69| 1.2 2.7
56 | Springfield, Mass. I N R I G T R S A S Y 1 1.4 1 1
§7 | Flint, Mich.— A= () | 1 4 .1 1.3
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah- 7 | o 7 | e | oo | e T 2.4 .4 .3
59 | Bridgeport, Conn. I R | 2.9 ] (D) .1 .2 .5
60 | Tulsa, Okla,—s-—m————mm——meed 75,5 |woeme | 2.2 | ommwm | cmoe | eomee .1 .5 .2 .6
61 | Norfolk, Va,=mm-em—mmmmme———od 69,1 | ==om= | 1.9 {emmmm | moee | oo 52| 5.6 4 1.2
62 | Yonkers, N. Y.=~——mmmmemmmeuerd 75,9 | —— 6 | e | e | (D) .3 1 .1
63 | Scranton, Pa.—er———me————mnm———q 77.3 | ———— o4 || L4 |-~ 1.0 .3 .2 .5
64 { Paterson, N, J.-=——~———w-—o—r— 79.7 0.1 3.7 | ——— o1 [ ——- .1 2.5 .3 2
65 | Albany, N. Y,-=--— 74,1 | meeme | 07 | o | e | e (&) .2 .1 .2
66 | Kansas City, Kans,-——~——————- 76.8 | —=— Ll | e e [ .1 1.9 .2 .2
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn. 56.2 | ——— o8 | | e | —— .9 2.1 .1 11
68 | Trenton, N. J,—m——v—mewmem——q 72.4 R R B ) 2.3 .3 .3
69 | Sp , Wash. 48,2 | ——— | 4.5 |—— | ——|—~—o (&) 1.1 .2 1.8
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.——————eveemmed 74,1 | ;o | mvmer jommmem | 1,6 | e | (1) .7 .3 .1
71 | Camden, N, J.==~mmmememm——m———i 71.9 a4 e (Y | — | () 2.% .1 .2
72 | Brie, Pa. e 84,8 | = VB e | e | o e | (D) .2
73 | Fall River, Mass. e e T2 B Rl e el i B+ B el B 2.1 (Y (&)
74 | Cambridge, Mass.-. e T T A e I o5 | —— (] 1.5 20 (Y
75 { Wilmington, Del,-——wm———e-—-nd 56,8 | ——=— R e 2] 1.5 .3 2.0
76 | Elizabeth, N, J,=r—-m=e——ma —a 78.0| (}) 3.7 | mmmmm | e | e 1] 2.8 .3 .1
77 | Reading, Pa.—smw-mur——r——-— 8l.4 o3 [wmmem | 1.8 | e .1 .5 .2 .3
78 | Knoxville, Tenn. e 2 Rl B Rl e .5 1.8 .7
79 | New Bedford, Mass.———————=~d 56,2 | emoem | oo [ —— | 8| (V) (&) 1.9 | (Y (&)
80 77,8 | e | e | e 4| ——— 51 .2 .2 .2
81 48,8 | ~=—m= | 8.5 | mmemm | e | omem .8 .1 1.8
82 89,9 | —mm— | mmmem | f oo | e ()] .3 .2 1.1
83 7704 | ———= | 14 |meeme e | e W31 1.7 .7 .7
84 71,4 | ——men 1 - S N B R 5.1 .2 .8
85 71,9 | mmmm B e ] 3] 2.9 .2 .4
86 74,0 (}) |- jo———| .8 |w——m .1 .3 .2 .1
87 74,5 | o e b | 8 e | (D) 1.4 .1 .1
88 | Duluth, Minn,-~-w—m—semm—neeod 76,5 | —==— A a 1| 2.0 .2 .3
89 | Lowell, Mass,~—mmm—mmmmm—wm—mad 67,4 | ———= | ~—=—o — | e = 2B (M) | ()
90 | Utica, No Yo~——-—mm — 71.8 [ 9 | e | 2o | e (&) .1 .1 .2
91 | Waterbury, Conn — 878 | e e [ 2,3 [ e W1 .3 2
92 | Lynn, Mass.— T A R R 8| (&) 3.9 .1 bt
93 | Evansville, Ind.—- —~ 67.8 | ——v e N - S .5 4 .2 3
94 | E1 Paso, Tex,-——————-c=mrmmre— 67,8 | ~mwre o5 | e | ———— 1.4 .7 .S 1.0
Honolulu, Hawsii ? ~m————eee—r | 53,6 | ~=—=r | 1,4 {em—em | (}) |=-—-| 10.8| 3,1 .7 1.7

X Less than 1/20 of 1 percent.

2 No revenues of county government are included.
2 Not included in group or grand totals.

For explanation

see p. 8.
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REVENUES, BY MAJOR SOURCES: 1938--Continued
USE OF MONEY
AND PROPERTY FROM OTHER AGENCIES Spe-
cial | Charg-
Contri~ | as- |es for
Dona~
Pen— butions | sess- | cur—
é orrY Tnter— B::::i' Shared sion ti::’ Un~ from ments | rent
State | Grants | as- claimed | public~ | for ser-
eat royal- con-
» ties taxes sess— |, v~ | ROREYS service | cut~ | vices
3 ments | oy ons enter- | lays
prises
GROUP III.—CITTES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 T0 300,000-—Continued
49 | Nashville, Tenn, — 0.4 0.1 0.9] 26.1] 0.4 ol} (Y 1.8| 0.7 1.9
50| J 1lle, Fla. | e | e | 15,6 L8| (1) (&) 32.3] 2.3 1.8
51| Grand Rapids, Mich. Lz} (Y 3.6 16.4 B (3 | m—— 2. 3.5 8.6
52 | New Haven, Comn. .7 W1 2.2 6.9 1.1 .2 1) .2 2.7
53 | Long Beach, Calif. .3 .2 .5 22,1 20 Y (] 6.2 1.2 2.2
54 | Des Moines, Iowa——————-| .5 W1} —— 1.6 L7 (&) (1) | —eemmee .6 2.8
55 | Miami, Flas=—e—e—m——od (1) [69] .8 9.8 .2 21 (Y .61 2.4 2.0
56 | Springfield, Mass.~—-—{ (1) (&) 8.1| 18.4] 1.2 2] (Y | —— .5 5.2
57 | Flint, Mich, —mm—mem——df 1.2 () 11| z20.8 .8 | ——— 7| 44| 100
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah—-- B (Y 17.8 .6 (&) (&) A 2.4 4.4
59 | Bridgeport, Conn. 2 2 2.7 5.6 L2| () |e—— 1.1 2.7
60 | Tulsa, Okla. N K .4 5| 1706 | e 0.2 —— 1.5
61 | Norfolk, Va,——- 2.4 .2 1.9 8.5 .5 (&) 1.0 .3 4.0
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. .3 .3 3.8| 12.4 9 (1) | | e | 3.8 .7
63 | Scranton, Pa.-——--——- 51 (Y 3.6 8.9 | 1.9 3 2.8 .9
64 | Paterson, N. J,~————~-— ~ 81 (Y [©) 6.6 1.9 . () | ————— — 3.7
65 | Albany, N. Y. ——rj | — 6.5| 17| 1l4] (1) |emmm—e|————] 3.1 1.6
66 | Kansas City, Kans,——- .8 .1 PR30 [ U I R (@) 1] 4.8 1.3
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn, s 5.4| 24,1 .5 S O B e - | 5.1
68 | Trenton, N Jy———--—-—o- 1.0 | e | 10,8 | 1.5 | meeeem | e 4.1 .2 3.2
89 | Spokane, Wash. WL 3.7 25,7 .6 1 () | ~———1 8.8 5.1
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind,——w——-q Al 3.0 16.5 .9 .1 ~ | mm——mee | 1.0 1.5
71 | Camden, N. J,———e—emwm—r .8 .3 (* 16.7 1.3 (%) | ——e— .4 .2 1.0
72 | Brie, Pa,———~————m——] .2 1 2.8 6.6{ l.4|———|[ (1 1.2 .8 1.7
73 | Fall River, Mass,————- 4 .4 16.4 16.5] 1.3 (&) (@) 2,8 | meee 1.1
74 | Cambridge, Mass,———-——d 1.1 | (*) 9.5 10.8| 1.0 I 1 — 1] (Y 1.7
75 | Wilmington, Del,———-d 1,5 .2 .3| 33.6 .3 A | ———— 2.0 1.0
76 { Elisgbeth, N, J,———— .6 2 () 1.0} L7 (Y | ———— (&) .6 .9
77 | Reading, Pa,—=—w————ad .4 2.3 8.8 1.4 (1) | e .2 .8 1.6
78 { knoxville, Tenn,-——-———- 1.9 (M) 7 26.7 .9 Q| e | e 1.4 2.9
79 | New Bedford, Mass.-———f 81 (Y 17.0{ 19,4 L[ () |~—mmm .5 1.7
80 | Gary, Ind.~—meem——m———-- | —— 3.0] 16.2 6] (Y —— .1 1.5
81 | Tacowa, Wash. .2 4 41| 29.8 R (&) (&) .6 .1 6.3
82 | Canton, Ohig-=—we———meud 1,5 8.9 17.6| 1.2] (}) |—eeoe| ]| 5.9 3.5
83 | Wichita, Kang.-—e-———e-i 2 (M .6 .3 A0 (Y A em———] 7.4 8.1
84 | Tampa, Fla,=—r~emeemmeeed 1,0 (1) |——-mem| 14,7 IS [ e N 6] .7 .6 4.6
85 | Peoria, I1l,————me—mmvmmdi .3 2| ————| 14.8 By Y 5.2 3.2
86 | South Bend, Ind. . o3 | —— 3,5 18,6 RERNG) () | —————] (Y 1.4
87 | Somerville, Nass.,————| o2 | e 5.5 14.8| 1,3]-—o- 3 (Y .8
88 | Duluth, Minn,——-———a———- 2.9 .8 51 11.4 1.2 (&) —— 1.5 2.9
89 | Lowell, Mass,~————————o| AN 9.9 16,9 1.1{-wwme | e | —m —_— .2 1.9
90 | Utica, N, Y.———er——rf o2 | 5.2 18.4| 1.8 (&) .8 .5
91 | Waterbury, Conn. e 2N 2.4 2.5 1.1 .2 —— .7 2.0
92 | Lynn, Mass.=——w———mmm—] .5 .2 8.6 16.3( 1.3 [6e) 2.4 .3 2.5
93 | Evanaville, Ind.-— .2 it 2.5 16.0 .8 Y ———— ] 2.8 7.7
94 | E1 Paso, Tex. W51 (Y | ———| 20.9 .2 ©) JESHESISRETR, N 6.5
Honolulu, Hawaii? —— (%) (&) 7.9 13,1 -~ B |- 227 4.7
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TABLE &

Revenues of the 94 cities 1n 1938 from general property taxes and other
local taxes are shown In greater detall in table 6. General property tax re-
ceipts have been considered also in the opening discussion of this section.

General property taxes.-—General property taxes ylelded approximately
$1,815,000,000 to the 94 cities in 1938, an increase of approximately $48,000,000
over 1937. After general property tax yields reached their peak in 1930, such
recelpts, it will be observed, remained comparatively stable, with the greatest
fluctuation being a decline of $102,000,000 in the 1934 yield as compared with
1930. 8ince 1924 slight increases are shown., Concomitant with this discussion,
it may be of interest to refer to Section D, Assessed Valuations and Tax Levies,
which shows, in contrast to the stabillty of property tax recelpts, a continuous
decline in the assessed valuatlons upon which these taxes were levied from 1930
to 1938, except for the years 1936 and 1938, which show an increase over the
respective years immediately preceding,

The figures shown in the accompanying statement General property taxes
indicate the trend of general property tax ylelds over (In thousands)
the thirteen-year period, 1926 to 1938, inclusive. B
From these data it will be seen that general property 1926 $1,490,000
tax receipts in 1938 were higher than even in the peak 1828 1,708,000
vear ot 15%. | D

In contrast to the municipal sltuation is that of 1934 1:698:OOO
the State. Whereas the property tax has remained a 1936 1,726,000
stable and substantial source of municipal revenue, 1t 1937 1,767,000
has fallen in the past 25 years to a position of small 1938 1,815,000

importance as a source of revenue on the State level.”

Current and prior years' levies.—Receipts from general property taxes
are classified to show collectlons on 1levies for the current year reported,
collections from prior years' levies, and collections from penalties and inter-
est on delinquent taxes. It will be observed that 14,5 percent of total re-
ceipts from general property taxes were from prior years' levies, reflecting in
part the efficient and aggressive tax collection methods pursued by some local
governments and in part the improved economic status of property owners.

Other local taxes.— The phrase "Other local taxes," as used here, is to
be distinguished from the same phrase as used 1n tables 3, 4, and 5, for in the
present case 1t 1s exclusive of 1licenses and permits. It includes property
taxes other than on assessed valuations, business taxes (but not business 1i-
censes), sales taxes, poll taxes, and other miscellaneous local taxes. Recelpts
from these sources in 1938 totaled $125,683,000, or 4.5 percent of the total
city revenues. FEach of these classifications Is discussed separately below.

Property taxes on other than assessed valuation.-—This classification
includes taxes upon property which differ from the general property tax partic-
ularly in the manner of thelir levy. Such taxes may be imposed upon the property
of corporations levied upon the basis of the amount of corporate stock, corpo-
rate indebtedness, or of both corporate stock and indebtedness, or on any basls
other than an assessed valuation appllied to all property of the corporation.
They include taxes levied wupon savings banks and kindred corporations in pro-
portion to a certain specified portion of deposits, as thelr excess above the
value of specified investments; taxes upon 1life insurance corporatlons assessed
upon the basis of the valuations of their pollicies; and all specific taxes upon
property, such as taxes upon land at a specified amount per acre, taxes upon
horses, mules, and other animals at a specified amount per head, taxes upon ves-
sels at a specified amount per registered ton, and taxes upon grain at a speel-
fled amount per bushel. From this group of taxes the citles derived $1,008,000
in revenue in 1938, more than 80 percent of which came from taxes on bank de-
posits and corporate shares in Baltimore,

Business taxes.—Business taxes are taxes upon business activity exacted
in proporticn to the volume of business and computed through a levy which mea-~
sures activity by earnings, premiums, etc. They include the taxes on insurance

7Cf. the companion volume Financlal Statistics of States: 1938,
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premiums, on earnings or income of banks and corporatlons, and those on public
utilities based on gross or net Iincome. Total revenue from these taxes was
$49,883,000 in 1938.

Sales taxes.— A detailed discussion of sales taxes 1s presented in the
introduction to the revenue section. Total revenues Iin 1938 from sales taxes
were $66,995,000, of which sum New York produced $53,378,000.

Poll taxes.— A number of cities, particularly in Connecticut, Indiana,
Magsachusetts, and Pennsylvanla, derived small sums from the poll tax. The to-
tal in 1938 was $2,129,000.

All other taxes.-—Reported here are local taxes other than those sepa-
rately classified, including mortgage and 1nheritance taxes, stock transfer
taxes, and taxes on legal instruments. Total revenues from such taxes in 1938
were $5,668,000. The largest amount was $5,238,000 in unemployment compensation
taxes in Washington, D. C., the city collecting what 1In effect is a State tax.
The amounts shown here are exclusive of business and nonbusiness licenses and
permits, which are presented in table 7.

TABLE 7

Licenses and permits.—Revenues of the 94 clities from 1licenses and per-
mits are reported in table 7. This group of revenues, totaling $55,969,000 in
1938, falls into three general classifications--licenses and permits for use of
street, business licenses, and nonbusiness licenses and permits. They may have
been imposed primarily for regulation, with the revenue aspect 1ncidental to
the regulation, or they may have been imposed chlefly for revenue purposes with
regulation only an incidental aspect.

Licenses and permits for use of street.-—Revenues from 1licenses and
permits for use of streets totaled $14,142,000, the largest item being $9,452,000
realized from licenses and fees imposed locally on motor vehicles. Chicago ac-
counted for over 53 percent of the latter amount. A rather interesting source
of revenue within this group, because of its comparative newness, 1s the
$1,345,000 derived from parking meters. There were 19 clties receiving income
from this source in 1938, the largest amount reported belng $205,000 received
by Houston, Texas. It 18 to be noted that In none of the cities with a popula-
tion of 500,000 or over were parking meters used as a revenue device.

Business licenses.-——Revenues from business licenses amounted to $36,760,~
000, approximately two-thirds of total receipts from licenses and permits. Li-
censes on the wholesalers and retailers of liquor and beer produced revenues of
$17,677,000. During 1938, revenues from this source are reported for 53 of the
94 cities, the largest single item being the amount of $5,726,000 reported for
the city of Chicago. The next largest amount of revenue within the business
license group 1s derlved from certaln commercial activities subject to safety
regulation and inspection, such as auto service stations, peddlers, Junk dealers,
pawn shops, and dealers In explosives, firearms, and inflammable materials.

Nonbusiness licenses and permits.—-Revenues from nonbusiness 1licenses
and permits, other than for use of streets, totaled $5,067,000, the largest
amount being derived from permits and licenses for bullding construction and
equipment, including excavation, blasting, wrecking, elevators, plumbing, etc.
Other sources of income within this group are of negligible importance in the
municipal revenue structure.

Revisions in license classification.—Numerous refinements have been
made In the presentation of statistics of revenues from licenses and permits,
detalls being set forth in figure 4 on pages 26-29.

407809 O—41—>
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TABLE 7.—REVENUES FROM LICENSES AND PERMITS: 1938

(Expressed in thousands)

61

OTHER LOCAL TAXES (CONTINUED FROM TABLE 6)

Licenses ard permita for use

Other licenses and permits

of gtreet

" CITY Business licenses

'g Total Motor |Other [ Park- | Street Alco- Police
] vehi-~ |vehi- | ing privi- holic and Anuse—
E- cles |cles |meters | leges bever— Health 2:2: ment

© age tive
Grand totel-————————- $55,969 || $9,452 | $103 | $1,345 | $3,242 | $17,677 | $5,462 | $4,388 | $2,128
Group I 35,614 7,743 42 | ——-— | 2,735 | 11,125 2,368 | 5,251 [ 1,342
Group II. _— 7,472 867 29 376 85 3,102 332 465 290
Group IIT——w——me—. 12,883 1,042 32 970 422 5,450 762 873. 496

GROUP I,-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y.-- $4,944 || ————- | | $1,468 | ———— $417 | $1,559 $577
2 Chicago, I1l.-——— 15,331 || $5,021 | (#) 1,027 | $5,726 804 629 282
3 Philadelphia, Pa. 543 || —-—— [ == 15 127 102 62
4 Detroit, Mich,.——. 1,054 159 | ~e—em 38 209 157 36
5 Los Angeles, Calif. 2,328 {| —~-—- $12 14 334 279 109
6 Cleveland, Ohio-- 204 || ———rm | —meme 15 40 86 18
7 Baltimore, Md.———— 1,192 | - | === 23 37 |~ 1
8 St. Louis, Mo.—~--e——-o 1,882 U~ e 42 32 39
9 Boston, Mass.— —4 1,841 ——— 66 42 49 8l
10 Pittsburgh, Pa,-— = 218 2 2 16 27 45
11 San Francisco, Calif 447 2 1 93 85 27
12 Washington, D. C.-—— - 4,458 — 27 133 247 16
13 Milwaukee, Wis.-—-——-- 854 n 11 25 11 18
14 Buffalo, N, Y, — ] 230 ———— 13 48 8 32
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING 4 POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, la.—- $1,770 $117 48 $17 | $1,019 $1 $25 $42
16 Minneapolis, Minn 689 || ———— 7 1 352 50 97 42
17 Cincinnati, Ohio-. 197 8 1 4| oo 4 28 35
18 Newark, N, J,-——e—m-m 819 2 |~ 826 31 34 34
19 Kansas City, Mo,———-—- o221 ) ER— 16 2
20 Indianapolis, Ind ~ —————— 25 17 8
21 Houston, Tex.---—. 101 6 11 ———
22 Seattle, Wash,——vewee~o——o 33 60 56
23 Rochester, N. Y. 21 s 12
24 Louisville, Ky. B84 70 15
25 Denver, Colo. 34 71 16
26 | Portland, Oreg. 41 17 18
27 Jersey City, N. 10 10 5
28 Columbus, Ohio* 11 13 7
GROUF IIT.-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

29 Oakland, Calif. $492 F 3 1: I S [, U, [———
30 Atlanta, Ga.-—- 822 ——— $2
31 Dallas, Tex. 265 9 8
32 Memphis, Tenn. 525 $259 2 13
33 St. Paul, Mimn 363 || ——=-m—m 1 7
34 | Toledo, Ohio-- PR | — 4 58
35 | Birmingham, Ala,-— 4 757 19 1 134 136 39 18
36 San Antonio, Tex. — 244 | e p 1| 137 | cmeee 24 12 36 1
37 Providence, R. I. | 500 2 1 321 7 19 14
38 Akron, Ohio-. ~ 27 | -=—=-—~ (%) | —mem—e ké 3 6
38 Omaha, Nebr.------- 585 116 37 223 8 8 12
40 Dayton, Ohio-—- 62 2 em——m 2 16 5 8
41 Syracuse, N. Y. — 85 ———e ————— 8 16 14
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla - 207 3 1:J) [ U, 19 13
43 | San Diego, Calif. - 162 2 2 8 23 7
44 Worcester, Mass,-—. 268 || —emmmm | mmemm (#) 5 10 4

*Less than $500.

1 No revenues of county government are included.

For explanation see p. 8.
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T#BLE 7.—~—REVENUES FROM LICENSES AND PERMITS:

(Expressed in thousands)

1938 —Continued

OTHER LOCAL TAXES (CONTINUED FR(M TABLE 6)

Licenses and permits for use

Other licenses and permits

of street
CITY Buainess licenses
13
o
g Total Motor | Other |Park- |Street | ,, Pelice
& vehi- [vehi- | ing privi- holic and Amuse—
oy cles [cles |meters | leges bever. Health | pro- ment
e - tec—
~
© age tive
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000--Continued
45 | Richmond, Va,-—---— $011 $222 -3 1) [p—— $44 $42 $27 $34 314
46 Fort Worth, Tex. g 135 || m—mmee | ——— $95 1 16 | ~mem 9 1
47 Youngstown, Ohio--. 59 || —eeeme 2 ¥ T [P PS—— 17 7 6
48 Hartford, Comn,-— 57 || =—mm—m {») |7 IE—— 1 5 4
49 Nashville, Tenn.-- 197 45 ¢ (#) | e —— 14 22 18 S
50 Jacksonville, Fla. 2 T | [ — ———" ———— [21: 15 (S — (%)
51 Grand Repids, Mich 80 | ————— ] (%) (%) 20 21 5
52 New Haven, Conn.-- 47 (€5 J [em— 7 1 5 4
53 | Long Beach, Calif. 356 1 65 26 (%) f ) [p——
54 200 m———— | e 10 83 1 41 7
55 692 47 (%) 118 100 31 29
56 197 (») 5 150 S 4 16
57 1,30 | p—— PR [ 8 6 6
58 Salt Lske City, Utah- 201 30 11 80 35 15 18
59 Brid t, Conn. 25 || —m—mmm ———— | ————— 1 1 (%) 2 4
60 | Tulsa, Okla.- 53 1 §1 mmmmmn | () [ [ - 13
61 Norfolk, Va.- 623 193 2 21 (%) 42 30 28
82 Yonkers, N. Y. 87 | —meme | mmmn | e [ 6 24 3
83 Scranton, Pa.- 69 3 40 5 3 5 4
64 | Paterson, N. J.-——emm—wrqf 282 || ——m | e 5 5 178 7 12
65 | Albany, N. Y.——-m-r-m--mmq 22 || memme | 2omm 1| e 2( (%) 1
86 Kanses City, Kans. 100 5 17 | w—— (%)
67 Chattanooga, Tenn. - 123 1| e | —o— ———
€8 Trenton, N, J.-—- - 194 5 152 1 13
69 pok , Wash. 80 RIS, (— 11 25
70 Fort Wayne, Ind.— 35 || ——mm | (€2 N [R=—— 12 2 2
71 | Camden, N. J.-— . 175 1 126 7 16 3
72 Erie, Pa.w———— — 4 el el I (%) 2
73 Fall River, Mass.- s 123 (%) 107 1 6 6
74 Cambridge, Mass,———————- 154 (x) 126 3 8 2
75 Wilmington, Del.-———ou—mnf 86 (%) 2 15 8 7
76 Elizabeth, N. J. 178 3 143 2 ? 5
77 Reading, Pa.- 33 3 16 1 2
78 Knoxville, Tenn. 118 —— 4 14 13 8
79 New Bedford, Mass.-——————-- 120 (%) 103 2 4 5
80 18 1 4 2
81 37 4 12 10
82 22 2 2 3
83 101 3 7 13
84 271 18 20 3
85 Peoria, Il1l.--—- 186 16 115 6 3 3
88 | South Bend, Ind. 20 ) E— 5 (%) 2
87 Somerville, Mass 95 {#%) 7% 3 8 3
88 Duluth, Ninn.- 11 (%) 89 9 7 2
89 Lowell, Mass. 108 ————— 94 3 2 7
20 Utica, N. Y.———o—n 15 (€73 I Ee—— 1 1 5
91 Waterbury, Conns—- 26 4 (%) 2 1
92 | Iynn, Mass.---- 4 130 1 2 13
93 Evansville, Ind. — 45 —— 4 3
94 EL Paso, TexX,-—-—-——-——xf 75 (#) 7 6 4 1
Honolulu, Hawait?® ———— 1,087 787 18| oo | e 184 |4 [p— —_

* Less than $500.
2 Not included in group or gramd totals,
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TABLE 7.—REVENUES FROM LICENSES AND PERMITS: 1938—Continued

(Expressed in thousends)

63

OTHER LOCAL TAXES (CONTINUED FROM TABLE 6)—Continued

Other licenses and permits—Continued

Business licenses—Continued

Nonbusiness licenses and permite

CITY Build-
[ Profes- ing
2 Manu- | e |sional struc-
g fac- | opan- | ama | M1 |aniear | MO imurgad | pure | A
tur- disin _ |other riage d other
- ing 8ing | occupa. an
hort tional equip-
o ment
Crand total——e——memma—o $375 [$3,709 | $2,677 |$2,344 [$1,292 | $427 $16 183,107 | $225
Group I-emwmmm e o e e 242 | 2,064 1,310 507 747 308 8| 1,673 149
Group II— 5 - 359 573 328 242 81 1 525 13
Group IIT—vewmmm e et 128 | 1,286 794 | 1,508 303 38 8 809 83
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 $316 $247 —— $28
2 1,060 170 $76 20
3 67 ? 28 16
4 87 35 220 16
5 319 223 663 3
8 Cleveland, Ohio— 7 9 41 13
7 Baltimore, Md,-——-—--mmmere — - 9| ——— 76 | -~
8 St. Louis, Mo.——- ] 9 50 1353 7 7 14 54 | emvmm
9 Boston, Maas.-— ———— 1= 29 15 €62 35
10 Pittsburgh, Pa.————-—-. - — 11 30 19 61 5
11 San Francisco, Calif. 12 76 19 13 83 [~
12 Washington, D, C.--- 20 338 48 | cooum 129 4
13 Milwaukee, Wis.- 61 12 28 2 87 5
12 Buffalo, N. Y,-——-—omm—ee —_—— 25 42 21 8 22 5
GROUP II.—~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La.—— $221 $194 $98 37 $15 | (%)
16 Minneapolis, Minn,—--. $ (%) 62 4 18 46 | -
17 Cincinnati, Ohi 10 2 43 601 ()
18 Newark, N. J.———-—o 6 6 (%) 12 54 $2
19 Kansas City, Mo, S [P e 8 185 20 82 | -
20 Indianapolis, Ind.——- (%) (») ] {») R 34 8
21 Houston, Tex. —— 9 14 3 74 2
22 Seattle, Wash, ~—————m~—e—cmoe] —ome 2 25 11 26 8 | e 48 | (%)
23 Rochester, N. Y. ———— ] ———— 5 |~ 32 4§ 12 § e
24 Louisville, Xy.———--—v-—muuer 2 51 mn 11 3| 27 | —emm
25 Denver, Colo.- — 30 1 39 8 12| (#)
6 Portland, Oreg — 2 35 2 34 [ I, 57 | e
27 | Jersey City, N. J. b U I [p— 3 6 $1 [- 3 [p—
28 Columbus, Ohio ! ———e—mmeee S [, - J) p— SNSRI, SV P, a7 1
OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 $234 35
30 841 10
31 ——— 3
32 Memphis, Tenn.— 6 17
33 St. Paul, Minn S 16 | e 4
34 Toledo, OhiO———m—meemm e ey 9 9
35 | Birmingham, Ala,———-— 68 198 104 18 [ — L3 —
36 San Antonio, Tex. 1 8 3 [— —— o 1 —
37 Providence, R. I —m | e 2 $4 § —eem 13 $1
38 Akron, Ohio- - S 4 [ESNISNENIS USRS S
58 3 5 26 PRIV . a7 8
40 [ 5 [T [RSNUS, |ENEG, 14
41 U— 21 (%) 21 2 9
42 Oklahoma City, Okla. 2 15 § - 7 e 29 32
43 | San Diego, Calif, SN 52 4 bR — 51—
44 Worcester, Mass,-- —-—— 1 2 1 6 . I I [f—— 2
* Less than $500. 1 No revenves of county government are included. For explanation see p. 8.
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TABLE 7.—REVENUES FROM LICENSES AND PERMITS: 1938—Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
OTHER LOCAL TAXES (CONTINUED FROM TABLE 8)-—Continued
Other licenses and permits—Continued
Business licenses—Continued Nonbusiness licenses and permits
" CITY Build-
@ Profes— ing
2 Manu- | o | aional struc—
[} fac-~ A1 Mar- A1
FS chan- and Animal Burial { ture
- fi.:r- dising | occupa- other riage and - othar
b g tional equip-
© ment
GROUP III,~-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TQ 300,000-—Continued
45 | Richmond, Va.--——w—m—iemeemed $6 | $389 $97 $17 $18 | e | cmemom | e e
46 | Fort Worth, Tex,—-—~—————— 2 3 1 $7 |~
47 Youngstown, Ohi: —— 1 121 (%)
48 Hartford, Conn.--—————mee—med e 38 | (#)
49 Nashville, Tenn,—————w———---o 2 44 31 9 | e
50 | Ji ille, Fla. (#) | - RN, U
51 Orand Rapids, Mich.—————ecm—nyf (%) 3 {n) 30| (%)
52 New Haven, Conn,--- —r-—— 5 9 $10
53 Long Beach, Calif —————— 1 70 | —mme
54 Des Moines, Iowa—————m———m—d —— 44 [ 21| (#)
55 Miami, Fla.--————-a-! 15 48 159 B3 | e
56 Springfield, Mass —— 2 (%) 12 | e
57 | Flint, Mich,——-—- (%) 1 -3
58 Salt Lake City, Utah—————cd - [ ~ommemn 8 Y ——
59 | Bridgeport, Conn. e 4| 4 e 8| (»)
60 Tulsa, Okla, oo e | o —_— 19 | —meeee (%) 14 | ——
61| Norfolk, Va.-— 7 175 51 18 | —~eeer
82 Yonkers, N. Y. — 1 1 4 31 (»)
63 Seranton, Pa.- — (%) 2 31 (»)
64 Paterson, N, J.—==——e—————euv. e Pt 2 2 120 (»)
65  Albany, N. Y.————- s 1 N S,
66 Kansas City, Kans,—-w—w-ceimed coeme | comeee 68 [ —
87 Chattancoga, Tenn. 83 | em———— § | wwa—a
68 Trenton, N. J,=——-mmo——a—uumrq 1 1 |- [E—
89 POk , Wash, 5 S () | ———o
70 Fort Wayne, Ind.—-c—ewa—e—net (%) 1 s 121 (#)
71 Camden, N. J.- 1 1 12 4 1
72 Erie, Pa.- - N 2 1
73 Fall River, Mass,—. -~ (€ N [y [PRSTUNE - J) PRV PRR——"—" ——
74 Cawbridge, Mass.-—-——-—-w—— 1 1 {#) 10 1
75 | Wilmington, Del,--————-~o~ee—d 4 15 16 [ P
76 | Elizabeth, N. J. —— (%) 18 | o
7 Reading, Pa,—————~—amemeee—aed meem | e 1 8| (=)
8 Knoxville, Tenn. -~ 14 15| 25| mmmemm | mmeem | e | s —
79 | New Bedford, Mass.——————-—nd ——— 2 (%) (%) (%)
80 Gary, Ind.———————cemm—ed (#) (%) ——— 1 8
81 Tacoma, Wash, 3 4 1 3
82 Canton, Ohio-- 3 3 e 8
83 Wichita, Kans. 3 18 15 12 | e
84 Tampa, Fla.—— 60 10 108 1 8 | m———e
85 Paoria, Ill,-———v—m—m—memmmnnq ——— 12 p U IR 1 9| (%)
86 South Bend, Ind. (#) 2 (») 2 [} [p——
87 Somervills, Mass,— 1 () —— | ——— 4 1
88 Duluth, Minn.—--—— (#) (%) 4 [} [p—
89 | Lowell, Mass,— e el el B € )] Pl EFRE
90 | Utica, N. Yoo e | (%) b (PO 5 L1 — 1) [—
91 1 P [pe—— 3 p I [E—— 12| (%)
92 1| (%) (*) | ——— 2 3| (w)
93 8 2 (%} 4| - 3 [P
94 El1 Paso, Tex,e--—-~m—-mmmw————ad (%) 1 2 | e 2 | e | e 11 | e
Honolulu, Hawaii ? e ewmwmmnd 2 25 1 16 § | mmmme | e 44| (»

* Less than $500.
? Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 8

Revenues from the 94 cities from fines, forfelts, and penalties, from in-
terest on deposits and investments, and from rents and royalties are shown in
table 8. During 1938, $70,482,000 was realized from these sources, or 2.5 per-
cent of total municipal revenue. .

Fines, forfeits, and penalties.—Revenues during 1938 from fines, for-
feits, and penaltlies amounted to $12,983,000, which was derived almost entirely
from fines imposed for the commisslon of offenses and for the neglect of offi-
cial duty. New York received the largest revenue from this source, followed by
Chicago and Detroit, while Fall River recelved the lowest.

Interest.~Revenue in the amount of $49,714,000 was realized from interest
earned on investments by several types of funds, the most important being the
earnings on assets of sinking funds and public trust funds. The larger part of
such municipal income was reported by the cities in population group I. Reve-
nues from interest on bank deposits totaled $871,000, approximately 87 percent
of which represented interest drawn on general fund deposits.

Rents and royalties.-—Revenues in the amount of $6,815,000 are reported
in 1938 for 85 of the 94 citles as reuts or royalties derived from miscellaneous
real estate, investment properties, and properties held by public trust and in-
vestment funds. Philadelphia received $2,578,000 from these sources, the major
portion of which is rents from the lease of extensive properties held in the
Girard Trust Funds. The major portion of Oklahoma City's revenue under this
classification, which amounted to approximately one-tenth of all revenue re-
celved by the city in 1938, was from oil and gas royalties.

407809 O-—41——5
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TABLE 8,-—REVENUES FROM FINES, FORFEITS, AND PENALTIES AND FROM USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY: 1938

(Expressed in thousands)
FINES, FORFEITS, AND PENALTIES USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY
“ Interest
L3
2 CITY Pen— On bank deposits On investments Rents
] For- and
H Total Fines al- Total
S Telts | yies Public Public royal-
s General | Sinking trust All Sinking trust A1l ties
1) funds funds funds other funds funds other
Grand total $12,983 $12,878 $96 | ¢8 $57,499 $759 398 $9 $5 $21,684 $26,578 $1,592 $6,815
Group I 7,671 7,604 62 5 46,447 594 26 1 3 15,870 23,928 1,008 5,017
Group IT 1,953 1,949 4 -_ 5,366 57 40 1 2 2,537 1,718 365 646
Group IIT. 3,359 3,328 31 3 5,686 109 31 7 1 3,236 931 R19 1,151
GROUP I1.-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N, Y. $2,373 $2,319 $54 | — $22,663 $65 — $8,889 $13,220 $22 $467
2 Chicago, Ill. 1,058 1,056 —_— - 4,320 26 —_— 25 2,967 349 952
35 | Philadelphia, Pa. 296 381 5 | ~— 9,646 35 () 4,837 2,158 31 2,578
4 | Detroit, Mich. 1,019 1,019 (%) | — 181 —— a—— 18 117 2 44
5 | Los Angeles, Calif. 842 842 (%) | ~ 1,405 197 R 777 363 68
[ Cleveland, Ohi R97 297 —— - 633 82 — 344 17 160 2
? Baltimore, Md. 58 58 (%) — 1,683 (%) —— 899 708 16 58
8 St. Louis, Mo. 247 242 (%) $5 482 4 — 49 259 12 157
9 Boston, Mass. 199 198 1 -— 2,576 1 ——— 403 1,845 ———— 328
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 184 184 | e | —— 449 105 $3 152 65 33 81
11 San Francisco, Calif. 186 186 -— — 1,057 48 —— ] eme——— 884 —— 125
12 | Washington, D. C. 532 531 1| — 460 1 [N 3688 | —mme—m—e 71
13 Milwaukee, Wis. 199 199 —_—— -— 87 (*) — 215 519 21 51
14 Buffalo, N, Y. 81 81 —— -— a5 29 3 ——— (*) 38 2 (%) 13
GRQUP II.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 New Orleans, La. $142 $142 —_— - $364 $16 ——— -— $1 $207 $41 $73
16 Minneapolis, Minn. 144 144 —— — 649 (%) ———- - 128 514 1 [}
17 | Cincinnati, Ohi 238 238 | —m— | - 1,303 [ (%) | - 639 400 126 124
18 | Newark, N. J. 138 138 — 1,022 [ J p— —_— | - 752 44 46 179
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 37 37 -— 170 1 (%) — e 127 10 27 5
20 Indisnapolis, Ind. 34 34 — = 47 (%) — ——— 28 17 1 (%)
21 Houston, Tex. 152 149 $3 — 197 2 2 — -— 132 5 2 53
22 Seattle, Wash. 252 251 1 -— 375 (#) | e — 14 R75 80 _7
23 Rochester, N. Y. 48 48 —— - 171 12 R $2 75 2 57 22
24 Louisville, Ky. 51 51 —— -— 315 2 | = —_— -— 208 37 ———— 88
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25 Denver, Colo. 87 87 _— -— 102 2 —— -— -— 3 52 (%)
26 Portland, Oreg. 221 221 -— -— 197 5 ——— m—— — 77 86 4
27 Jersey City, N. J. 28 28 —— - 304 9 1 $1 — 242 47 (%)
28 | Columbus, Ohdo? 382 382 | e | — 153 1 1 () — 110 23 (%)

GROUP IYI.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 Oakland, Calif. $180 $180 _— -— $35 $30 ——— — Camarm $3 ——— $2
30 Atlanta, Ga. 230 227 _— $3 38 — ——— — — 25 $5 ——
51 Dallas, Tex. 142 142 _— -— 57 5 $17 — (%) 20 1 7
32 Meaphis, Tenn. 103 103 — -— 28 (%) —— — —_— 20 1 3
33 | st. Paul, Minn, 83 8% | - | — 611 — () ———— [ - 505 40 6
34 Toledo, Ohi 26 96 (#) — 97 2 — — 62 R7 3
35 Birminghaa, Als. 232 228 $3 -_— 1138 —— — (%) 43 3 46
36 San Antonio, Tex. 15 15 — _ 13 € — (%) — 5 ——— ———
37 | Providence, R. I. 47 47 (#) | — 560 9 | ——- (® | — 335 180 [
38 Akron, Ohi 58 58 —— -— 138 ——— ——— (%) — 110 12 1
39 Omaha, Nebr. 41 35 5 - 84 — —— —— — 76 ? (#)
40 | Dayton, Ohio— 75 75 | m——m | — 87 —_— | | — 47 5 10
41 | Syracuse, N. Y. 79 79 | —— | — 15 6 | — (*) | — () -
42 Oklshoma City, Okla. 103 103 — — 762 R —— (#) — 147 —— ——
43 San Diego, Calif, 157 157 — — 76 —_— —_— $1 —— ——— 48 20
4“4 Worcester, Mass. 10 10 — —_— 10 e ———— —— — 4 106 ———
45 Richmond, Va. 54 54 — -_ 540 —— {*) — 523 7 8
46 Fort Worth, Tex. 57 57 ——— -— 80 (%) {n) — 46 —— [P
47 | Young 5 Ohi. 45 45 | e | — 14 1 (*) RS B [ —
48 Hartford, Conn. 3 30 2 — 165 4 —— — — 121 13 5
49 Nashville, Tenn. 41 41 —— — 27 — —— — —_— 4 15 4
50 Jacksonville, Fla. 32 3R —_— — 8 (%) —— — —_— 8 (%) ——
51 Grand Rapids, Mich. 47 47 —— — 79 ——— — — —_— 75 2 2
52 New Haven, Conn. 8 8 ——— - 80 (+) 5 1 —_ 25 37 3
53 | Long Beach, Calif. 121 121 (* | - 45 24 6 | — | (% (*) 4 21
54 Des Moines, Iowa: 47 47 —_— - 45 —— -— — 20 5 g
55 | Miami, Fla. 196 177 19 | — 3 (*) — | — ] — (%) 1 1
56 Springfield, Mass. 12 12 — - 5 1 —_— —— _— 3 —— 1
57 Flint, Mich. 26 96 —— - 9l 1 —— —_— 1 {») 2
58 Salt Lake City, Utah: 7 72 —— - 19 (%) _— — 14 1 2
59 | Bridgeport, Conn. 37 57 | e | — 28 — — | —— 1 1 16
60 Tulsa, Okla, 33 33 —— —_ 86 1 —— — — J— —— 25
61 Norfolk, Va. 84 84 —— — 172 — —— — — 160 ——— (*) 12
62 Yonkers, N. Y. 13 13 —_— — 89 —— —— — — ——— 35 15 38
63 Scranton, Pa. 21 21 {(*) -— 23 () — — _— 1 21 1 (*)
-3 Paterson, N. J. 20 20 —— -—_ 82 ——— — — — 60 1 - 1
65 Albany, N. Y. 15 15 — 59 () ——— — —— 55 4
66 Kansas City, Kans. 7 7 — —_ 40 —— —_— — 38 2
67 Chatt , Tenn, 44 44 — - 22 (%) — — — 20 1 1
68 Trenton, N. J. 19 19 —— — 75 — — (%) — 68 3 4

#laess than $500. 1No revenues of county govermment are included. For explanation see p. B.
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TABLE 8.—REVENUES FROM FINES, FORFEITS, AND PENALTIES AND FROM USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY: 1938~~Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

FINES, FORFEITS, AND PENALTIES USE OF MONEY AND PROPERTY

" Interest

2 orTY For- | Pon= On bank deposits On investments Re“;"

g Total Fines feits al- Total an al-

= ties Public Public roys

o General | Sinking trust All Sinking trust All ties

3 funds | funds | o o | other | funds funds other

GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000~-Continued
69 P , Waeh, $78 $18 | — | — $6 (%) —— e | (%) $3 $3 (#)
70 Fort Wayne, Ind. 5 5 (%} —_ 5 — — — -— — [ e — (%)
71 Cemden, N. J. 11 U | e — 8 || e —— — — $54 2 3 $22
72 | Erie, Pa. [ 6 | — | (% 9 (%) (%) -— 6 1} ————ee 2
73 Fall River, Mass. 2 2 — — 44 — — —— 19 R ——— 25
74 Cambridge, Mass. 4 3 $1 | — 99 ——— | —e—— -_ 83 14 (%) 3
75 | Wilmington, Del. 85 85 | == | = 72 $2 | o $1 24 35 4 7
76 Elizabeth, N, J. 8 8 — — 39 6 $2 -— 24 (») 2 5
77 Reading, Pa. 15 15 —_— 19 (%} — — 18 1 ———— ——
78 Knoxville, Tenn. 38 38 — -_— 110 (%) 1 -_— 108 (») 2
79 New Bedford, Mass. 3 3 — —_ 50 ——— ——— -— 33 17 — (*)
80 | Gary, Ind. 9 9 | o= | — 3 (%) —— —_— — 3 (%) ——
8l Tacoma, Wash. 63 63 — - 25 ——— —_— — 3 4 1 16
82 Canton, Chi 45 45 — — 85 3 1 —_— — 56 s ——— —————
83 Wichita, Kans. 27 27 —_— _ 8 ——— — —-— 7 1 (%)
84 | Tampa, Fla. 43 43 | —— | - 54 () ———— | me— | e 1 2 2
85 Peoria, I1l. 20 20 — —_ 24 —— — $4 _— 8 1 n
86 South Bend, Ind. 4 4 — hend 9 — —— — — 4 5 ——
87 | Somerville, Mass. 5 5 | mmm | - 12 R T g e un 1| e—
88 Duluth, Kinn. 18 18 — - 187 3 ——— —— -— 15¢ (#) 50
89 Lowell, Kass. 2 2 — -— 7 —— —— ——— —— 6 —— 1
90 Utica, N. Y. 13 13 _— - 12 —— —— — — 2 8 1 -
91 Waterbury, Conn. 13 13 — — 15 — —— — — 1 1z ———— 1
92 Lynn, Mass. 5 5 —— — 45 — —— —— — 2 6 24 13
95 | Evansville, Ind. s § | == | — 10 e R T =y - 1 4 4
94 El Paso, Tex. 28 28 —— — 15 — —— -— 1n 3 ———— (#)
Honolulu, Hawati 2 124 124 | —- | - 2 B e B 1| ————— 1 2

#Less than $500.

2¥Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 9

The revenues of the 94 cltles from shared State taxes, classified by purpose
and source, are presented in table 9.

Shared State taxes.,— Shared tax revenues of $99,729,000 are reported for
79 citles located in 27 States.® This should not necessarily be interpreted to
mean that the other 5 States having clties reported in this volume had no shared
taxes, but only that they shared no taxes with their cities of over 100,000
population and counties over 300,000 population.®

Cities In population groups I and II and those in population group III in
the same State may not agree in the types of shared taxes received, because the
statistics for citles over 300,000 population, comprising the first two groups,
include shared-tax receipts of the county aswell as those of the city.’® Other
variations between clties Iin the same State may be attributed to special laws
which apply to one clty but not to the others.

Distinction between shared taxes and grants.— A shared State tax is a
specific State-imposed tax shared with local governments in proportion, or
substantially in proportion, to the amount of the tax collected in each local
unit.* A tax is regarded as being shared "substantially in proportion" to the
yield when it 1s shared on the basis of an approximate measure of the amount
produced. For example, a motor vehicle fuel tax is classified as shared 1f 1t
is distributed on the basis of motor vehicle registration, because the number
of motor vehicles within a particular area is considered to be a fairly good
index of the motor vehicle fuel tax yleld in that area. When the amount re-
celved by the locality is not substantially proportionate to the yield, it is
classified as a grant., (See discussion of table 10.}

Shared State taxes are of two kinds: (1) State-collected locally-shared
taxes. These taxes are 1mposed and collected by the State, which returns all
or part of them to cltles and other local governments 1in proportion, or sub-
stantially in proportion, to the amount produced 1in each local unlt. Local
shares of these taxes are also reported—as to the amount collected, but not as
a revenue——in the companion volume Financial Statistics of States: 1938. (2)
Locally-collected State-shared taxes. These taxes are similar to State-collected
locally-shared taxes In that they are State-imposed, but Instead of being col-
lected in the first instance by the State, they are collected by the locality,
which keeps a specified portlon of the collections for 1tself and pays the rest
to the State. All taxes of thls type obviously are shared in proportion to the
amount of the tax collected by each local unlt. Local shares of locally-col-
lected State-shared taxes are presented separately for the first time this year
in this report. Local shares of these taxes are included with other shared
State taxes 1in table 9, but prior to this year they were not identified. This
year, in addition to their being included in table 9, they are also shown sepa-
rately in table 9-A. Local shares of .locally-collected State-shared taxes are
not reported in Financlal Statistics of States: 1938.

®Washington, D, C., because it is not located in any State, is not involved in this discussion.
®For a more extended discussion of shared taxes from the point of view of the States, see Financial
Statistics of States: 1938.

See page B, supra.
1141though this definition has besn revised from that used in the 1957 report, the two definitions
are identical with regard to the items classified under each,
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TABLE 9-A.—~LOCALLY-COLLECTED STATE-SHARED TAXES: 1938

(Expressed in thousands. This table is an exhibit showing the amounts and charscter of shared State taxes
{table 9) that are locally~collected &s distinguished from those that are State~collected)

Buai-
E ness
B Mort- Inheri~ | license a
F] CITY Total guge tance tax on other
[ taxes taxes ciga~
n rette
© dealers
Total $3,048 $951 $1,423 4138 $535
1 | New York, N. Y. 800 800 | m—mmemm | e O
2 Cleveland, Ohi 480 ——— 425 56 ——
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 350 ———— L2 — 1278
14 Buffalo, K. Y. 55 55 i — —— ———
17 Cincinnati, Ohio: 534 —— 489 35 ——
21 | Houston, Tex. 149 —— JFUSURRINES, (. 2349
23 Rochester, N. Y. 23 28 ——
28 Columbus, Ohi 125 P 114
34 Toledo, Chi 140 ———— 140
35 | Birmsingham, Als. 19 JUNNRED
38 Akron, 48 ——— 38
40 Deyton, Ohi 56 oo 49
41 Syracuse, N. Y. 29 29 e
47 | Youngetown, Ohi 56 ————— 51
62 Yonkers, N. Y. 28 28 -
65 | Albany, N. Y. 12 12 1 e
82 | canten, Chi 40 —— 36
90 | Utdes, N. Y. 4 PR

1Business license tax on telephone companies.
2Motor vehicle licenses.

Purpose and source.— Nearly three-fourths of the revenues from shared
taxes, amounting to $74,674,000, may be used by the receiving cities for unspec-
ified or general purposes. The remaining one-quarter, to be used for specified
purposes, consists chiefly of $22,653,000 for highways, comprised mainly of
motor vehicle fuel and license taxes, which are customarily earmarked for roads,
and $1,098,000 for pension funds, of which the greater portion consists of gross
premium business license taXxes on insurance companies and 1s designated for fire-
men's pension and rellef funds.

In addition to showing the purposes for which the shared taxes must be used
by the clties, table 9 also indicates the types of taxes shared for each of the
purposes. The classification of sources of shared taxes, or the type of taxes
shared, that 1s used here conforms so far as possible to the classification of
State tax revenues used by the Bureau of the Census 1n reporting financial sta-
tistics of States.*® Attention is called to the numerous footnotes to the
table; these have been used Dbecause some of the sources have been combined to
save space.

The two chlef sources of revenues which are shared for unspeclfied purposes
are income taxes and alcohollc beverage revenues. 1In addition to these, there
are a number of others which have been combined in the column headed "From other
specified sources.™ Table 9-B presents an analysls of these sources.

12 5ee Financial Statistice of States: 1838, Changes in the classification of items in the State re~

port are consequently reflected in thie report. For example, the New York State corporation and bank
taxes, classified in the 1837 Stete report as business license taxes, were classified as income taxee in
1938. A corresponding change in the classification of these items as sources is made in this report.
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PART 11: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—REVENUES 71
TABLE 9-B.-~SHARED STATE TAXES FOR "UNSPECIFIED PURPOSES" FROM
"OPHER SPECIFIED SOURCES": 1938
{Expressed in thousands)
§ Inheri
eri-
[] Special tance :::; Fee
& Total property and
IS tax license | other
ey es estate taze,
3
3 taxes
Total: $15,896 $879 $790 $7,724
1 | New York, N. Y. 5,491 ——— 127 15,564
4 Detroit, Mich. 11 — —— ————
[ Cleveland, Ohi 284 225 59 P
7 Baltimore, Md. 143 — — 143
9 Boston, Mass, 984 || 984 | -—m—o — —
13 M¥ilwaukes, Wis. 1,928 73 278 31,578
14 | Buffalo, N. Y. 6l || e | e 6 a‘ 55
15 New Orleans, La. 345 || —ememee | e 66 279
16 Minneapolis, Minn, 64 29 35 ———
17 Cincinnati, Ohi: 288 249 58 ——
18 Newark, N. J. 64 81 3
20 Indianapolis, Ind. 44 ———— —— 44
25 Rochester, N, ¥, 29 —— 6 428
27 Jersey City, N. J. 17 17 ——— ————
28 Columbus, Ohi. 68 57 n ——
338 St. Paul, Minn. 18 —_— 18 —
34 Toledo, Ohi 81 70 11
35 Birmingham, Ala. 109 —— —— 7109
38 Akron, Ol 28 19 9 ———
40 | Dayton, Ohi 32 13 8 —
41 Syracuse, N. 1. 2 || ee——— 1 429
43 | Worcester, Mass. 706 €208 —— ——
45 Richmond, Va. 17 —_— (%) %37
47 Youngstom, Ohi 31 25 [ ———
48 Hartford, Comn, 21 9 12 ——
52 New Haven, Conn. 11 — 6 5 ————
55 | Miami, Fla. 43 ———— | —— 4% | e
56 Springfield, Mass. 341 341 ——— — -
59 Bridgeport, Conn. 25 3 21 —_
61 | Norfolk, Va. 10 ———— — (») *10
62 Yonkers, N. Y. 29 ———— 1 428
64 Paterson, N. J. N T B 1 —_—
65 | Albany, N, Y. 14 — 2 ‘12
€6 Kansas City, Kans. 18 —————— —— ——— 101g
73 Fall River, Mass, 674 674 ——— —— _—
74 Cambridge, Mass, 368 368 —— —— —
% Eljzabeth, N. J. 1 || —eem——— —— 1 ——
79 New Bedford, Mass. 780 780 —— — -—
82 Canton, Ohi 14 ——— 10 4 |
83 Wichits, Kans. 14 —— — —— 1174
87 Somerville, Mass, 72 72 e —— -
88 Duluth, Minn, 7 ——— 7 ————
89 Lowell, Mass, 320 520 —— ————
80 Utica, N. Y. 5 ———— (») “y
91 Waterbury, Conn. 10 ——— 10 _
92 Lynn, Mass. 246 2486 — ———

1Consists of $800,000 mortgage taxes and $4,565,000 motor-vehicle taxes.

2 Franchise tax on business corperations.
3Genersl property taxes on public utilities.

“Mortgage taxes.

SMotor-vehicle fuel sales taxes.

¢ Intangible propérty taxes.
7Motor-vehicle licenses.

©Includes income taxes not segregated.

°Poll taxes.

OConsists of 30,000 general ssles taxes and $6,000 tobacco products sales taxes.

11Tobscco products sales taxes,

The items included in the last column of table 9, headed "For other purposes

from other specifled sources," are presented
and purpose,

in table 9-C classified by source
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T2 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 9-C.—SHARED STATE TAXES FOR "OTHER SPECIFIED PURPOSES" FROM
"OTHER SPECIFIED SOURCES": 1938
(Xxpressed in thousands)
Weights
Inheri- | ana | TPEE
F] tance nea~ grop-
a taxes sures Al
[] oIy Total tor |charges | ®T7 | other
s debt £ taxes
> ;v'i pub?zc for
- service
3 safety achools
Total: 41,304 $671 -] 252 4374
[ Cleveland, Ohlo 200 200 — — ——
13 Uilwaukee, Wis. 338 —— — —— 1339
17 Cincinnati, Ohio 249 249 —— —_— ———
18 Newark, N. J. 2 —— 2 — ———
20 Indianapolis, Ind. 156 — —— 156 —
27 Jersey City, N. J. 3 — 3 — —
28 Columbus, Ohi 87 57 — — ———
M Toledo, Ohi 70 70 —— B ———
35 | Birmingham, Ala 20 o | e | oen 220
38 Akron, Ohi 19 19 ———— —— —
40 Dayton, Ohi 24 24 — — ———
47 g 25 25 | cmemm | e | e
48 Hartford, Conn. 2 ——— —— — 32
52 | New Haven, Conn. 2 ——— | ——— | — 32
59 Bridgeport, Conn. 2 — ———— r—— az
60 Tulsa, Okla. 8 o ——— ———— 48
61 Norfolk, Va. 1 —— — — LS}
0 Fort Wayne, Ind. 24 ———— —— 24 ——
71 | Camden, N. J. 1 Je— 1 | e | o
76 | Elizsbeth, N. J. 1 JR—— 1 e ] e
80 | Gary, Tnd, * e e | (®) | -
82 Canton, Ohi 26 26 —— ——
86 South Bend, Ind. 38 ——— —— 38 ——
93 Evanaville, Ind. 34 —— — 34 ———

3General property taxes on public utilities for schools,
2poll taxes for schools.

3Dog license taxes for public safety.

4 Severance taxes for schools.

S Delinquent general property taxes for schools.

® None identified in report.
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TABLE 9.—REVENUES FROM SHARED STATE TAXES, BY PURPOSE AND SOURCE: 1938

(Expressed in thousands)

FOR UNSPECIFIED PURPOSES

FOR SPECIFIED PURPOSES

For highways For For other
. From other pension |purposes
2 cITY Total From Lo . | pecified funde, | from
g Totel income ‘b: o sources Total From motor |From motor | i tied
taxes Verage | (See table Total vehicle vehicle nsurance | spec:
[ revenues 9-8) licenses |fuel taxes business sources
p1 license | {Seetable
hd taxes 9-C)
Grand total. 199,720 $74,674 $34,531 $26,248 $13,896 $25,055 $22,65% 2$11,617 $11,035 | 2$1,008 $1,504
Group I 75,439 57,048 28,802 19,343 8,903 18,391 17,125 28,417 8,708 3726 539
Group IT 7,634 3,963 855 2,210 918 3,671 3,088 2,119 969 116 488
Group IIT. 16,656 13,663 4,894 4,694 4,075 2,993 2,440 1,081 1,359 256 297
GROUP I.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| Mew Tork, W. Y. $37,514 $37,483 $20,943 $11,049 $5,491 $30 $30
2 | Chicago, IIl. 1,664 1,664 $1,664 $1,664 | —mmreem
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 2,961 1,640 1,640 | =emem-ee 1,521 1,058 1,058 264
4 | Detroit, Mich. 6,915 2,096 2,085 11 4,819 4,819
§ | Los Angeles, Calif, -wmwmmmmmmmmmmmm cmmn ] 4,756 491 491 | e 4700 4,264 3,422 | —emom | e
6 | Cleveland, Ohi 4,639 1,600 1,516 284 8,039 2,839 9869 | ——ceeme $200
7 Baltimore, Md. 143 143 || ——mmeem | mmeee- — 143
8 St. Isouis, Mo,
9 Boston, ¥asa. 4,993 4,998
10 Pittsburgh, Pa. 1,409 667 742 634 || ~—~emeee 634 108 e
11 | San Francisco, C8lif,=-—mmreemmeoe e 1,694 482 1,252 1,252 270 962 | mmmemmm | e —
12 Washington, D, C.

15 | Milwaukee, WLS,«—r oo oot 5,600 4,979 621 282 539
14 Buffale, N. Y. 3,152 2,494 657 814 814 ——— 43 | e
GROUP II,~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 TO 500,000
15 Now Orleans, La. $365 $345 —————— ——— $345 $20 $20 _
18 Hinneapolis, MiNn, -r—mmeo e e 156 84 || e | e _— 64 93 93 [
17 | Cincinnati, Ohi 2,587 741 $453 288 1,846 $1,59% $1,025 $571 | ———mme $249

8 Newark, N. J. 65 64 [| e | mememee 64 2

19 Kansas City, Mo.

20 Indianapolis, Tud.e—-ms——mmmom e ] 465 309 ———— 265 44 158 156
21 Houston, Tex. 149 149 149 149

22 | Seattle, Wash. 666 666 PR 666

Sse feotnoies at end of table.

SHNNIATY —INIWNHHAOD TVHANED 11 IHVd
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TABLE 9.-—REVENUES FROM SHARED STATE TAXES, BY PURPOSE AND SOURCE: 1938~-Continued

{Expressed in thousands)

FOR UNSPECIFIED PURPOSES

FOR SPECIFIED PURPOSES

For highways For For other
pension | purposes
H From From other funds, from
E eIy Total Fron aleoholic specified from other
E Total income b gources Total From motor | From motor insur ciried
taxes OVErage | (See table Total vehicle vehicle surance | spe:
» revenues 9-8) licenses | fuel taxes tusiness sources
3 license | (See table
© taxes 9-¢)
GROUP IT.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000—~-Contimed
23 Rochester, N. Y. $1,795 $1,387 $835 $523 $29 $409 $406 $406 | —oeeeem 33 e
24 Louisville, Ky.
25 Denver, Golo. 286 288 286 286
26 Portland, Oreg. 45 45 45
27 Jersay City, N. d. - 23 17 e 17 3 $5
28 Columbus, Ohio ¢ 1,034 326 258 €8 708 651 253 $398 ———— 57
GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 Oskland, Calif. $134 $134 e $134
50 Atlanta, Ga.
31 Dallas, Tex.
32 Memphis, Tenn. 121 121 $91 30
33 St. Paul, Minn. 68 18 $18 $50 $50 ———eee
34 Toledo, Chi 1,129 410 81 719 $649 $249 $400 [ - $70
35 Birmingham, Ala. . 564 344 53 185 109 20 20
36 San Antonio, Tex.
37 Providence, R, I. 98 96 26
38 Akron, Ohi 833 290 ! 261 28 544 525 2285 300 19
%9 | Omaha, Nebr. 48 48 48 || e 48 e
40 Dayton, Ohio 747 239 ————— 207 32 508 483 3173 310 — 24
41 Syracuse, N. Y. 816 804 440 334 29 13 13
42 Oklahoma City, Okla.—~-——-m——emmmmmm o] 32 32 32
43 San Diego, Calif. 61 6l | —-—- o 61
44 Worcester, Mass. 1,412 1,412 706 e 706
45 Richmond, Va. 181 181 ——— 183 17
46 Fort Worth, Tex.
47 Youngstown, Ohi 560 231 199 31 329 304 128 179 —— 25
48 Hartford, Conn. 198 195 173 21 2 2
49 Nashville, Tenn. 53 53 43 10
50 Jacksonville, Fla.
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich,e—w——me—eermme— e 247 50 [T I S— 197 197 197
52 New Haven, Conn. 222 220 209 11 2 2

yL
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Long Beach,Calif. 45 43 ——— A3

Des Moines, I

Miami, Fls. 43 43 ——————— P 43

Springfield, Mass, —eeee oo 1,042 1,042 P01 | —ememee 341

Flint, Mich. 81 80 ——————— 60 e 20 20 20

Salt lake City, Uteh

Bridgeport, Conn. 24 222 ————— 187 25 2 2
Tulsa, Okla. 30 50 2 8
Norfolk, Va. 127 126 ———e 16 10 1 1
Yonkers, N. Y. 548 542 28 215 29 1 1

Seranton, Pa. | 169 135 ——— 135 | e 54 24

Paterson, N, J. 1 1 ————— [ e 1

Albeny, N. Y, 530 521 804 203 14 9 [} ——
Kansas City, Kans, — s o] 23 18 ——— e e g 18 8 8 ———
Chattanooga, Tenn.———eerom oo 218 216 200 16

Trenton; N. J.

$ , Wash. 160 160 160

Fort Wayne, Ind. 105 82 82 e 24 24
Camden, N. J. 1 1 1
Erie, Pa. 118 98 ————e 98 e 18 18 ——
Fall River, Mass. 930 930 256 ———— 6874

Cambridge, Mass. 860 860 492 U 268

Wilmington, Del. 12 12 12 ——
Eliszabeth, N. J. 2 1 e 1 1 1
Reading, Pa. 105 84 —_— 84 ——— 21 21 ———
Knoxville, Tenn. 41 41 28 s

New Bedford, Mags.————wememme o ] 1,054 1,054 274 e 780

Cary, Ind. 118 B I e 118

Tacoma, Wash. 166 166 166

Canton, Ohd 377 138 124 14 239 213 82 121 | - 26
Wichita, Kans. 24 4 ————— 14 10 10

Tampa, Fla.

Peoria, I11.

South Bend, Ind. 17 7% —— L7 Y [—— 38 8
Somerville, Mass. 346 545 274 ———— T2

Duluth, Minn. 28 7 ———— 7 21 21 | —eeemen
lowsll, Mass. 578 5§78 258 320

Utica, N. Y. 520 325 158 5 4 4 ————
Waterbury, Conn. 187 137 [ 10

Lymn, Mass. 564 564 318 246

Bvansville, Ind. 92 58 ————] BB ) e — 34 34
El1 Paso, Tex.

Honolulu, Hawafl ® eeooo o — 586 586 [ 2 | 586 | —meee T

000 from income taxes.

1 This total includes $3,048,000 locslly—collected Stete-shared taxes.
4 No county data are included.

See explsnation p. 8.

For detail, see table 2-4.
8Not included in group or grand totals.

? Includes $20,000 mctor carrier business license taxes.

3 Includes $252,-

IT 1uvd
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76 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 10

The revenues of the 94 citles from State grants are shown in table 10.
Total revenues from such grants were $372,576,000, all cities reporting re-
celpts—except, of course, Washington, D. C. New York City alone accounted for
nearly one-third of this amount. Grants are amounts, other than receipts from
shared State taxes,® received by the city from another civil division-—as the
Federal Government,'* the State, or a county*—to aid In the support of a spe-
cific function or for purposes In general.

Purpose.—-0f the total receipts from State grants, $365,550,000, or 98
percent, was for specified purposes. Thls 1s In direct contrast - to revenues
from shared State taxes, which, as previously pointed out, are largely for
general purposes. Schools received the largest amount, $168,895,000, or 45
percent of the total grants. Charitles were a close second with $164,787,000,
or 44 percent, while highways were third, receiving $24,956,000, or 7 percent.
The wide variety of other purposes for which grants are made 1s indicated in
table 10-A, which shows the purposes of the amounts shown in table 10 in the
columns headed "For other specified purposes.”

TABLE 10-A.-—GRANTS FOR "OTHER SPECIFIED PURPOSES"

{Expressed in thousands)

ity CITY AND PURPOSE hmowt || G4 CITY AND PURPOSE Amount
Totalrm—e— e m -—  $4,250 37 |Providence, R, I.
State Junior employment replace-
Bent project—————————a—ame—e $s
1 | New York, N, Y, 40 | Dayton, Ohio
Police pension fund-————————-df 500 Library 1
4 | Detroit, Mich. 41 | Syracuse, N, Y.
Teachers' retirement—————c—wey 67 brary 1
5 | Los Angeles, Calif. 43 | San Diego, Calif.
Police and fire protection———-—o 1,096 Police and fire protection~—————- 96
Forest fire protection——-——-—o 15 44 | Worcester, Mass,
Storm drains and sewers-———-————-{ 1 Training firemen—-e————cm——eevema (#)
7 | Baltimore, Md. Soil conservation—~————we——cmwee| (*)
Teachers' retirement—. e 509 52 | New Haven, Conn,
Salaries of judges——. 18 Teachers'! retirement fundg—————-| 48
Care of war memorial-—————=—-. — 6 53 | Long Beach, Calif.
9 | Boston, Mass. Police and fire protection—-——- 90
Armori 6 56 | Springfield, Mass.
Court house: 569 Training firemen—-——-——emwoo - (%)
11 | San Francisco, Calif. 62 | Yonkers, N. Y.
Police and fire protection-—-~— 555 Library (=)
14 | Buffalo, N. Y. €4 | Paterson, N, J,
Library 2 Police and firemen's benefit fund| 24
15 | New Orleans, La. 68 | Trenton, N. J.
Levee district———m—mmrmmee—neey 10 Police and firemen's benefit fund 19
16 | Minneapolis, Minn. 63 | Spokane, Wash,
Library 20 Firemen's relief and pensions-—--| 9
18 | Newark, N. J. 71 | Camden, N. J.
Firemen's pension and relief-—- 88 Police and firemen's benefit fund] 12
21 | Houston, Tex. 76 | Elizabeth, N. J.
Salaries of court officialg~—-~A 50 Police and firemen's benefit fund 16
22 | Seattle, Wash, 81 | Tacoma, Wash.
Firemen's pension and relief-—-- 33 Firemen's pensiong—w—e—e—ew————w 1o
23 | Rochester, ¥. Y. 82 | Canton, Ohio
Library 1 Library 1
25 { Denver, {olo. 80 | Utica, N. Y.
Police aad firemen's pensions—-— 127 Idibrary (#)
26 | Portland, Oreg.
County LRALmmm e i e e 15
27 | Jerssy City, N. J. Honolulu, Hewaii
Firemen's benefii fund—w——-m—- - 52 Fiood control=mme— e e ot 128
29 | Cekland, Calif.
Police and firs protection—-——o 180

#legss than $500.

For the digtinction between State grants and shared State taxes {there were no Federal or county
shared taxes), see the discussion of table 9.
MFor revenues froa Federsl and locsl grants, see table 11,
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—REVENUES 7

Source.-—In table 10, as in table 9, grants for each of the main purposes
mentioned above have been subdivided 1into columns containing the principal
sources. As with shared taxes, the classiflicatlon of sources of grants follows,
go far as possible, the classificatlion of State tax revenues used by the Bureau
of the Census. Further, to save space, a number of the sources have been com-
bined and 1indicated with footnotes. Hence, 1in order to Interpret this table
correctly, these footnotes should be studied. In comparing the figures in table
10 in this report with those in the 1937 report, some changes in classification
will be noted, largely because of refinements made in reporting the 1938 figures

In the case of Dboth schools and charities, by far the greater portion of
grants comes from unspecified sources, for the former, 92 percent of the total,
and for the latter, 96 percent. The diversity of miscellaneous souyrces of
grants for schools is shown in table 10-B, which gives the sources of the amounts
shown in the column headed "Other" under grants "For schools from other specl-
fled sources.” As was the case wlth shared taxes for highways, grants for that
purpose also come chiefly from motor vehlcle fuel sales taxes and motor vehicle
licenses.,

TABLE 10-B.-—GRANTS FOR SCHOOLS FROM "OTHER SPECIFIED SOURCES": 1938
(Expressed in thousands)

2 Alcoholic | General Feey
b CITY Total beverage | property other
ot revenues taxes
(5]
Total: $9,150 $1,330 34,536 $3,283
2 Chicago, Ill, 2,931
8 St. Louis, Mo. 220
18 | Newark, N. J. 2,053
19 Ksnsas City, Mo. 132
20 | Ind:anspolis, Ind. 1,131
27 Jersey City, N. J. 1,224
42 Oklahoma City, Okla. 64
60 Tulsa, Okla. 49
64 Paterson, N. J. 369
68 Trenton, N. J. 230
70 Fort Wayne, Ind. 25
71 Camden, N. J. 276
76 Elizabeth, N. J. 324
80 Gary, Ind. 23
86 South Bend, Ind. 22
93 Evansville, Ind. 17

2Motor-vehicle fuel sales taxes.
2 Business license taxes on insurance.

Total State aid.-—The total of both shared State taxes and State grants
(tables 9 and 10) is shown in summary form 1in table 10-C, which presents the
whole picture of the flow to the citles of State-local financial ald, classified
by type of aid (i.e., shared State taxes or grants), purpose, and source.

Of the total $472,305,000 in grants and shared taxes, over four-fifths,
$390,605,000, was for specified purposes, while the remainder, $81,701,000, was
for unspecified purposes. Income taxes constlitute the most important shared
tax, followed by alcohollic beverage taxes and motor vehicle licenses. By far
the greater portion of grants came from unspecified sources, but $49,605,000,
or 13 percent of the total, was from specified sources, of which motor vehicle
fuel sales taxes amounting to $23,842,000 were easily the most important.
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(Expressed in thousands.

TABLE 10-C.—STATE AID, BY PURPOSE AND SOURCE: 1938

The term "State aid" covers both shared State taxes and State grants)

FOR SPECIFIED PURPOSES

For un-
SOURCE Total specified Health
purposes Public _ Libra- Pension All
Total safety Highways az:t;z:i Hospitals | Charities Schools ries funds other
Total aid-——————————e—of  $472,305 $81,701 $390,605 $2,052 $47,608 $349 $2,313 $164,787 $169,515 $26 $2,610 $1,344
Shared State taxes——wwr————meeee—om—o 99,729 74,674 25,0585 13 22,653 620 e 1,088 671
Property taxes:
General——————mmm———e e e e 2,214 1,622 592 592
Special * ————memm ] 4,503 4,503
Income taxe 34,763 34,531 232 P35 —
Inheritance and estate taxes——--—--f 1,550 879 671 871
Sales taxes:
Motor-vehicle fuel 11,314 279 11,035 ———— 11,035
Alcoholic beverage * ——— 26,248 26,248
Business license taxes: 1,676 790 887 ——— R1 866 —————
Motor-vehicle licenseg————-—w—r 16,269 4,673 11,596 ———— 11,596
Mortgage tax————-——=———mm—re————— 951 951
All other— 2241 200 41 13 28
Grants 372,576 7,026 565,550 2,089 24,956 549 2,313 164,787 168,895 26 1,513 673
Unspecified sources—-——-—-————————- 322,971 ———— 322,971 21 4,513 349 2,313 158,278 158,149 26 649 673
Specified sources——————=————————o| 49,605 7,006 42,579 2,017 20,443 ————— ————— 6,509 12,746 ———— 864 | —————-
Property taxes:
4,644 4,644 (| ——————- 60 4,536 P 48 | emmemme
2,017 2,017 2,017
3,711 s 3,596 3,596
23,842 1,860 22,182 ———— 419,251 2,951
Alcoholic beverages 1,830 ————m—— 1,830 1,330 ——— 500 ———
General sales———-- 11,618 5,108 6,508 ® 6,509
Business license taxes- 838 144 694 || -~ — 26 352 ————— 317 ——
Motor-vehicle licenses———-——-i 1,106 —— 1,106 ———— 1,106

1 Includes also scme amounts from income taxes not separately reported.
2 Tncludes alcoholic beverage business license taxes and revenues of State alcoholic beverage monopoly systems.
2 Congists of $143,000 business corporation franchise tax, $47,000 poll taxes, $21,000 tobacco products sales taxes, $9,000 general sales taxes, $8,000 severance taxes, and

$13,000 weights and measures charges.

4 Includes also some amounts from motor vehicle licenses and motor carrier business license taxes not separately reported.

8 Includes also some amounts from alcoholic beverage sales taxes and public utility business license taxes not separately reported.

SL
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PART 1I: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—REVENUES 79
TABLE 10.--REVENUES FROM STATE GRANTS, BY PURPOSE AND SOURCE: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
FOR SCHOOLS FOk CHARITIES
- From specified
CITY Total From un- sources From un- From
speci- speci~ gen—
Total fied Other Total g:e d eral
n Income | (see sales
] SOUFCGeS | taxes | table BOUrces |y res®
<} 10-B)
Grand total---——w—--- $372,576 || $168,895 | $156,149 | $3,596 | $9,150 | $164,787 || $158,278 | $6,509
Group Je—m——mmm-—--wm-——r| 263,492 || 108,058 || 104,020 888 | 3,151 | 128,256 || 125,198 | 3,057
Group ITw—-wm—mmmmmmmmme] 47,995 19,599 14,285 774 | 4,539 | 22,084 19,859 | 2,225
Group ITI=—v-me=—w=wamwvs 61,088 41,236 37,843 | 1,933| 1,458 | 14,447 13,220 | 1,227
GROUP I,--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1{ New York, N. Y,-——m $120,360 || $54,845 wmem | $63,180 || $63,180 | aemen
2| Chicago, I11. 40,424 6,567 $02,931 | 27,704 27,704 | =eeeme
3| Pniladelphia, Pa,~———---| 2,834 2,786 ——— 2 2 | m——
4| Detroit, Mich.~———w-{ 13,720 10,442 P
5| Los Angeles, Calif,------] 28,683 14,048 —m 10,799 10,799
6 | Cleveland, Ohio——---—o/ 9,926 4,203 ——— 3,473 416 | $3,057
7| Baltimors, Md.-———------| 8,678 1,023 — 3,934 3;934 | —mmeem
8| St. Louis, Mo.-——--———of 950 914 220 | —m—mmmam [| e | e
9| Boston, Mass,-— - 8,124 1,752 —— 5,448 5,448 | ~memmm
10 { Pittsburgh, Pa,——w—m——e—a 3,780 1,165 ———— 2,615 2,815 | ~meme—m
11| San Francisco, Calif,~-- 9,505 4,670 ——n 5,555 3,555 | ~meeee
12 | Washington, D. C. R el I | I e e e
13| Milwaukee, Wis,---~==—-d 5,324 1,072 ——— 2,155 2,155 | wmmee
14| Buffalo, N, Y,wmwemme—e—i 10,204 4,572 B 5,391 [T 31—
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orlesns, La.~~——--~— $1,841 41,831 $1,881 | —momee | e | oo —
16 | Minneapolis, Minn,-~——{ 6,245 1,674 900 |  $774 | wmmmee | $4,176 $4,176 | ~eceme
17 | Cincinnati, Ohiom=w-m—m=e 5,433 1,836 1,836 | oo | <mme 2,270 $80 | 1,690
18 | Newark, N. J.- {6,861 2,250 197 | wmwmem | 2,053 4,233 4,233 | —meeem
18| Kansas City, Mo.-~—==—o 690 575 443 | wmemem 132 | mevmmem || e | i
20| Indianapolis, Ind.--——-~ 5,345 1,249 118 | ~emmee | 1,131 1,317 IR ) fpe—
21| Houston, Tex. 1,529 1,337 1,337 { mommns | e 5 —
22 | Seattle, Wash, ———-———-- 4,128 2,733 2,783 | mmemn | e | P
23 hester, N. Y. 5,796 2,548 2,548 | mmemee | woemee 3,008 3,008 | memmem
24 | Louisville, Ky.----- 778 774 774 | ~—————— ——
25 | Denver, Colo,——=-— 4 5,241 27 27 | e 4,948 4,949 | ——enm
26 | Portlend, Oreg.—-——--————- 925 180 180 —— ———
27 | Jersey City, N. J -4 3,084 1,322 98 | ———=—-| 1,224 1,502 1,502 | ~emmee
28| Columbus, Ohio? -— 2,100 1,263 1,258 | emmmmm | e 535 || —mmmmm— 535
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
28 | Omkland, Calif,-——~——mem- $3,594 $3,007 $3,007 | ~mmmer | v | e ] e | e
30 829 629 629 | mmmemm | mmemm | e ] e | e
31 1,239 1,239 1,239 | wmeeme | e | e
32 472 372 B2 | —mmenmm | e | meemenmee (| mme | e
33 1,249 933 $316 $318 | ~oemee
34 1,953 1,230 372 || e $372
35 359 351 DU | [ m——
36| san Antonio, Tex. ] 1,235 1,235
37| Providence, R. I e 1,684 137 137 1,420 1,420 | ~eeeme
38| Akror, Ohio—— - 2,787 2,165 2,165 [, 40¢
39 { Omaha, Nebr.-- et 127 127 127 | eemmme | s | cmmoes || cademae | e
40 | Dayton, Ohiommmm=wm 1,761 1,015 1,015 | ~mmmmm | e P13 ) | Een— 451
41/ syracuse, N. Y.----ee—-d 3,161 1,753 1,753 | wemmee | o 1,359 1,359 | ~wem—e
42 | Oklahoma City, Okls.,——- 1,020 960 852 44 $64 |~ || e | e
43| San Diego, Calif. 1,901 1,805 1,805 | ————— | ~mmmn | —ormee ——
44 | Worcester, Mass,——-—————o 1,906 424 193 231 | w—mmem 1,200 1,200 | ~—m—-
45 | Richmond, Va.~ e 468 344 544 | memme | e 78 | ——
46 ! Fort Worth, Tex,~—--——-o 769 769 769 | e | m—mmrm | mmmmemme [| e | e
47| Youngstown, Ohio-=w—e———i 1,301 992 992 | mmmeem | e | e [ | e | e

See fooinotes on p. 80.



80 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 10.—~REVENUES FROM STATE GRANTS, ‘BY PURPOSE AND SOURCE: 1938—Continued
(Expressed in thousands)

FOR SCHOOLS FOR CHARITIES
“ From specified
_g cITY Total From un~ sources From un- Fx‘:
speci- speci~ ge
a Total Other Total eral
B soﬁ::s Incone | (see o:ri:gs zales
b taxes |table e taxes®
© 10-B)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 T0 300,000~Continued

48 | Hartford, Conn,———--—=—- $317 o2 $92 | womens | e §17 $217 |~
49 | Kashville, Tenn. -t 116 116 116 | e
50 | Jacksonville, Fla,-~=-——i 865 843 843
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich. 1,111 1,102 1,102 | =eemmm ——
52 | New Haven, Conn.-—-———-f 334 121 121 | e | e 158 155 | =
53 | Long Beach, Calif.-—---—f 1,617 1,388 1,388 | ~=—mmiw | mm—eee 3 8 | e
54 | Des Moines, Towa——————-—ot 20 7 R
55 | Miami, o e e e 627 827 627 Eanaell e |l et
56 | Springfield, Mass.—————- 1,455 253 A $178 | e 996 996 | =momm
§7 | Flint, Mich.———=w—mmwe—wef 1,532 1,523 1,523 ——
58 | salt Lake City, Utah———— 1,018 927 927 | mmmmmm | momem
59 | Bridgeport, Conn,———=—a— 285 &2 82 | e 178 176 | —e—emm
€0 | Tulsa, Okla,—=—mm——— e 808 559 475 35 Y | wmeeomms || e | e
61| Norfolk, Va,=———r———e—e—md 423 294 204 | ~mmeme | e $5 85 | memmm
62 | Yonkers, N. T. -t 1,689 1,237 1,237 |~ 443 443 | e
63 [ Scranton, Pe,-—~—————-— 299 299 209 | v
64 | Pateraon, N. J.—- 536 421 51 | memmm 369 21 9] | wommem
65 | Albany, N. Y,==————we——of 912 643 269 269 | -
66 | Xansas City, Kans,---—- = 150 134
67 | CI ga, Tenn. 124 124 PRV, | [ESUU N,
68 | Trenton, N, J.——=-m=—e—mod 868 314 24 | mmmem 250 535 §35 | meer—
69 | Spok , Wash, 980 789 789
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.-=w————=m 577 418 393 25 ——
71| Camden, N. J,—wme—m————mmol 1,056 282 6 | mmmeme 276 759 P69 [ wmomene
72 | Erie, Pa,——-—veremee] 276 276 276
7% | Fall River, Mass. et 931 125 19 106 | ~—m~—— 881 68l | ~wmemm
74 | Cambridge, Mass,-~——~—=—v 941 157 23 135 | s 610 810 | mame
75 | Wilmington, Del. -4 1,467 1,467 1,467 —_——
76 | Elizabeth, N. 571 383 324 171 171 | mmmeee
77 | Reading, Pa.- 234 234 ——
78 | Knoxville, Tenn. — 222 222 —— 1 1| m——
79 | New Bedford, Mass,-———-—1 1,185 208 94 115 | ———m—e 845 845 | ~—memm
80 | Gary, Ind,———————e—ewr— €03 477 454
81| Tacoma, Wash 1,038 857 857 | =
82 | Canton, Ohio- 746 644 644 | —~memm
83| Wichita, Xans 45 40 40 | oo | e | e ] e | e
84 | Tamps, Fla,-—~-—=——=e-——— 725 701 701
85 | Peoria, I1l,-==—-—m=——m- . 548 132 132 | —m=mem e 268 268 | ~eo—em
86 | South Bend, Ind.--- . 549 416 394 | wmm—em 22
87| Somerville, Mass,——-——-o 907 162 46 116 |~ 625 625 | mmmmemr
86 | Duluth, Minn.- 503 497 215 281 | =
89 | Lowell, Mass. 956 132 40 91 | wmmmeme 732 732 | ——am e
80 | Utica, N. Y.==m—=——e———mdf 1,172 852 852 | —mmmm | mmmeem 316
81| Waterbury, Conn.—~——-—-- 145 53 53 92
92| Lynn, Mass,~—-~—————m—mae 1,065 183 52 804
93| Evansville, Ind,-~=———--o 500 372 355
94 { E1 Prao, Tex,—~-=-—=—=- 592 592 592

Honolulu, Hawaii® ~ 671 516 A R e i el | m S PR

1 Includes also amounts from alcoholic beverage sales taxes and public utility business license taxes
not separately reported.

2 No county data are included. See explanation p.8.

3 Not included in group or grand totals.
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PART I1: GENERAL GOVERNMENT— REVENUES 81
TABLE 10.—REVENUES FROM STATE GRANTS, BY PURPOSE AND SOURCE: 1938-——Continued
{Expressed in thousands)

FOR OTHER SPECIFIED
FOR HIGHWAYS PURPOSES i::
For
For speci-
Fros spesitied | beshi- | peai ron | roe | Thed
From from Tom un- tive | PUF-
& CITY un- un- un— speci~ prop- | POSEs
'g Total || speci~ M:e‘tor M::Sr speci- sgizé— Total Iieds erty ;::_“
g . fied |yi1e | nicle s tieda sources (see t?’::: eral
)4 UroES | fuel | 11 | %OWCS table |, .00 |sales
3 taxes |censes 10-4) 10-4) taxes
Grand total--—---{$24,956 || $4,513 ['$19,251 £43,192 | 42,313 $349 {84,250 || $1,369 Pér,881 [*$7,026
—— 17,802 5,957 12,040 | %915 | 1,964 206 15,343 1,193 | 72,150 | ®35,868
3,880 284 |°3,522 1975 254 53| 595 169 | 227 21,750
3,274 292 {132,780 202 95 110 512 8| %504 P31 413
GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1{ New York, N. Y,——-rf ~———= [} —————- ———- | 18 8500
2 | Chicago, I1l,————- $6,153 |11 PSSR (U
3 | Pniladelphia, Pa.~—— -~ e e | e
4 | Detroit, Mich.-——-— 1,807 1,087 $E7 |~
5 | Los Angeles, Calif.—-o 2,631 || =~~~ 16 ] 1,096 [ ——mmmm
€ | Cleveland, Chio~—-— 45 || —————m —— 2 | mmmmm ] e | e | 2,208
7 | Baltimore, Md.—---—- 3,188 {| —~——- P 533 B33 | mm——m | e
8| st. Louis, Mo. | 16 || ~———— —— PRV, | [NV, DU, PR
9 | Boston, Mags,——w~——~v 1,194 [[ == 155 575 578 | mmmmm | =
10 | Pittsburgh, P, —wcmwe || —meome e [ —
11 | San Francisco, Calif, 582 [} ~—wmm 133 8§55 || mmmmam 5§55 | mmmem
12 | Washington, D, C.-—=e] wemmmw || e [UUSIRAN USRS ISR, | UG PISSII PRI,
13 | Milwaukee, Wis.-——- 1,942 1,942 {-memme | aomeee 155 | wmemns | mmmmm || cmmme [ mmmn | e
14 | Buffalo, N. T,=~w-—wny 232 97 135 | ~memme | e 8 2 2 | monne | e
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TC 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La,~-~w~- =—ew—e (| —e———— —— ———— $0
16 | Minneapolis, Minn,-— $221 8| $159 e 20
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio~——o ~==—— ——— -1 [
18 | Newark, N. J.=-wm—w= 291 291 ——— 88
19 | Kansas City, Mo, -——-o 115 98 (| wmane — | ——
20 | Indianspolis, Ind.—- 779 {| ——-— | 2779 i { e
21 | Houston, Tex,—=-m=-w-o 137 1387 | - ———— 50
22 | seettle, Wash.————— 1,262 33
23 | Rochester, N. ey 121 1
24 | Louisville, KXy -~ 4 ———a - J——
25 | Denver, Colo. — 18 127 73 154 | 23175
26 | Portland, Oreg.———-- 721 15 18 | wm——
27 | Jersey City, N. J.-— 209 82 [ wmmem | 2152 | e
28 | Columbus, Ohig-——-——m ————= —— ——— 311
GROUP I1I.—CITIES HAVING A
29 | Oailand, Calif -—-—j $407 $160 | 47 $180 | e
30 | Atlanta, Ga.- RSOV, | R PO, it DA
51 | Dallas, Tex. e [T S
32 | Memphis, Tenn. — 100 — | ——
33 | st. Paul, Minn,---—=—of ————— PSS S
34 | Toledo, Chio-—— ——— $350
35 | Birmingham, Als. ——
36} san Antonio, Tex PRESSUINEG [
37 | Providence, R. 1 24122
38 { Akron, Ohio-- 217
39 | Omaha, Nebr.—-———-— ————— | ———
40 | Dayton, Ohig=———~ —— 202
41 | Syracuse, N, Y.-—=qy 42 [
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.- 61 ——
43 | San Diego, Calif.~
44 | Worcester, Mass.——-—~
45 | Richmond, Va,=-—=—~=x 66
46 | Fort Worth, Tex.---—o —=———
47 | Youngstown, Ohio—— —
48 | Hartford, Conn.-—--— ———————
49 | Nashville, Tenn.-——-- PRI, (—
50 | Jacksonville, Fla,-—
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich.-~- 8
52 | New Haven, Conn.-~~—{ ———

See footnotes on p. B2.
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TABIE 10.--REVENUES FROM STATE GRANTS, BY PURPOSE AND SOURCE: 1938-~Continued
(Expressed in thousands)

FOR OTHER SPECIFIED
FOR HIGHWAYS PURPOSES For
For For s:;i
From specified | hospi~ From -
sources tals herelth From selec~ fied
From from un tive pur-
0 CITY un- speci- poses
2 U0 otor | Motor un speci- fied ProP= | " erom
g Total speci- speci- Total : erty
ye- ve- fied saurces gen~—
g fied hiel hicl fied texes al
sowces cle icle | o rees | SOUXCSS (see (see er:
2 fuel | 1i- table sales
3 taxes | censes 10-4) table taxes
10«4}
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
§3 | Long Beach, Calif.——< $136 $5 $131 | e | womm | e $90 [ —~~—-m
54 | Des Moines, Iowa—~—- 13 §| mm— 13 | memmem | e | e e e
55 | Miami, Fla,--——-m—-o e | mm—— ] —— Bl B e | e

56 | Springfield, Mass.-—-f 208 || ~———- | 17206 | ~—~—== | = |~
57 | Flint, Mich,-m—rm—w— 8
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah- 92
§9 | Bridgeport, Conn.-—-- 27
60 | Tulsa, Okla,-w~~~—-—ro 48
* 61 | Norfolk, Va.=———-—e—= 78

62 | Yonkers, N. Y,—-=—=—vy
63 | Scranton, Pa,-————dq ————
64 { Paterson, N. J.————f ————
65 | Albany, N. Y.~
66 | Kansas City, Kans, ——-f
€7 | Chattancogs, Tenn,——-
68| Trenton, N. J.———-—+
69 | Spokane, Wesh,—
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind,————

71 | Camden, N, J,==-—~—rvf =—m-—
72 | Erie, Pa, —-w—e—rm—med
73 | Fall River, Maes.—-— 89
74 | Cambridge, Mass,~—-
75 | Wilmington, Del,-——— -————
76 | Elizabeth, N. J.-—=—q ————-
77 | Reading, Pa.--~—
78 | Knoxville, Tenn,-~—- ———-

79 | New Bedford, Mass.-—

84 | Tampa, Fla,-———=w——-o 23
85 | Peoris, I1l.-—
. 86 South Bend, Ind.~——-+ 133

87| Somerville, Mass.---— 105
88 | Duluth, Uinn,———=req
89 | Lowell, Mass
90 | Utice, N. Y.—-
91 | Waterbury, Conn. ————
92 | Lynn, Mass, -~ 108
93 | Evansville, Ind.~——— 127
94 | E1 Paso, Tex.- | e

Honolulu, Hawaii?®—- 26 L) S - RSP - 128 128 | —wmmmm | cmmen

*Less than $500. 1includes $2,263,000 motor-vehicle fuel taxes and motor-vehicle licenses not
separately reported and $2,056,000 motor-vehicle fuel taxes, motor-vehicle licenses, and motor-carrier
business licenses not separately tegorted. 2 Includes $60,000 general property taxes and $26,000 motor-
carrier business license taxes. Includes $500,000 alcoholic beverage taxes, $317,000 insurance busi-
ness license taxes, and $48,000 general property taxes. 4Includes 314560,000 motor-vehicle fuel taxes,
$115,000 income taxes and $144,000 business license taxes on racing. Includes $1,194,000 motor-vehicle
fuel taxes and motor-vehicle 1license taxes not separately reported. ®Includes $16 ,000 motor-carrier
business licenses. ? Includes $500,000 alcoholic beverage taxes. ® Includes $1,660,000 motor-vehicle
fuel taxes. ® Includes $1,500,000 motor-vehicle fuel taxes, motor-vehicle licenses, and motor-carrier
licenses not separately reported.  1°0Includes $60,000 general property taxes and $10,000 motor-carrier
business license taxes. 12 Tnsurance business license taxes. ? Includes $115,000 income taxes.
13Includes $1,069,000 motor-vehicle fuel taxes and motor-vehicle licenses not separately reported and
$555,000 motor~vehicle fuel taxes, motor-vehicle license taxes, and motor-carrier business licenses not
separately reported. 34 Includes $90,000 insurance business license taxes and $48,000 general property
taxes. ®Includes $144,000 business license taxes on racing.  ° Alcoholic beverage taxes. 7 Mo tor-
vehicle fuel taxes. ¥ Motor-carrier business license taxes.  '° Includes also motor-vehicle licenses
not separately reported.  *©General property taxes. 21 Consists of $6,000 general property taxes and
$10,000 motor-carrier business license taxes. 22 Includes also motor-vehicle licenses and motor-carrier
business license taxes not separately reported. 23 Income tsxes. 24 pusiness license taxes on racing.
2BNot included in group or grand totals.
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PART I1: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—REVENUES 83

TABLE 11

Revenues off the 94 cities in 1938 from grants by the Federal Government and
by counties and other local units are shown in table 11 These receipts com-
plete the picture of Intergovernmental ald received by the cities.

Federal grants.-—Federal grants consist almost exclusively of PWA grants
for capital improvements, the single major exception being the contribution of
the Federal Government to the municlpal government of Washington, D. C., which
is made annually because of the natlonal character of the Capital City. Sixty-
nine cities recelved a total of $69,956,000 from PWA grants 1n 1938. Other
Federal grants were small amounts, such as pavments to municipal universities
for R.0.T.C. uniforms.

Grants by the county and other local units.— Ald to schools consti-
tuted the chlef purpose of county and other local-unit grants recelved. Highway
ald ranked second. The column headed "All other" contains grants for charitles,
health, librarles, parks, and the construction of a sewer system. Cities in
population groups I and IT do not show receipts of grants from counties for
elther of two reasons: Filrst, in 19 of these cities, called "county cities" by
the Bureau,®® a proportionate share of the transactions of the county is in-
cluded in the clty report, county-city grants being shown as transfers; second,
in the remaining 9 cities, the city and county governments are combined,*®

TABLE 12

Recelpts from private sources, from special assessments for capltal outlays,
and from contributions from public-service enterprises, are shown in table 12.
Revenues from these sources amounted to $103,570,000 in 1938, or 3.7 percent of
the total municipal revenue reported by the 94 citiles.

Pension assessments.~— During 1938 the reporting citles collected $37,-
548,000 from city employees on account of policemen's, firemen's, school teach-
ers', or other pension or retirement funds, the largest assessment for a spe~
cific group being made for school teachers' retirement benefits. Of the 94
cities included in this study, 76 reported assessments for a pension or retire-
ment system for policemen, 75 for firemen, and 70 for school teachers. Coin-
cident with the growing Interest in social security, i1t might be pointed out,
there has been a constant increase in pension assessments collected by the 84
cltles In recent years, as 1s Indicated by the accompanying statement.

The foregoing trend comparison has, of course, a

definite relation to the 1liabllity side of the municipal Pension assessments
balance sheet as well. With the adoption of a penslon (In thousands)
or retirement system, the city Incurs an accrued lla-

bility amounting to the difference between the sum 1916 $2,000
necessary to retire those included under the system and 1926 20,000
the amount contributed by the beneficlaries plus inter-~ iggg ;g’ggg
est earned. If 1t may be assumed that the rising level 1932 31:000
of pension assessments reflects in large part a widen-- 1934 33,000
ing scope of such retirement or pension systems, it 1is 1926 36,000
possible that the cities will find 1t necessary to dis- igg’g ig'ggg
cover supplemental sources of revenue to meet these ac- !

crued llablilities.

Special assessments for capital outlays—Revenues from special assess-
ments for capital outlays amounted to $30,933,000 1in 1938, as compared with
$33,361,000 in 1937. As previously indicated, there has been a gradual decline
in this source of revenue from its peak of $205,000,000 in 1928. To what extent
this reflects the reluctance of 1local officials to burden property owners with
additional assessments 1n perlods of general financlal stringency, or reflects
the increased use of WPA and PWA funds for local improvements, 1s not readily
ascertalnable.

1950e part I of this report, p. 8, supra.
18The two amounts shown as receipts in groups I and II are grants to the city by lecal units other
than the county.
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Contributions from public-service enterprises.—Public-service enter-
prises contributed $29,112,000 to general government 1n 1938. Although the gen-
eral government of 51 of the 94 cities reported no contributions from public-
service enterprises, and although such receipts constituted only slightly more
than 1 percent of the total revenue, this source of revenue was of considerable
importance to the fiscal structure of some of the reporting cities. This was
especlally true in the case of Jacksonville, which derlved almost one-third of
its total municipal revenue from 1ts public-service enterprises, most of which
came from the electric light and power system. Approximately one-seventh of
Atlantat's total revenue was in the form of profit derived from its water system.
About 63 percenf of $6,737,000 received by Philadelphia as contributions from
public-service enterprises was derived from its gas system, owned but not oper-
ated by the city. For New York there 1s reported a substantial contribution
from 1ts water system.'”

TABLE 13

Revenues of the 94 cities 1n 1938 from charges for current services are
shown 1in table 13. These sources of revenue are broken down in such detail as.
to require little explanation or comment.

Charges for current services.-—During 1938 revenues of $83,536,000 were
derived by the 94 citles from charges for current services of a varied nature.
These charges are for services incldental to the performance by the municipali-
ties of general governmental functions. The largest of these revenuss 1is under
the classification of schools, most of which Is tultion of students. Next in the
order of their Iimportance are hospital fees; court costs, fees, and charges;
bridge and tunnel tolls; and fees for the recording of legal documents. Bridge
and tunnel tolls, which amounted to about $5,000,000, are virtually all dis-
tributed within only 3 clties—New York, St. Louis, and Boston.

Comparison with 1937.—Revenues from charges for current services in
1938 were $462,000 less than the $83,998,000 reported by the 94 cities in 1937
from similar sources.

178¢e part III for a discussion of public-service enterprises.
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT— REVENUES 85
TABLE 11.~—REVENUES FROM GRANTS FROM COUNTIES AND OTHER LOCAL UNITS AND FROM THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, BY PURPOSE: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
COUNTY AND OTHER LOCAL UNIT
& e
'§ GRANTS FOR— FEDERAL GRANTS FOR-
a CITY
el High- AL 411
+2 &l
3 Total ways Schocls other Total P, W. 4. other
Grand £0taL-memmmmmem — 34,144 $332 | $3,600 $211 | $76,409 $65,956 |  $6,453
Group I-~———-———mmmmmeme — 49 19 |~ 29 61,302 54,860 6,441
Group II- s 22 || e | e 22 4,988 4,987 1
] 4,073 313 3,600 1sc 10,119 10,109 10
GROUP Y.~~CITIES HAVING A& POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y. $27 ,949 $27,949
2 Chicago, Ill. 6,447 8,447
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 1,756 1,756
4 | Detroit, Mich. 5,055 5,055
5 Los Angeles, Calif, 822 820 $3
8 Cleveland, Ohio—~—m—m——-m-=rf $45 $19 | ——mmmrm $26 720 659 61
7 Baltimore, Md. 1,187 1,167 | =emmmeee
8 | st. Louis, Mo. 1,469 1,469
9 Boston, Mass, 785 785
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 2,978 2,978
11 San Francisco, Calif. 583 583
12 Washington, D. ©. 6,378
13 Milwaukee, Wis.—————=—w—wm—m 4 [ e—m—ae ————— 4 47
14 | Buffalo, N. Y. 5,146
GROUP TII.—~CITIES HAVING A PCPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 New Orleans, La. $104
16 Minneapolis, Minn. 715
17 | Cincinnati, ORio=-—=m=mwm——r] $22 || —memmme — $22 457
18 Newark, N. J. 47
19 Kansas City, Mo. 727
20 Indianapolis, Ind. 119
21 H 5 Tex. 1,076
R Seattle, Wash. 388
23 | Rochester, N. Y. 78
R4 Louisville, Ky. 108
25 Denver, Colo. 274
26 Portland, Oreg. 1
27 Jersey City, N. J. 545 545 | wmmmm
28 Columbus, Ohi. 349 7.1 R,
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TC 300,000
29 | Oskland, Calif,--—-——mw—m—- - $2 [T [ —— —— $43
50 Atlanta, Ga. 197
31 Dallas, Tex. 398
32 Memphis, Tenn.--—- — 676 50 $623 $3 944
35 | St. Psul, Minn,—-— 10 10 | —mmmmee ———— 584
34 Toledo, Ohi 177
38 Birmingham, Ala.- 645 || ——————m 59
36 San Antonio, Tex. 2 || mm———— 2} —mmme 76
37 Providence, R. I. 369
38 | Akron, Ohi 493
39 COmaha, Nebr. 159
40 Dayton, Ohi
41 Syracuse, N. Y.
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.
43 San Diego, Calif.~ - 15 15 252 250 2
44 Worcester, Mass.-——— 25 15 | e S [ [ 3] [E——
45 Richmond, Va. 285
46 Fort Worth, Tex.——-————v—w-ml 3 || w———— . 3 [ 831
47 Youngstown, Ohi
48 Hartford, Conn, 122
49 Nashville, Tenn.--w—mcov—-| £ [0 J) | —— 790 | wmmem —_— 615
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TABLE 11.-—~—REVENUES FROM GRANTS FROM COUNTIES AND OTHER LOCAL UNITS AND FROM THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMEKRT, BY PURPOSE: 1938-—Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
COUNTY AND OTHER LOCAL UNIT
Iy —
g GRANTS FOR— FEDERAL GRANTS FOR
g CITY
by
b High- A1l Al
A Total ways Schools other Total P. ¥. A. other
GROUP III.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
50 Ji ille, Fla. $27 7y 2 [E—
51 Grand Rapids, Mich, ———--—- o B e $13
52 New Haven, Conn. 343
53 | Long Beach, Calif 4 159 36 333
54 Des Meines, Iowa-—- 9|} - $9 | ———— 74 74 | e
55 | Miami, Fla. 79 79
56 Springfield, Mass,-——-——-o 14 1 e 14 895 895
57 Flint, Mich,—--—-~ -} 42 RY |~
58 Salt Lake City, Utah~- (=) || =— _— (%)
5 | Brid +, Conn. 7 [ 3 P
60 Tulsa, Okla.-- 32| e 32 431
61 Norfolk, Va. N 151
62 Yonkers, N. Y. - 86
83 Seranton, Pa. 19
84 Paterson, N. J.
85 Albany, N. 1. 83
86 Kansas City, Kans. 380
67 Chattanooga, Tenn,--——-—--— 811 |} ~—————m 750 81 24 R4 | e
68 Trenton, N. J.
69 Spokane , Wash,-——~—~e—veuwro 144 )| ——emem 144
70 Fort Wayne, Ind.
71 Camden, N. J. 145 145 | —mee———
72 Erie, Pa.
73 Fall River, Mass.—— = 4 4
74 Cambridge, Mass,~=—-- 9 3 b I _— $3
75 Wilmington, Del.
76 Elizabeth, N. J. 51 51 [ ——emmeem
77 Reading, Pa. 172 172 | —mmmmee
78 Knoxville, Tenn,———we—me—m—m 403 403 | w—oe— 868 868 | m————eee
72 New Bedford, Mass,w——w—eemon 5 3 3 2 || ————— — 2
80 Gary, Ind. 40
81 Tacoma, Wash. 156 || ———n 156 | —e—wene 19
82 Canton, Ohis
83 Wichita, Kans. 3} —rm—— 3
84 Tampa, Fla. 21 21 | —mm——
85 Pecria, Ill. 147 147 | =
86 South Bend, Ind.-—-————e=—=qi 69 64 5
87 Somerville, Mass. - 13 10 4 17 17
&8 Duluth, Minn,-—- - 10| === = 10| -mmmm 99 99
89 Lowell, Mass.———- & 3 3 26 26
90 | Utica, N. Y. v
91 Waterbury, Conn.
92 Lynn, Mass.——————-—-mma—e——— 4 |} s | e 4
93 Bvansville, Ind. - 87 87 | e
94 El Paso, TeX.~—mme—=—w—ec— B e 3
Honolulu, Hawaii-——w—w——crodd cmemm-ne 306 306 | ————memm

*Jesa than $500.
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—REVENUES 87
TABLE 12.--REVENUES FROM PRIVATE SOURCES, FROM CONTRIBUTIONS FROM PUBLIC-SERVICE
ENTERPRISES, AND FROM SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
REVENUE FROM PRIVATE SOURCES Contri- Special
- b;_“ms assess-
om
g oITY Pension assessments Dt;!;:; - l:::ﬁz; n;::e
4 Totel || Rltce- |Fire- |School | AL | M4 |\ Sesedgnter- | cRFIML
3 men men | teachers| other |y Su o 7= | prises
Grand total---—---| $43,525 || $4,289 |$2,060 | $15,591 [$15,808 | $4,796 |$1,182 |$29,112 |$30,933
33,310 3,583 | 1,218 11,363 | 12,988 3,222 | 1,187 { 19,617 | 17,465
5,145 430 340 1,646 1,520 1,192 17 2,085 6,089
5,071 476 503 2,583 1,100 382 27 7,430 7,428
GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y.—- $12,857 || $1,095 | ~———- | $6,328 | $5,326 $6 $112 | $10,470 | $8,098
2 | Chicago, Ill.- 5,767 749 $388 1,331 2,558 40 920 61 2,214
$ | Philadelphia, Pa. 1,803 348 139 848 425 40 1] 8,737 224
4 | Detroit, Mich,— — 738 106 78 476 34 11 30 | —re—— 1,919
5 | Los Angeles, Calif 1,408 258 173 | e 955 3 18 566 178
6 | Cleveland, Ohio~— 551 186 12 511 163 38 10 153 1,463
7 | Baltimore, Md. 804 51 372 383 18 | - 73 557
8| 8t. Louis, Mo, ——rvueuu 277 171 22 | e | e 80 5 248 1,340
9 | Boston, Mass,——v——o 4,023 104 56 588 634 | 12,820 20 7 275
10 { Pittsburgh, Pa.—-- 1,021 75 61 327 497 80 1 411 107
11 | San Francisco, Calif.-- 927 110 29 225 531 19 13 - 87
12 | Washington, D. C,———v| 944 mn 87 335 401 10 538
13 | Milwavkee, Wis. 1,170 129 74 141 804 15 382
14 | Buffalo, No Y,=-—-----< 1,020 108 88 285 476 61 284
GROUP II.~-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO
15 | New Orleans, la.—-—-  $785 $47 $48 $127 | e $561 $542
18 $744 22 18 275 $394 34 1,138
17 955 11 5 194 296 448 1,041
18 682 154 85 285 155 4 ———
19 | Kansas City, Mo.—————- 30 }| ~——een 12 | e [ e 13 495
20 | Indisnapolis, Ind, —-— 119 12 40 62 | ~———m S 73
21 | Houston, Tex,-e—w———-oq (%) RN, [
22 | Seattle, Wash, ——--—- 331 1 7|~ 322 1 1 45 164
23 | Rochester, N. Y.~ ~ 263 17 191 179 ) 149 | ~——emae RSN, | 656
24 | Louisville, Ky. e 129 2 3 105 | (%) 531 40
25 | Denver, Colo.—— — 42 16 16 9 [€) N E—— 758
26 | Portland, Oreg.————~—— 263 12 30 8 ——— 647
27 | Jersey City, N, J 543 134 58 PRSI UUVINIUS, . 19
28 | Columbus, [T p—— 159 1| 101 43 8 § | e 466
GROUP III.-—CITIES HAVING A POFULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 $93 $47 $46 | wmmmom | ommmm e | e | JESSR DU
30 56 18 17 $1 | $1,594 $12¢
31 37 10 15 | memmeom | oo $14 |~ 808 104
32 10 2 4 $1 $1] 2 e 110 S6
33 52 13 12 25 1 (%) [ T [e—— 401
34 | Toledo, Ohio——- 185 10 | oo 108 26 44 | e 45 186
35 | Birmingham, Ala,—-—w——v 40 5 11 | e 21 2 313
36 | San Antonio, Tex. 125 8 9 108 | e 2 &
37 | Providence, R, I.—weee-l 367 32 24 124 141 47 r2Y
38 | Akron, Ohlo- 4 126 || ~eee ! 105 18 4 566
39 | Omaha, Nebr.- 71 3 { 27 (%) 40 178
i
40 | Dayton, ORio——wem—wrmed 99 140
41 | Syracuse, N, Y, e 249 278
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla,--- 9 19
43 | San Diego, Calif.- ] 96 e
44 | Worcester, Mass.—-r--- 228 50
45 | Richmond, Va.——-memvmed 25 26
46 | Fort Worth, Tex.~ 8 41
47 | Youngstown, Ohi. 79 264
48 | Hartford, Conn. s 17 96
45 | Nashville, Tenn.———-— 30 39
table.

See footnotes at end of



Digitized for FRASER

http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABIE 12.—REVENUES FROM PRIVATE SOURCES, FROM CONTRIBUTIONS FROM PUBLIC~SERVICE

ENTERPRISES, AND FROM SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS: 1938—Continued

(Expressed in thousends)
REVENUE FROM PRIVATE SOURCES g:::ri— Spscial
. ons
from | 288688~
‘é cITY Pension assessments E:g:-s- - pablic- u;z;,s
service
3 %l || pitce- | Fire~ |School | a1 | 0 if;;’: enter— z:ﬁ:;i
S men men teachers | other butions prises
GROUP 11X, —CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000-—Continued
50 | Jacksonville, Fla,-—— $93 $12 $15 | e $64 (%) $1! $1,852 $131
51| Grand Rapids, Mich. 55 || oo | e $54 | o m 31 pe—— 57 239
52} New Haven, Comn,— - 132 18 1% 39 46 18 1| e 22
53 | Long Beach, Calif ~ 22 10 11 | e | e 1 (%) 589 114
54 | Des Moines, Iowa——-———- 13 4 s 303 | emem e (%) (#) |~ 40
8§ | Miami, Fla,————eomeof 28 6 B mmmee | e 12 1 42 176
86 | Springfield, ¥ass.——--| UL 0| [ — 96 54 27] (%) | e 60
§7 | Flint, Mich, ~—rmemer 67 4 3 §0 | ~m—— 9| 55 388
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah-—| 35 || o | e 7] [p— 2] (= 22 137
59 | Bridgeport, Conn, ~—-n 98 13 11 89 2 [ 3 [ ——, 83
60 { Tulsa, Okla,——-———-— -~ 18 |} e § o 13
61 | Norfolk, Va.--— 34 32 13 —— (%) 23
62 | Yonkers, N. Y 280 18 1n 2| we——e 518
6% | Seranton, Pa.— 10§ 4 5 15 (#) 1%0
64 | Paterson, N, J,——c—au-d 174 30 22 21 (%) ————
65| Albany, N. Y. cemmememno 17 7 1 51 47 ) [P ——— 258
66 | Xansas City, Xans. (%) ——— (%) s 218
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn 25 5 7 9 1 3 [€) [ [p—— 128
68 | Trenton, N. J.-— — 110 24 22 62 3 (#) | e 300 17
69 | Spokane, Wash,———-——vf 31 S 1 9
70 2i ' s 9 18
71 92 18 13 56
72 [ 0 R — 51
73 73 1 2 44
74 | Cambridge, Mass,——-—~— 98 1 2 62
75 | Wilmington, Del. 19 5 4 8
76 | Elizabeth, N. J. 97 22 16 56
77 | Reading, Pa.——e-—e——d 65 || e | e 51
78 | Knoxville, Tem.,—— 56 7 8 23
79 | New Bedford, Mass,———— 91 (%) 5 53
80 | Gary, Ind.—eememenmeed 28 4 1 18
81| Tacoma, Wash, — 51 15 10
82 | Canton, Ohio—— R 42
85 | Wichita, Kans, ~—emowe— T} e 2| ———
84 | Tampa, Fla,———e—mewrad [ - -]
85 | Peoria, Ill.—— - 15 10 4
86 | South Bend, Ind 1 22 2 2 17
87 | Somerville, Mass. - 85 3 4 58
88 { Duluth, Minn, --~——ee €8 S 2 59
89 | Lowell, Mass,————~r-em B4 || ememe | e 48
90 | Utica, N. Yimormd 117 12 28 49
91 | Waterbury, Conn 75 4 58
92 | Lynn, Mass, - 920 1 55
9% | Evansville, ind.e————ml 28 3 10 15 | ————m () — - 104
94 | El Paso, TeX.-——r—-——o 6 3 2| e | e (%) (%) | e | m——v
Honolulu, Hawaii 3 e 28 | ~emerem | e | e | e 25 [ 3] J— 198

#Less than $500.

 Includes bequest of $2,608,000 for 1library.

2No revenues of county government are included.

2Not included in group or grand totals.

For explanation see p. 8.
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TABLE 13.—REVENUES FROM CHARGES FOR CURRENT SERVICES, BY PRINCIPAL SERVICES: 1938

(Expressed in thcousands)

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLA~
TIVE, AND JUDICTAL PUBLIC SAFETY HIGHWAYS
In-
Street
A1l Fire spec~
5 Court | Record- Protec~ . and Street
% cITY service costs, | ing of | . Police |PrO | tive | WelShts | tora: . side- | lignt- |Fridee|
é Total f::g’ i!]ff;a‘_ other |TOt8l |j charg- | o, iﬁgﬁc' mea- |ami- |PoundE | Soales | i, | Total ::}k cihﬁ _ | tunnel | other
> s es ser- sures na~ 8" | tolls
4+ charges | ments fees sess- es
Pt vices tion
[ ments
fees
Grand total-—— $83,536 || $19,857 [| $8,762 | $4,658 | 96,436 | $4,957 || $,398 | 3341 | 2,178 | $207 | 32| $81[ 15| $605 | $8,036 $609 | $1,743 | $4,957 | 4728
Group I-—- 51,200 15,107 6,864 3,775 | 4,468 | 3,272 659 { 209 1,660 120 99 35 6 483 | 6,232 171 873 | 4,943 246
14,658 3,537 1,404 7431 1,390 820 400 88 230 23 17 11 1 70 983 352 269 11 551
17,678 1,213 494 141 578 865 339 63 287 64 16 35 8 52 820 87 601 3 130
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF S00
1 { New York, N, Y,-——-———- $13,589 {| $4,550 || $2,247| $1,800| $412 | 46 f1s | % 395
2 8,296 3,959 75 373 2,611 | 1,232 13 (%) 939
3 2,954 1,244 858 249 137 2486 21 2 188
4 | Detroit, Mich,—~— 5,894 458 173 173 113 207 72 9 24
5 | Los Angeles, Calif 3,927 913 364 344 204 268 67 4 104
6 | Cleveland, Ohio- 2,734 790 473 7 245 106 83 2 19
7 | Baltimore, Md.-~=- 958 122 82 40 15 || wmeee 1 13
8 | St. Louis, Mo,-~—---- - 5,432 892 539 106 247 184 20 3 122
¢ | Boston, Mass. 2,309 281 83 108 92 24 3 4 4
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 1,627 642 428 73 144 318 193 78 §
11 | San Frencisco, Calif 1,577 423 229 17 77 214 3 90 114
12 | Washington, D. C.- 1,077 427 229 167 30 127 3 3 27
13 | Milwmaukee, Wis, -——-~ 1,801 233 156 58 20 75 64 6 2
14 | Buffalo, N, Y,-=-—-——= 1,023 173 30 48 95 10 3 2 3
GROUP II.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La.~----— $835 $383 $139 $139 $104 $160 $10 | (%) $109 { v~ ®7 $8 8 m————
16 | Minneapolis, Minn,-—--+ 1,224 187 86 83 18 44 30 $4 1| e 8 340 328 $15
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio-— 2,305 373 225 48 99 64 286 8 27 $3 (€] 210 {} ~———— 23
18 | Newark, N. J.-—- 1,274 288 193 €5 31 89 80 2 2 5 ——— 18 || —e——= 15
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 722 293 144 64 86 45 8 1 8 12 1 3 || ——— 3
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. 612 173 |} =eme—e 32 141 40 22 17 [¢))] —_—— ——— 3|} mmmm 2 [ 1l
21 { Houston, Tex.~-=----v-—yj 893 424 20 | =mmm—— 404 74 36 | w—em 35 2 ———— 5 || = | —mmm | e 5

*Less than $500.

IT 1uvd

SANNIATY —INTWNNYIACD "TVHANTD

68



Digitized for FRASER

http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

TABLE 13.—REVENUES FROM CHARGES FOR CURRENT SERVICES, BY PRINCIPAL SERVICES:

(Expressed in thousands)

1938—~Continued

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLA-
TIVE, AND JUDICIAL PUBLIC SAFETY HIGHWAYS
In~-
. Street
All Fire spec=
4 CITY service Gourt | Record- 11ce | Pro- | FEO¥" | peignts | tora? and | Street |, 4,400
23 charges costs, g of 11 Police tec~ tive and ex— A1l side- | light- and Al
g Total fees, legal Total charg- inspec~ Pounds | Scales Total walk ing
= and instru- other es tion tion mea~ |ami- other as- charg- tunnel |other
ures ng- N tolls
k) charges | ments :_fr_ fees s sess~ es
e ces tion +
© fees ments
GROUP II.-——CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000—Continued
22 | Seattle, Wash.——---~-—v 777 $397 $132 $88 $177 e 1 $2 fL g e— F1d [>7 J | [ (R, - 24
23 | Rochester, N, Y.-— 1,255 143 20 42 82 20 17 e | ) ) 2 304 $6 6 222
24 | Louisville, Ky 874 4 35 | ~wmemm 39 25 16 JEESUN [FURSUS P 9 8 || ———=—= | (¥ 8
25 | Denver, Colo.~ 689 394 160 66 169 54 2 I p— 1 20 || —eveme R 20
26 | Portland, Oreg 565 199 92 72 35 105 96 2 | r—— 3 28 13 (%) 4
27 |Jersey City, N. J. 1,966 169 121 44 3 51 51 —— — PP | SR P 4
28 | Columbus, Ohjo ! ~—r—wno] 668 40 38 | mmwem— 2 23 1 JRE DU, 3 9 ||~ | mmm 9
GROUP TII.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION QOF 100
29 | Oakland, Calif $464 $18 || ~—-~m—v 2 $17 24 ) [ (#) | e $5 | ~mmmm & 64 2 43 $19
30 | Atlants, Ga.- 945 76 $74 | —mmeeme— 2 48 $4 | (%) $33 e | (%) | e 5 2 1 —
51 | Dallas, Tex. 432 ——— 53 19 $1 |~ (%) | mmem— 33 B8 4 5 ———
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 249 (*) ————— (%} [3¢] 45 1 3 3 $ | —meem 5 5 1
33 | St, Paul, Minn 458 19 10 4 6 2 [ -, 1| wmem | () 5 e 5
34 | Toledo, Ohio-- 1,040 62 51 11 1 1 2 2 (®) (%) |~ 208 205 3
35 | Birmingham, Ala.-——m~ 173 15 || e | e 15 PRI S (%) 14 SO P 10 9 1
36 | San Antonio, Tex. - 270 (%) B el e (*) 1 —— 1 PRV DO—— 1
37 | Providence, R, I 423 81 7 22 52 23 () 3 (*) —— 2
38 543 31 29 | —mmaee 2 1 1 1 45 45 | e ———
39 359 n 10 | wrmemnm | (%) 60 53 3 6 e | ot 2
40 602 18 8] (% (#) 17 3 4 30 25 | mwee—e | (%)
41 489 37 12 | mmern 25 8 8 1 (®) | e | (%) 93 93 | mmmeme | (%)
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.-— 349 R e e 6 T2 || ——mmnn 1 69 | mwmm—— 1 e || m——— | ——— momima | m———
43 | San Diego, Calif.- 223 3 || == — (%) 3 5 1] (%) 3 el L T Bl Bl 80 ———— 1
44 | Worcester, Mass 837 46 || e (%) 46 4 () (#) | e 4| e | v | e —— 20 —— 20
45 | Richmond, Va.~— 497 58 46 2 3 s (® 4 1 8| (% 1 () 1| e | (%)
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. 456 BL || e | e 31 22 (%) — 21 | wmem | (%) (#) | —emm | e 14 ———— 13
47 | Youngstown, Ohio 127 34 19 16 sl (% 1| () B | oo | e 1) [— 15 1
48 | Hartford, Conn.-- 388 41 14 3 80 786 2] (% (%) I R 1 1 1
49 | Nashville, Tenn,-— 111 2 || m————— 2 5 (%) —— Ll 1|-—=-1 (% ——
80 | Jacksonville, Fla,----- 104 34 |} ~mm—me 34 1] = | ——— 1 B e S | B T ey [y

SHILID 40 SOLLSIIVIS TVIONVNIA
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Grand Rapids, Mich,-~--f §90 20 11 | mmem e 9 15 5
New Haven, Conn.=———w—r-— 269 56 33 20 3 14 14

Long Beach, Calif,-— 208 3 JRO— 3 4 2

Des Moines, Iowa————--— 181 16 —— 1 pr s 1

Mlami, Fla, oo 648 u —— 1 58 41

Springfield, Mass.~——- 404 32 18 14 7 2

Flint, Mich.—-ammoem—— 757 8 8 (%) (%) 22 6

Salt lake City, Utah-—- 251 18 1) ) 24 2

Bridgepert, Conn. 23 27 1 22 4 2 (#)

Tulsa, Oklg.,--wm 93 | —— Y ) 1 29

Norfolk, Va,-—-—————— 269 62 52 | wammoen 10 11 (%)

Yonkers, N. Y. 95 32 5 | wemmrann 27 7 )| ————

Scranton, Pe.-——-— 41 s (%) ——— 5| (%) ("

Paterson, N. J.=———-—]| 299 27 13 |~ 14 8 (%)

Albany, N. ¥,-——-- -1 132 19 ||~ | e 19 [3

Kansas City, Kans 60 (%) - —— (%) 4 (9

Chattanooga, Tenn.-———- 201 B o ] 12 1 ()

Trenton, N. J.~ -1 232 18 13 31 (% {*) (%) — (¥} ] e | o
Spokane, Wash.-———ew=m 224 1 {j —————— 1 26 2| (= PRV, (RN [DURIRI R
Fort Wayne, Ind.- 1 52 (%) (*) (€] 1 || e | (%) PRGN, ISV 1| w————
Camden, N. J,-=~—m———=- 72 28 1 7 5| wem— (#) |~ | e | e
Erie, Pa,-—-——w~e 72 9 g 3 (%) () (%) | rommm || (%)
Fall River, Mess. 63 8 H 2 (%) (%) PR I ) T —
Cambridge, Mass. - 158 10 7 6 4| (%) ——— —— |
Wilmington, Del.- 43 7 7 6 1 e | (®) e | (W)
Elizabeth, N, J.————--mif 51 3 3 5 2 1 b e B el I
Reading, Pa,-————~~-sf 76 13 [ =mmwemmm | e 13 4 1| (%) | = B | wmmme | e | e
Knoxville, Tenn.- - 162 (%) mmnim | e | (%) 8 Q] (#) [-3) [P T 1| (%

New Bedford, Mass . 105 i ———— 4 3 ———— —— 1

Gary, Ind.~—--— -1 60 || wmmmmm [ mmmmme | e | e ——— ———— e | e | e | e
Tacoma, Wash s 255 | IE— 6 2 1 e (®) L9 | (%)
Canton, Ohio: - 147 35 15 20 N | B O R (%) |~ 1) emem
Wichita, Kans. S 311 —_—— 4 1 —— R
Tampa, Fla.- - 233 | () | -meemee 3 1 (%) (#) | () | e | mmmmen
Peoria, J11,-=w=—m- 152 8 || wommmmm | ——— [ 14 (%) () 11 1 1| me—— b ) J——
South Bend, Ind,----—-- 486 3 || wmm——— | m—— 3 2 () — R —— (%) )
Somerville, Mas 58 13 (%) 2 11 1|} e | (%) (%) 1

Duluth, Minn.- 156 13 2 4 7 ¢ 3] (%) |eemeee

Lowell, Mass.- 113 25 || m—eem - —- 25 4 (#) ‘*) 1 1

Utica, N. Y.—- 35 8 2| (% 4 2 Y [ AN S P

Weterbury, Conn. 135 15 2 12 1 2 1| -—- 1|

Lynn, Mass,--—- 166 12 2 10 2 1| wmmm | s 1| ———mm

Evansville, Ind. 282 (%) —— () 5 *) (*) 4 | e | e

El Paso, Tex.————-=—mr-i 185 2 2| (%) USSR [RSTRE USRI U [

Honolulu, Hawaii 2 -—-- 350 35 34 | e - 1 - | —— (%) 5 4| e | () | e | e 18 13 ———

*Less than $500. 1¥o

revenues of county government are included.

For explanation see p. 8.

2 Not included in group or grand

totals,

I1 18vd

SHANHATY —INHWNYHAQD TVHANAD

I6



Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

TABLE 13,—REVENUES FROM CHARGES FOR CURRENT SERVICES, BY PRINCIPAL SERVICES: 1938-~Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

SANITATION HEALTH HOSPITALS CHARITIES
] Raste
3 crry Street | collec- vitay |Hoslen| Hospi- Tnabi-
g Sewage tion Al sta~ A1l All General [ All
Total tation < Total spec~ ic Total tal Total tional
‘E charges charg- am: :;f- other t,i i:- tion | fees other fees other re- relief | other
14} es P fees celpts
charges
GIANd LOYALmmmmms e ot e o 96,355 || 2,877 | $949 | 2,112 $417 41,567 || $417| w04 | 67| g8 | $11,377 (| §11,182 | $195 | $2,647 3548 | $1,069 [ $129
Group T 2,114 1,112 36 665] 302 909 339 466 | (%) 104 | 6,028 5,915 | 114 | 1,972 301{ 1,591 79
Group IT 986 642 147 158 42 170 23 122 [ 19 2,932 2,886 36 183 21 169 §
Group III 3,255 1,123 766 1,292 74 487 58 316 &0 56 2,416 2,571 45 482 227 208 47
GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND QVER
L[ New York, N. Y, -—wmomoemm ooy R54 $254 | ————m 30 $194 ®”5 $6884 $850 $34 17 |j e P1L7 | ~—rm
2 | Chicago, Ill. 73 ————— $38 40 23 3 35 85 | = 917 $6 899 $13
3 | Philadelphia, Pa,—-- 91 80 | ——mm 18 3 1 9684 250 14 14 10 4 | ——amee
4 | Detroit, Mich.,-— 68 12 1 74 6 59 1,562 1,552 10 44 15 24 4
5 | los Angeles, Cali 384 216 96 222 S5 163 (*) 5 277 275 1 157 37 97 23
6 | Cleveland, Ohio~ 4 217 21 (%) [ € | memmmm | e (%) 566 568 2 144 131 2 11
7 | Baltimore, Md.-—-——~- 179 35 24 13 B | e | 5 57 57 | v 2 2| mmmm |
8 | 8t. Louis, Mo,--— 58 24 19 138 (%) 817 817 1 2 (%) 2
9 | Boston, Maas. 22 21 (*) 10 (&) 276 268 g 267 17 243 7
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,=em===-===mmnmem———— (%) (#) —— (%) 1 1 184 184 | —emme 76 66 | mem-mam 10
11 | San Francisco, Calif. 83 P [— 83 135 *) 27 P — ? L [ER— [
12 | Washington, D. C.-—w=- 29 6| (% 12 11 4 *) 148 148 | (%) 28 1 21 6
13 | Mllwaukee, Wis 639 608 3 3 26 9 2 210 177 33 63 8 51 3
14 | Buffalo, N, Y.~~~ 18 6| ~———m s 4 9 3 222 217 4 34 (*) 33| (%)
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TQ S
15 | New Orleans, la. et (%) (*) $413 3] $56 ——
16 | Minneapolis, Minn. $155 $154 A R 8 4 | (®
17 | Cincinnatli, Ohio-—-—w~———e—em—mmewnmy 17 24 2 20 7 4 3| meneme
18 | Newark, N. J. 100 5 3 1 2 || mmmmem | e f~3
19 | Kensas City, Mo. 2 ] —~—— 18§ —ee | (%) R — 8
20 | Indianapolis, Ind,~ g0 8B | —mmm | e 2 1 1| mmeerm | e () 64 63 1 3 1 2| m————
21 | Houston, Tex.-——--—- 33 1 32 | e 8 || =——— 1 1 1 89 89 | wmm—e | o || e | e | e
22 | Seattle, Wash, 2 1 1 8 2 1|~ [} 77 75 ) ) SRR, | RSV USRS RN,
23 | Rochester, N. Y.—— 192 21 97 1 3 || e 3 (%) 108 108 { —~w—m 122 1 119 2
24 | Louisville, Ky.~ - 4 3 (%) (%) 37 2 23 21 (W 55 53 2 9 [ [E—

e6

SHILIO 40 SOLISILVIS TVIONVNIA



25 | Denver, Colo, 39 2 1) e—emeea — 3 R e 2 23 10 14 1 (*)

26 | Portland, Oreg.----— 3 (€] 2 3 1 1 1| ¢ 12 3 9 39 39

27 | Jersey City, N. J.- 5 5 12 1 [ p— 3| 1,660 1,660 | mwmem | mmmeem |} mmrmn | e S —

28 | Columbus, Ohio * —m—m=mwemeememmmeed 381 — 2 1 - (PSR (ST AR | RSN R, 2 2 | mameen
GROUP III.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TQ 300,000

29 { Oakland, Calif,—~——m—m—smemmm e 0 || ~———-- ————— R0 |~ $56 $4 $52 | =~ | (®) ——— ——— ———

30 | Atlanta, Ga. 567 541 18 || ~=—- 11 366 $63 $3

31| Dallas, Tex. 76 23 1 22 | == | mmmmm 16 1 [ |

32 | Memphis, Tenn.--- 15 3

33| St. Paul, Minn,- 199 1

34 | Toledo, Ohi 221 1

35 | Birmingham, Ala.- (%) e

36 | San Antonio, Tex. 9 8

37 | Providence, R. I.-~ 37 11

38 | Akron, Ohio 150 6

39 | Omaha, Nebr. 2 2

40 { Dayton, Ohi 275 274

41 | Syracuse, N. Y. 171 1

42 | Oklahoma City, Okla 205 9

43 | San Diego, Calif. 22 18

44 | Worcester, Mass. 41 7

45 | Richmond, Va. 169 165

46 | Fort Worth, Tex.———=——=r=w—c—cm—rm——— 152 182

47 | Youngstown, Ohio——-==—~-v (%)

48 | Hartford, Conn.- 11 -

49 | Nashville, Tenn.-— - (%) -

50 | Jacksonville, Fla,- 23 16

51 | Grand Rapids, Mich, 9 8

52 | New Haven, Conn.- 11 7

53 | Long Beach, Calif,--—-- 22 2

54 { Des Moines, Ii 4 3

55 | Miami, Fla. 42 1

56 | Springfield, Mass. 19 19

57 | Flint, Mich, 27 1 26 | —w=mm 2 554 551 3 | e || m——- —————

58 | salt Lake City, Utah—- 6 4 2| e 1

59 | Bridgeport, Conn. 1 1 —————e | (%) 1 24 24 © 29

60 | Tulsa, Okla. 12 1 11| -=—o ——— e || m——— ——— | e

61| Norfolk, Va. 1 (%) — 8 (*) 7 18 18 1| memem

62 | Yonkers, N, Y,==—==m=—rr=—=——r——————— 11 |{ memmemrem [ o [ oo 11 8 (*) | e (*) (*) —— 11

63 | Scranton, Pa. 1 e [ (%) 3| ————- 3 () () (*) | =—=—-

64 | Paterson, N. J,~~————————r=——e—re—e—o 3 2| (% 9 4 ) e 25 25 | memem | mmmemme

65 | Albany, N. Y. 6 1 5 1| 0 | 24 24 53

66 | Kansas City, Kans,-----——~--ewmmccmred cmemms || mmemeoe | o | e ——— 1 1 [wmmman

67 | Chattenooga, Tenn,-—=—rmw——mmmememmeae] e || e o | e | e ———— 5 || ~——m 5| e | mmme 139 139 | wmmmm | mmmmmem | s | e | e

#Less than $500. 1 Nb revenues of county goverrment are included. For explanation see p. 8.
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TABIE 13.~—~REVENUES FROM CHARGES FOR CURRENT SERVICES, BY PRINCIPAL SERVICES: 1938-—Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

City number

SANITATION

HEALTH

HOSPITALS

CHARITIES

CITY

Total

Sewage
charges

Street
sani-
tation
charg-
es

Waste
collec~
tion
and dis-
posal
charges

All
other

Total

Vital

ata-
tis-

tics

Health
in~

spec~
tion
fees

All
other

Totsl

Hospi-
tal
fees

All
other

Total

Insti-
tu-

tional
re-

ceipts

General
relief

A1)
other

GROUP

IIT.~~CTITIES HAVING A POPULATION

,000 TO

Trenton, N. Ji~——e——mmmmmeem oo ]
Spokane, Wash,
Fort Wayne, Ind,-—--——————eom——meemad

Camden, N. J.
Erie, Pa.
Fall River, Mass.-
Cambridge, Mass,-~

Wilmington, Del.-—--~
Elizabeth, N, J,=—-~-
Reading, Pa.
Knoxville, Tenn.
New Bedford, Mass.
Gary, Ind.
Tacoma, Wash.

Canton, Ohio:
Wichita, Kans,----
Tampa, Fla.
Peoria, Ill.
South Bend, Ind.~——
Somerville, Mass.-
Duluth, Minn.

Lowell, Mass.
Utica, N. Y.
Waterbury, Conn.,-—-—-————=——=—==n-—m—v
Lynn, Mass.
Evansville, Ind,--———=—==———mw—~— ——
El Paso, Tex.

Honolulu, Hawaii? ---

50

#less than $500. 2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 13.—REVENUES FROM CHARGES FOR CURRENT SERVICES, BY PRINCIPAL SERVICES: 1938—-Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

CORRECTION RECREATTON MISCELLANEOUS
Insti-
tu- QOther
¥ cIrY tional Schools | LiUTe- Auditos | o oute- Ceme-~
ries rium Con— | Refec~ teries
4 indus- | A1l Golf sion A Nar- AL
Total Total and ces- | tories Total and
& try other fees 1 and 1, (net other kets other
- earm stadium | oo aions | (net) ﬁre:a—
5 ings fees fees ories
(net)
Grand total $1,216 $109 | $1,107 | $11,390 { $1,146 | 99,553 {| $2,819 | $1,566 | $3,920 | $548 | $133 | $566 | $5,436 || 32,602 | $891 | $1,944
Group T 838 103 735 | 4,842 712 | 5,824 || 1,268 720 | 3,095 347 02| 2085| 3,350 || 1,633 186 | 1,531
Group II 238 6 232 2,724 160 1,228 548 255 208 82 22 112 686 548 80 47
Group IIT: 140 || ~memom 140 3,824 275 2,500 1,004 591 616 10 10 161 1,401 420 615 365
GROUP I.—~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y. g2 4] (%) 72 $883 | (*) 2,375 x28 $1,917 | $101 $19 $770 4
2 | Chicago, I1l, 185 $48 137 982 $90 663 173 313 63 76 38 30
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 84 || ———-mm 84 59 12 187 2 [ — —— 29 1
4 | Detroit, Mich. 238 26 212 1,464 59 390 119 171 8 $54 37 1,266 127 | == 1,139
5 | Los Angeles, Calif. 33 33 117 203 471 138 158 24 5 12 6 [| e | (¥ 6
€ | Cleveland, Ohio 41 41 152 7 360 76 38 13 | memmme 18 277 140 $130 7
7 | Baltimore, Md. 8| ——- B 70 93 142 57 55 12 8 211 157 | m—emem 54
8 | St. Leuis, Mo. 6 {{ ———- 6 152 22 193 41 100 9 3 16 90 90 | ——mmmm [ (%)
9 | Boston, Mass. 1|f ———— 1 308 25 96 35 ) wmeemm—— 53 1 7 149 a8 55 6
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 32 16 16 144 45 108 60 2 40 8 2 66 66 | mmmmwm | wm e
11 | San Francisco, Calif, ————~wrwomwmee—m e e 80 [[ =~==—- 80 72 21 493 171 110 204 | - 7 ] e 7 || =—— | 7
12 | washington, D. C. 8 8 150 25 62 || e | mcns | e 15 | ——mame 47 58 4] | = 17
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 13 8 5 261 30 149 80 2 51 1 1 4 68 16 | wmemme 53
14 | Buffalo, N. Y. 38 6 31 27 17 135 49 19 10 10 | ~=emmm 46 315 118 | =~ 197
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La,-—=——rmw=mewommmme o] i || e | oo % $6 $126 $31 $33 $19 28 [ ———mme $15 $98 ©7] %) $1
16 | Minneapolis, Minn. f2] 9 116 25 214 73 62 49 1 21 8 31 29 | wmoomn 2
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio 52 48 1,135 21 119 | e 53 21 | e 1 52 46 | =mmem 7
18 | Newark, N. J. ] 1 B84 20 35 19 | —mmes 1) [ == 1 3 a7 97 | o | mmmeee
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 2 2 210 12 92 26 60 1 3| mmmma 2 36 35 | wmmmm 1
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. — 112 12 72 59 *) 10 3 1 41 (*)
21 | Houston, Tex. (*) (%) 105 [ 75 59 11 [ R PRS- 77 s

*Less than $500.
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TABLE 13.—REVENUES FROM CHARGES FOR CURRENT SERVICES, BY PRINCIPAL SERVICES: 1938-——Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

CORRECTION RECREATION MISCELLANEOUS
Insti-
tu- Other
E eIy tional Schools Lg:- A:g‘i’.;o- sdnis- | oon- | Refec- (t‘:::';;s
g Total indus- | ALL Total Golf and slon ces~ { tories ALL Total Mar- and ALL
a try other fees stadium and sions | (net) other kets erema~ other
[ earn~ use
g ings fees fees tories
(net)
GROUP I1I.-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TG S00,000--Continued
22 | Seattle, Wash. $12 12 $92 $17 $103 $58 07 $11 (%) $19 $19 | weaman | e
23 | Rochester, N. Y. 37 37 1098 12 70 35 5 11 $lo 136 47 287 1
24 | Louisville, Ky. 7 7 516 4 120 34 11 15 57 15 || —emmm— 2 13
25 { Denver, Colo. 16 16 48 18 82 60 9 1 8 25 | —————
26 | Portland, Oreg. 29 29 55 | mmmemae 74 40 27 | —we——— 3 18 1 17
27 | Jersey City, N. J. 1 1 40 4 19 || w=me—- 10 7 3 | mmmne —— | v
28 | Columbus, Ohio? 47 47 95 2 27 8 | e 18 1 (%) 41 e [ ()
II1.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif, ————— $148 $14 $136 °4e $42 $62 A $7 $1 —— $1
30 | Atlanta, Ga. $6 » 22 15 99 43 7 43 5 1 22 20
31 | pallas, Tex. ————— 163 7 84 31| (%) 4? 8 3 2 % 2
32 | Memphis, Tenn. (%) (%) 4 8 80 24 27 17 6 6 25|} 1 e 24
33 | st. Paul, Minn. 14 14 14 13 135 | ==——=- 112 | e [ e 23 38 ———— 22
34 | Toledo, Ohio 35 35 274 14 60 24 18 19 1| = [ e 46 25 (%)
35 | Birmingham, Ala. 45 6 80 30 34 11 5 [ w—mmmm 2 3 ————— 3
36 ) San Antonio, Tex. 73 9 94 27 4 52 9§ | = 2 47 36 11 1
37 | Providence, R. I. 91 | —wmmee 36 24 | memomam 6 1 5 36 36 | mwmm
38 | Akron, Ohio: 1 1 258 7 25 23 | wmeeme [ (3) 1 ————— 8 ————— 8
39 | Omaha, Nebr., —— 240 6 24 13 g 1 1| e | (%) 5 5| —mrmam | e
40 | Dayton, Ohi 20 20 116 10 64 42 | —mmm 16 1| wvmm—— 5 44 44 | —vmmne
41l | Syracuse, N, Y. 13 6 30 ] 23 2| (#) | ememnm | o 21 19 | —=——am 2
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. 5 3 VA | ppe— 28 13 3| mmmmee | mmmee *) B R )]
43 | san Diego, Calif,—w——-—=semmomomermmm oo oo [} e ———— 27 10 54 38 2 3 9 | movmmnn 2 15 13
44 | Worcester, Mass. 131 4 31 11 18] (%) —— 1 94 55
45 | Richmond, Va. 10 54 4 LR — 4 2| (% (%) 127 w“
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. 134 2 66 21 22 12 b R el 17 ——————
47 | Youngstown, Ohi. 14 | memm 44 32 | meemin 10 1 1
48 | Bartford, Conn. e 5| mmemm 58 30 | ~—rmemm 28 | = (%) 24 13 11
49 | Nashville, Tenn. 7 || =~ 2 2 35 19 | —rmemem 12 2 1 21 21 | —mmmee
50 | Jacksonville, Fla. (=) e | () (*) 1 40 19 13 4 | v | e 4 (*) Pl B
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51| Grand Rapids, Mich. 183 4 74 25 46 4| - (%) 124 36 87 | ~mmem
$2 | New Haven, Conn. 66 9 86 26 | ———eem 13| (%) $3 43 4 || —me— | —— 4
53 | Long Beach, Calif. 8 14 60 20 17 ————— 10 25 2| (* 3
54 | Des Moines, I 6 35 PR pa—— 18 | ememm | e [ (%) 54 19 35| (%)
55 | Miami, Fla. i~ 71 25 34 12 (%) ————— | ———— 17 8 1 8
56 | Springfield, Mass. 50 42 5 31 (%) ————— (%) TL |} === | e 71
57| Flint, Mich. 71 4 40 30 9 1] (% (%) 7 6| (% (*
S8 | Salt Lake City, Utah 3 4 64 30 | —mmm— 28 5| ww——— 1 37 || —em—— 37 | memmemeree
59 | Bridgeport, Conn. 1 53 ] 45 22 ] 11 2 4 1 2B || mememe | wm—— 28
60 | Tulsa, Okla. 10 26 1 25 ) [p—— 16 4| e 3 (%) RO I € N [R——
€1 | Norfolk, Va. 29 11 4 27 15 3 1 1| = 7 97 87 38 2
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. 8 3 || e} = LR e e e 15 || m=mmme | e 15
63 | Scranton, Pa. 21 2 6 (%) 2 3| —=—= 1 1 (%) —————- 1
64 | Paterson, N. J. 220 3 2 || e | e 1] (*) | ==} (%) R 1
65| Albany, N. Y. 6 | v 18 17 | == | mmmmm | mmmeae | e o || ceacvn | o | —————
66 | Kansas City, Kans. 40 | mm—e—— 14 || e 10 LR el el e (#) —— (%) ———
€7 | Chattanooga, Tenn. 1 2 33 12 14 ) ———— T | ————— ] w—— 8 6| ~——m 2
68 | Trenton, N. J. 96 4 1| ~—
69 | Spok » Wash. 4 40 3 33 27
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind. 25 10 13 10
71 | Camden, N. J. 1 1 10 | ————
72 | Erie, Pa. 43 3 5 (| =
73 | Fall River, Mass. 17 2
74 | Cambridge, Mass. 16 1 9 8
75 | Wilmington, Del. 8 [ = 11 || e
76 | Elizabeth, N. J. 14 8 S| w=—w-
77 | Reading, Pa. 14 2 T | w———
78 | Knoxville, Tenn. (%) 9 2 14 12
79 | New Bedford, Mass. 49 1 2 || w———
80 | Gary, Ind. 24 2 20 8
81 | Tacoma, Wash. 3 44 4 27 || w———-
82 | Canton, Ohio 12 2 5| ==
83 | Wichita, Kans. (#) 197 5 88 12
84 | Tampa, Fla. 7 2 13 || —me——
85 | Peoria, I11. 67 6 43 30
86 | South Bend, Ind. 8 2 26 18
87 | Somerville, Mass. 24 2 1| =————
88 | Duluth, Minn. 36 3 38 17
89 | Lowell, Mass. 26 1 13 (| wemesam
90 | Utica, N. Y. 9 2 7 5
91 | waterbury, Conn. 38 3 25 11
92 | Lynn, Mass. 40 4 21 17
93 | Evansville, Ind. 121 3 1 8
94 | E1 Paso, Tex. 65 1 20 12

Honolulu, Hawaii 2 5 || - 5 1| e 15 4 | wm———— 6 A e 2 217 2| we———— 214

#Less than $500. 1 No revenues of county government are included. For explanation see p.B. 2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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98 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

SECTION B. COST PAYMENTS (Tables 14 to 21, inclusive)

For the 94 citles cost payments for general government® in 1938 were ap-
proximately $55,000,000 less than the total revenues, reported in the preceding
section. These cost payments were, however, $131,200,000 higher than similar
expenditures in 1937.

Cost payments comprise expendltures for services employed, properties con-
structed, purchased, or rented, public 1improvements constructed or otherwise
acquired, materials utilized, and interest on borrowed money, which are incurred
in performing those services and activities for which these local governments
have authority. Llke the revenue classification, the cost payment classifica-
tion has been revised for purposes of complling and presenting the financial
data beginning with 1937. 1In order to facilitate the use of this volume, fig-
ure 5 is presented on pages 107-112 to show the changes that were made in the
1937 cost payment classification as compared with that for 1936.

Definitions. — At the close of this volume (see pages 294-298) may be found
definitions of the terms used in the report.

Cost payments are separable into three principal classes—operation of gen-
eral government, interest charges on account of general municipal debt obliga-
tions, and outlays for permanent acqulisitions or improvements of general gov-
ernment.® During 1938, expenditures of $2,187,459,000 were made for operation,
$207,135,000 for interest, and $377,171,000 for capital outlays. The total
cost payments were $2,751,765,000, (See figure 1 on page 1 above.)

An analysis of the data presented In each of the main tables comprising
section B appears below.

TABLE 14

The cost of general government in the 94 cities during 1938 is summarized
in table 14 by the three major classifications. Expendltures for operation ac-
counted for 78.8 percent of the total, outlays for

13.7 percent, and interest for 7.5 percent. M“nic?l’altﬁpemti"’)’ costs
Operation.— The cost of operating general gov- 1 Fhousands
ernment in the 94 cltles during 1938 was the highest 1926 $1,389,000
on. record, as may be seen from the statement on the 1928 1,575,000
right. 1930 1,737,000
The most conspicuous factor In this increase iggi i'szg’ggg
’ 4
has been the growth of expendltures for charities 1936 1,848,000
and assoclated welfare and rellef activities, which 19357 2,025,000
rose in 1938 to a level higher than the combined 1938 2,167,000

cost of general government for administrative, legislative, and judicial pur-
poses and for highway construction purposes. The tremendous Increase since the
pre~depression period in the expenditures of these cit-

Charities ies for charities and relief ls 1indicated by the ac-
(In thousands) companylng statement. From the statement it may be seen

that approximately 73 percent of the $430,000,000 in-
1926 $43,507 crease in all operation costs of general govermment in
igig 25:;22 the 94 cities 1n 1938 over 1930 is accounted for by an
1932 176,693 increase of $313,386,000 in expenditures for charities
1934 287,972 and associated welfare and relief activities.
1936 281,242 Interest.—Interest payments of the 94 cities in
igig ggg:gig 1938 totaled $207,135,000, all—except Washington, D, C.

-—reporting expenditures under this c¢lassification.

1 For public-service enterprises see part III

2 Payments of the principal of debt are ordinarily considered by a city as an expenditure. Outlay
payments, made from the funds received when the debt was incurred, are also considered by the city as an
expenditure. Only one of these payments, however, is a cost. The Bureau includes as such the payment
for the outlay at the time it is made rather than the payment to retire the principal of the debt.
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PART 11: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—COST PAYMENTS 99

Owing to the fact that prior to 1936, interest payments on bonded indebtedness
were not reported separately for general government purposes and public-service
enterprises, 1t 1s not possible to present a trend statement. Interest pay-
ments for general governmental purposes in 1938 were approximately $15,400,000
less than the amount reported for 1937, but it is difficult to determine what
proportion of this reduction reflects a decrease in outstanding indebtedness of
certain reporting citles or how much could be attributed to the fact that some
of the citles were successful In refunding high interest-bearing indebtedness
during a period of comparatively low interest rates.

Capital outlays.—Expenditures of the 94 cities for capital improvements
in 1938 totaled $377,171,000, almost two-thirds of which was for highways and
schools. The accompanying comparisons are presented

to show the sharp fluctuations in capital outlays for Capital outlays
general government in recent years. The flgures are (In thousands)
not strictly comparable because of obstacles encoun-
tered 1in eliminating all outlays for public-service 1926 #666,000
1928 754,000
enterprises from the totals. 1930 748,000
Although the volume of capital outlays for general 1932 557,000
government purposes shows an Iincreasing trend, 1t has 1934 250,000
not, despite the stimulation afforded by Federal loans 1936 300,000
1937 373,000
and grants for public works and improvements, approached 1938 397,000
,
its pre-depression level. An 1mportant part of the

Federal public works program has embraced public-service enterprises, and the
costs of these enterprises are eliminated from the figures so far as possible.

The diversity of municipal government organization is indicated in table 14
under the heading "City and units of municipal government." When the city cor-
poration 1s the only governmental unit, data are shown on one line. When there
are additional Iindependent units, the payments of each unit are shown on a sep-
arate line, after descriptive titles. The reason for the Inclusion of these
independent units has been given in Part I, Introduction. For the percent used
in each case, see the second column of table 3.

TABLE 15

Per caplta cost payments of the 94 citles in 1938 for operation and for in-
terest are shown In table 15. The percent distribution of expenditures under
the three major classifications of operation, interest, and outlays 1s also
shown. Per capita filgures for outlays are omitted as affording nc useful com-
parisons, since they are a nonrecurring cost.

Per capita cost payments.-—Per capita cost payments for operation and for
interest averaged $62.84 for the 94 cities Included In this study, the highest
average belng reported for the cities in group I. Individual averages ranged
from $93.52 for New York to $23.24 for Memphis. Generally speaking, cities of
larger population show comparatively higher per capita cost payments, although
striking variations may be Introduced because of special factors other than
population influencing the level of local expenditures.

Per capita costs for interest appear to have no close relation to the popu-
lation factor, as they do 1n the case of the cost for operation. The cities iIn
group II had an average interest cost approximately the same as those in group
I. The highest per caplta cost for interest was that of $10.74 reported for
Jersey City, while the lowest was $1.00 reported for Fort Wayne.

Percent distribution of cost payments.—As previously 1indicated, ex-
penditures for operation accounted for 78.8 percent of cost payments for gener-
al government in 1938, followed by 13.7 percent for capital improvements and
7.5 percent for Interest. Operation constituted 94.3 percent of total general
governmental expenditures for Worcester, as compared with the lowest of 58.2
percent reported by Memphis.

The expenditures for capital improvements also present striking variations
from the over-all average reported for the 94 cities. For example, Memphis re-
ported capital outlays amounting to 32.1 percent of the total cost of general
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government, principally for schools, highways, and sewers. In contrast, the
city of Flint reported only six-tenths of 1 percent of total general government
costs as capltal outlays.

Interest payments accounted for about one-fifth of total general govern-
mental costs In Knoxville, Miaml, and Norfolk., Cities reporting a consider-
ably lower than average ratio of interest payments to total general costs were,
in percentages, Worcester, 1.6 percent; Springfield, 2.7 percent; Lowell, 2.9
percent, and Somerville, 3.0 percent.

TABLE 14.—SUMMARY OF COST PAYMENTS, BY CHARACTER AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938

(Expressed in thousands. For mumber of funds reported and for percent of independent units included, see
first two columns of table 3)

b OPERATION AND INTEREST
2 Capital
g CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL Total cost outlays
& GOVERNMENT payments Operation Interest
By
e Total
3 (Table 18) |(Table 19) |(Table 20)
Grand totale——-——-wm-~—w-—-——ed $2,751,765 || $2,374,594 || $2,167,459 | $207,135 | $377,171
Group I 1,925,996 1,634,069 1,500,801 133,269 269,927
Group II 344,410 306,464 274,866 31,597 37,947
Group III 483,359 434,061 391,792 42,269 49,208
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y. $848,786 $668,625 $644,234 $44,391 | $160,161
City corporation--- 820,419 684,640 643,512 41,129 135,778
Bridge, parkway and tunnel
digtrictgmmmmm o mm e . 28,368 3,985 722 3,263 24,383
R Chicago, I1l.——e-—mm—emmmom ey 249,080 215,016 194,170 20,846 34,064
City corporation~-—--————-——- 123,819 116,560 110,823 5,737 7,259
County 23,647 19,242 17,775 1,467 4,406
School district- 65,098 56,293 51,952 4,341 8,805
Park district—-—— 17,760 14,328 9,979 4,349 3,432
Sanitary district———— 16,381 7,218 2,737 4,480 9,163
Forest preserve district-—-—-+ 2,374 1,378 903 472 999
3 | Philadelphia, Pa.-=-r--~ 113,142 107,313 89,829 17,485 5,829
City corporation— 77,353 76,200 61,492 14,708 1,153
School district———— 35,789 31,113 28,337 2,777 4,676
4 | Detroit, Mich.-—-—- 121,199 102,835 91,270 11,565 18,364
City corporation- 101,078 85,699 74,360 11,340 15,379
County 20,121 17,136 16,911 _25 2,985
5 | Los Angeles, Calif.-— 108,811 92,488 86,345 6,142 17,323
City corporation- - 35,814 30,096 28,169 1,927 5,718
County 36,531 32,539 31,008 1,531 3,992
School district—--————-re—mo 37,466 28,852 27,168 2,684 7,613
6 | Cleveland, Ohio~ 62,278 56,786 51,508 5,477 5,493
City corporation——-——==m—=——=—o 32,421 R9,380 ?5,781 3,599 3,041
County 10,753 8,428 7,158 1,270 2,324
School district—- 18,804 18,757 18,148 508 47
Park district—-- 300 RR1 RRL | =mmemmmem 80
7 | Baltimore, Md.———m-omo—mrmememmme] 50,063 45,143 40,258 4,886 4,919
8 | St. Louis, Mo,=—m-—m 43,046 36,362 33,285 3,076 6,684
City corporation- 30,961 24,697 21,733 2,964 6,263
School district-————em~eremeau 12,086 11,685 11,552 113 421
9 Boston, Mass,=——~w=rr——rrorem—ee-d 74,712 70,978 66,585 4,392 3,736
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.=——-r-—=rcmmweeee ] 55,860 46,563 41,121 5,443 9,297
City corporation------rw——~r-—m 22,397 19,3286 17,311 2,015 3,070
County 18,379 13,195 10,613 2,582 5,183
School district——————e——man-——q 15,085 14,042 13,196 845 1,043
11 San Franclsco, Calif.-— 42,629 39,472 37,233 2,239 3,157
12 Washington, D. Cio-r~emmmmmm—mmmnnay 47,842 39,342 39,342 | —ommmmmeee 8,300
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TABLE 14.—SUMMARY OF COST PAYMENTS, BY CHARACTER AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938--Continued
(See note at head of table)
& OPERATION AND INTEREST
3 Capital
] CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL Total cost outlays
s GOVERNMENT payments Operation | Interest
>
P Total
a3 (Table 18) {(Table 19) | (Table 20)
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER—Continued
13 Milwaukee, Wis, —————- $43,977 $40,656 $38,467 $2,189 $3,320
City corporation 28,454 25,699 24,516 1,183 2,756
County 13,764 13,552 13,010 342 413
Sewerage district——--———- e 1,758 1,606 942 665 152
pL3 Buffalo, N. Y.~—m-—omee 61,770 52,492 47,353 5,138 9,278
City corporstion—— 40,040 37,996 34,080 3,907 2,043
County 15,331 14,184 15,259 924 1,148
Sewer districte——————————vcmenf 6,399 312 § 307 6,087
GROUP II.——CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 To 59,000
15 New Orleans, La.————-w——cmceeem—omn] $23,208 $18,728 $15,260 $3,468 $4,570
City corpoeration -~ 15,192 12,656 10,445 2,211 2,538
School district~———- 5,112 4,615 4,319 296 496
Levee district——————e—mree—avy 2,994 1,457 496 960 1,538
16 Minnespolis, Minn,———me—esecome 36,008 32,119 29,759 2,360 3,888
City corporation-~ 29,779 26,286 24,019 2,266 3,494
County 6,228 5,834 5,740 94 395
17 Cincinnati, Ohio-————m—n 34,266 29,336 26,302 3,034 4,930
City corporation---—-——r—cw- i 20,995 16,977 14,942 2,085 4,018
County 5,283 4,657 4,187 471 626
School district—ee—es—e—mme—ed] 7,950 7,667 7,139 528 283
Park district--—— 38 34 34 | e 4
18 | Newark, N. J,———-e-————mmee-. 44,208 41,392 36,878 4,514 2,816
Clty corporation—————— 38,283 35,957 32,302 3,655 2,306
County 5,945 5,435 4,576 858 510
19 | Kansas City, Mo,-—-——-— 22,567 18,260 15,759 2,500 4,307
City corporation~ 11,930 8,403 7,368 1,036 3,527
County 3,336 3,272 2,690 582 63
School district-————mme——mened 7,301 6,584 5,701 883 717
20 Indianapolis, Ind.—————m———mm————- 21,221 18,975 17,727
City corporation-———eee——r——am 8,535 7,407 6,814
County 5,662 5,601 5,382
School district—-—e—————eemem—o 7,08 5,967 5,531
21 | Houston, Tex.—w- 17,347 13,282 11,203
9,376 5,814 4,584
2,370 2,016 1,665
5,003 4,853 4,367
580 580 580
20 20 8
22 Seattle, Wash,-—————m—m—r—ammem ] 20,541 18,785 17,234
City corporation———-—-mme- — 9,259 8,431 7,691
County 4,483 3,592 3,200
School district———————m——ewe ] 6,555 6,517 6,098
Port district---- 245 245 R45
23 Rochester, N. Y.———mmm 32,625 30,214 28,008
City corporation———-m—-n 26,443 24,896 23,087
County 6,183 5,318 4,921
24 | Louisville, Ky. — 14,463 12,680 10,990 1,690 1,782
City corporation——- 12,797 11,244 9,555 1,689 1,553
County 1,665 1,436 1,435 1 229
25 20,293 18,354 17,572 782 1,938
14,784 12,902 12,458 444 1,882
School district-—~--—- 5,509 5,453 5,114 339 57
26 | Portland, Oreg.~— s 15,552 14,873 13,330 1,543 679
City corporation— 6,693 6,272 5,565 707 421
County 3,784 3,526 2,994 535 257
School district—-- 4,695 4,694 4,391 303 1
Port district~ 381 381 f 723 [ [—— [ —
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TABLE 14.—SUMMARY OF COST PAYMENTS, BY CHARACTER AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938—Continued

{See note at head of table)

t OPERATION AND INTEREST
2 Capital
El CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL Total cost outlays
s GOVERNMENT payments Operation | Interest
B
S Total
G (Table 18) |(Table 19) }(Table 20)
GROUP II.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000—Continued
27 Jersey City, N. J.- — $30,397 $28,628 $25,364 $3,264 $1,769
City corporation—- 23,458 2,306 19,707 2,599 1,152
County 6,939 6,323 5,658 665 616
28 | Columbus, Ohio* 11,623 10,837 9,480 1,357 786
City corporation 7,396 6,615 5,630 985 781
School district--- 4,227 4,222 3,850 373 5
GROUP IYI.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
¥
28 | Oakland, Calif.---—-—v $14,357 $12,956 $12,349 $607 $1,401
City corperation— 6,617 5,732 5,612 120 885
School district-— 7,129 6,613 6,126 487 516
Utility district—- - 611 611 611 | —emr—e el
30 Atlanta, Ga.—-— 10,834 9,512 8,976 536 722
31 | Dallas, Tex.-— 10,273 8,341 7,057 1,284 1,932
32 Memphis, Tenn.-—- 9,790 6,647 5,699 947 3,143
33 | St. Paul, Minn,------—ee—mreeee—e] 12,404 11,016 9,370 1,646 1,388
34 | Toledo, Ohio—————memm—mmmr 14,822 13,097 11,467 1,630 1,726
City corporation-— 8,827 8,036 6,997 1,039 590
Scheol district- 6,196 5,060 4,470 591 1,136
35 | Birmingham, Ala.- 6,669 6,462 5,397 1,084 208
36 | San Antonio, Tex. 7,374 6,746 5,6R2 1,084 628
City corporation e 4,012 2,570 2,832 738 442
Schoel district-—- ——mm 3,362 3,177 2,831 346 185
37 Providence, Ri Ii-—--rm——rrmmmer ] 19,793 16,872 15,278 1,643 2,921
38 | Akron, Ohi 12,036 10,148 8,656 1,493 1,888
City corporation-—— 7,255 5,612 4,417 1,195 1,643
School district—-—-- 4,782 4,536 4,239 297 245
39 8,203 6,994 5,983 1,011 1,208
5,051 3,866 3,259 608 1,185
School district—- 3,152 3,128 2,725 403 23
40 | Dayton, Ohi 9,242 8,013 7,313 700 1,230
City corporation— 5,758 4,575 4,182 393 1,183
School district-- 3,485 3,438 3,131 307 47
41 | syracuse, N. Y.~——-—v 15,703 14,437 15,265 1,172 1,266
City corporation— 15,491 14,225 13,053 1,172 1,266
County supervisors' fund- 212 212 R1R | —mrmmmmmms | mmemm e —
42 Oklahoma City, Okla.- 7,105 6,222 5,637 585 883
City corporation 3,411 3,130 2,763 366 282
School district—- 3,694 3,083 2,874 218 601
43 San Diego, Calif.—-——- 7,833 7,203 6,951 252 629
City corporation 4,089 3,681 3,623 &8 388
School district-— 3,763 3,522 3,328 194 241
44 Worcester, Masg,—=—=-—=—=r—m——m—mmamy 14,415 13,815 13,591 224 600
45 Richmond, Va,-——r—=—=-m—wrcomacaee 9,800 8,510 7,161 1,349 1,290
46 { Fort Worth, Tex.—-w-- 7,472 5,813 4,789 1,024 1,659
City corporation— 4,003 3,218 2,517 699 876
School district-———-————m——u—-q 3,379 2,587 2,272 328 783
47 Youngstown, Ohio: 6,315 5,949 5,552 397 564
City corporation~ 3,084 2,771 2,455 316 313
School districte-—— 3,082 3,064 2,984 81 18
Park district-——- 148 114 114 |~ 3R
48 Hartford, Conn.-—- - 11,826 10,774 10,013 761 1,052
City corporation: — 11,310 10,580 9,876 703 730
Metropolitan district~ 516 194 136 58 322

* No data for county government are included. For explanation see p. 8.
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TABLE 14.—SUMMARY OF COST PAYMENTS, BY CHARACTER AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938—~Continued
(See note at head of table)
5 OPERATION AND INTEREST
-1 Capital
2 CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL Total cost outlays
GQVERNMENT payments Operation Interest
B Total
3 (Table 18) |[(Table 19) | (Table 20)
GROUP IIT.——CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000-—Continued
49 Nashville, Tenn.-————=——wm——e——w— $4,582 $4,343 $3,835 $508 | - $239
50 Jacksonville, Fla,~——— 5,684 5,403 4,926 478 281
City corporation- S 3,766 3,566 3,273 293 200
School district————- e 1,918 1,838 1,653 185 80
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich.--—--— 6,329 5,649 5,130 519 680
City corporation: 5,559 2,899 2,512 387 660
School district—- 2,770 2,750 2,618 132 20
52 New Haven, Conn,-—--- 9,582 8,899 8,370 530 682
City corporation— 9,542 8,860 8,330 530 682
Improvement association————ew- 40 40 40 | mem e m | e m——
§3 | Long Beach, Calif,-—-—-— = 8,857 7,386 6,837 549 1,471
City corporation~ = 4,617 4,041 3,880 180 577
School districtg————=——mmvw—ad 4,239 3,345 2,976 369 894
54 Des Moines, IOWa———-———wm—mmmm—mmed 6,414 5,473 4,936 537 940
City corporation—-——— 3,561 2,689 2,461 228 872
School distriet——-—- 2,853 2,785 2,475 310 68
55 Miami, Fla. 7,472 8,777 5,284 1,494 635
City corporation- 5,5R9 5,100 3,865 1,235 429
School district- 1,943 1,678 1,419 259 265
56 Springfield, Mass,————-—-——— ——r 11,670 10,593 10,282 310 1,07
57 Flint, Mich,-=-—m—— . 6,139 6,100 5,413 €88 38
City corporation~ -~ 3,018 2,992 2,812 380 28
School district-- 3,121 3,108 2,801 307 12
58 Salt Lake City, Utah————~=——————eme 5,211 4,913 4,575 338 298
City corporation————— ~ 2,442 2,296 2,125 171 148
School district———m— 2,768 2,817 2,450 167 152
59 Bridgeport, Conn,-————s=—————e—————o 8,002 7,806 7,187 619 197
60 | Tulsa, Okla.-——-—- . 5,628 4,227 3,537 690 1,401
City corporation-- ~ 2,110 1,991 1,558 433 120
School district—- 3,518 2,236 1,980 256 1,281
61 Norfolk, Va.——————=——e e e ] 5,975 5,082 3,887 1,195 892
82 Yonkers, N. Y.——————memmmmmemme 14,045 13,554 12,238 1,316 492
63 Scranton, Pa.-——————m——m——m e 5,202 4,721 4,344 377 481
City corporation——-- ~ ?,068 1,966 1,832 135 102
School district—————m—emmm—umd 3,134 2,755 2,512 243 379
64 | Paterson, N. J,—-——mmmmm—m 6,917 6,510 5,746 764 407
65 | Albany, N. Y.—-ememme—m 8,272 7,924 7,253 872 347
66 | Kansas City, Kans.-—— 4,307 3,180 2,861 320 1,126
2,382 1,464 1,298 166 918
1,808 1,600 1,515 85 208
116 116 47 68 | —————mmm
67 | Chatt , Tenn. 4,225 3,735 3,002 733 450
68 Trenton, No Jo—m=————momemee e ~— 6,472 6,343 5,520 823 129
69 pokane, Wash. 4,220 3,846 3,701 144 274
City corporation- 2,293 1,934 1,823 m 358
School district-- 1,927 1,912 1,878 33 16
70 Fort Wayne, Ind,———e—~——n 3,261 3,073 2,955 117 188
City corporation- 1,394 1,322 1,301 21 72
School district-- 1,867 1,751 1,655 96 116
71 Camden, N. J. 7,183 6,422 5,307 1,116 770
72 | PBrie, Pa. 4,143 3,994 3,533 461 149
City corporation——-——~-- 1,798 1,662 1,428 257 134
School district: 2,347 2,332 2,107 224 18
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TABLE 14.--SUMMARY OF COST PAYMENTS, BY CHARACTER AND BY UNITS OF
MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT: 1938-~Continued

(See note at head of table)

ke OPERATION AND INTEREST
2 Capital
g CITY, AND UNITS OF MUNICIPAL Total cost outlays
s GOVERNMENT payments Operation | Interest
2 Total
3 (Table 18) | (Table 19) | {Table 20)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
73 Fall River, Mass.— $5,260 $5,108 $4,871 $237 $153
74 Cambridge, Mass, ———m————r——msmem 8,548 7,510 7,167 344 1,038
75 Wilmington, Del.-————~mememmmam—umed] 4,054 3,812 3,541 7 242
76 Elfzabeth, N. J,——~emevmmm e 5,582 5,190 4,654 536 393
77 | Reading, Pa.-—=-——mme—m—emrmmmnmr) 4,373 4,026 3,581 445 347
City corporation-— 1,805 1,647 1,488 159 157
School district-——- 2,568 2,379 2,003 286 189
78 Knoxville, Tennm,=————=—-———————a—--o 4,935 3,980 3,019 261 955
79 New Bedford, Mass,—=—w—m——————m—e 6,262 5,997 5,743 254 265
80 Gary, Ind. 3,856 3,611 3,373 238 245
City corporation———-——=—e—e—e— 1,779 1,693 1,600 93 88
School district—————————ee 2,077 1,918 1,773 145 159
Sanitary district?
81 | Tacoma, Wash.-———rmwemmenmeend 3,987 3,653 3,477 176 334
City corporation: 2,045 1,781 1,676 105 264
School district- 1,800 1,758 1,684 71 44
Park district——--——v—————oy 142 117 117 (%) 26
82 Canton, Oni 3,688 3,535 3,063 472 153
City corporation—— 1,890 1,613 1,393 220 77
School district-—-———————-——— 1,999 1,922 1,669 253 77
83 Wichita, Kang.-—-——-—e—e—emmemmyf 4,193 3,559 3,255 304 633
City corporation--—- ——— 1,919 1,443 1,251 192 476
School districte——-—-— 1,896 1,758 1,665 93 139
University district——————————-— 377 358 339 19 19
84 | Tampa, Fla. 4,003 3,692 2,984 708 401
City corperation z,782 2,415 1,873 542 367
School district——— 1,310 1,277 1,110 166 34
85 Peoria, Ill.-——m—————————mem e e | 4,893 3,962 3,766 196 9351
2,219 1,606 1,514 92 613
1,590 1,347 1,517 29 243
262 228 226 2 34
192 152 80 72 11
630 830 630 | wm—mmmmme— | e
86 | South Bend, Ind.--——-- 3,064 2,973 2,773 200 91
City corporation — 1,387 1,321 1,230 28 86
School district—e--—-—- S 1,677 1,652 1,543 109 25
87 Somerville, Mass,———=e——weecmereen 6,254 5,784 5,599 185. 470
88 | Duluth, Minn,———————m——— e 4,638 4,135 3,820 514 503
City corporation- et 2,508 2,083 1,867 186 453
School districtmmnmm—mmmmmm—e- 2,132 2,082 1,954 128 49
89 Lowell, Mass, ——mm=—m—————mmmm el 6,018 5,825 5,650 175 194
80 Utica, N, Yo—omoommmoe—ee ———— - 6,041 5,592 5,183 409 449
9 Waterbury, Conn,—=emc~meommm———— - 5,629 5,158 4,720 438 471
92 Lynn, Mass. 6,491 5,877 5,651 225 614
93 Evansville, Ind.————- 3,393 3,046 2,888 158 347
City corporation 1,754 1,572 1,494 78 181
School districte—e—rrae—eeene 1,640 1,474 1,394 78 166
94 El Paso, TeX,w—r—v——m—mmmome e 2,642 2,556 2,240 316 86
Honolulu, Hawaii ? —————evmucovme—u 7,421 5,610 5,380 230 1,811
* Less than $500. 2No cost payments in 1938. 2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 15.-—~PER CAPITA AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COST PAYMENTS,
BY CHARACTER: 1938
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION | Compar-
PER CAPITA COST PAYMENTS OF COST PAYMENTS 1son
with
E, reve-
g CITY Operation nues
& Opera~ |Inter- [Capital | (cost
o int:::st Operation |Interest ton est outlays | pay-
oot mentsa
© 100)
$62.84 $57.36 $5.48 78.8 7.5 18,7 102.0
73.87 67.85 6.02 78.0 8.9 15.1 101.8
58.27 52.26 6.01 79.8 9.2 11.0 102.1
41.69 37.63 4.06 8lL.1 8.7 10.2 102.5
GROUP I.~—~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 $93.52 $87.49 $6.08 75.9 5.2 18.9 96.5
2 64,03 57.82 6.21 78.0 8.4 13.7 120.8
3 55.46 46.43 9.04 79.4 15.5 5.2 98.8
4 Detroit, Mich.-—- 65,43 $8.07 7.36 76.3 9.5 15.2 93.6
5 Los Angeles, Calif. 63.45 59,23 4.21 78.6 5.6 15.8 103.5
[} Cleveland, Ohio 64.37 58.16 6.21 82.4 8.8 8.8 93.6
K4 Baltimore, Md.-—- 53.13 47.38 5.75 80.4 9.8 2.8 99.8
8 S8t. Louis, Mo.-- 44.50 40.74 3.77 77.3 7.1 15.5 103.8
9 Boston, Mass. 90,25 84.67 5.58 83,1 5.9 5.0 115.4
10 Pittsburgh, Pa. €9.36 61.26 8.11 73.6 9.7 16.6 96.1
11 San Francisco, Calif 62,21 58.68 3.53 87.3 5.3 7.4 114.3
12 Washington, D. C. 62,22 82,22 —— 82.6 — 17.4 110.9
13 Milwaukee, Wis, 69.39 65,66 3.74 87.5 5.0 7.6 109.9
14 Buffalo, N. Y.~ 91.23 82,30 8.93 76.7 8.3 1s5.0 94.1
GROUP II.,-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 $38.35 $31.25 $7.10 65.5 14.9 19.6 102.4
16 65.89 61.04 4.84 82.6 6.6 10.8 97,3
17 63.48 56.92 6.57 76.8 8.9 14.4 106.4
18 95.81 85.37 10.45 83.4 10.2 6.4 108.9
19 Kansas City, Mo.- 45.73 39,47 6,26 69.8 1.1 19.1 92.6
20 Indianapolis, Ind 49.54 46.28 3.26 83.5 5.9 10.6 98.5
21 Houston, Tex.-——————— 36.05 30.41 5.64 64.8 12.0 23.4 100.1
22 Seattle, Wash, —-———— 51,07 46.86 4.2 83.9 7.6 8.5 99.6
23 Rochester, N. Y 92,82 85,05 6.78 85,8 6.8 7.4 97.8
24 Louisville, Ky.-——————u 39.99 34,66 5.33 76.0 1.7 12.3 98.3
25 Denver, Colo.-— 58.01 55,54 2.47 86.6 5.9 9.6 101.3
26 Portland, Oreg,--——-o. 48.80 43.73 5.06 85.7 9.9 4.4 118.2
27 Jersey City, N. J.-. 94,20 83.46 10.74 83.4 10.7 5.8 105.8
28 Columbus, Ohio 1 o em e e o] 35.72 31.25 4.47 8l.6 11.7 6.8 98,2
GROUP ITI.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif,————em—omeemmmme $43.33 $41.30 $2.03 86.0 4.2 9.8 105.2
30 Atlanta, Ga. 32.06 30.25 1.8 87.7 5.2 7.1 109.1
31 Dallas, Tex.-—— 28.89 24,44 4.45 68.7 12,5 18.8 101.4
32 Memphis, Tenn,— 23.24 19.93 3,31 58.2 9.7 32.1 93.6
33 St. Paul, Minn,~————emee 38.67 52.89 5.78 75.5 13.3 11.2 104.8
34 Toledo, Ohio——— 46,15 40.41 5.74 77.4 1.0 11.86 92.8
35 Birmingham, Ala.- 24,27 20.28 4.00 80.9 16.0 3.1 98.7
36 San Antonio, Tex. 27.00 22.66 4,34 76.8 14,7 8.5 105.0
37 Providence, R. I,— - 67,71 61.11 6.59 76,9 8.3 14.8 84.5
38 Akron, Ohio—————-m—wmm 41.15 35,10 6.05 71.9 12.4 15,7 107.0
39 e 31,49 26.94 4.55 72.9 12.3 14.7 108.7
40 38.34 34,99 3.35 79.1 7.6 13.8 92.0
41 69.88 64.21 5.68 84.5 7.5 8.1 98.8
42 30.94 28.03 2,91 79.3 8.2 12.4 87.%
43 San Diego, Calif.—- 37.19 35.88 1.30 88.7 3.2 8.0 109.9
44 Worcester, Mass,-—— 71.73 70.57 1.16 94,3 1.6 4.2 98.7
45 Richmond, Va. 44.48 37.43 7.05 73.1 13.8 13.2 99.4
46 Fort Worth, Tex. 32,18 27,33 5.84 64,1 18.7 22.2 91.7
47 Youngstown, Ohio- 35.39 33,03 2,36 88.0 6.3 5.8 111.0
48 Hartford, Conn. 64.94 60.35 4.59 84.7 6.4 8.9 95.7
49 Nashville, Tenn.- 26.32 23.24 3.08 83.7 path ] 5.2 127.2 -
1 No data for county government are included. For explanation see p, 8,
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TABLE 15.-—PER CAPITA AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COST PAYMENTS,
BY CHARACTER: 1938—Continued

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION Compar~
PER CAPITA COST PAYMENTS OF COST PATMENTS $son
with
§ reve-
CITY nues
g Operation _ .
g and Operation | Interest ngira Intir- Cazital (cost
» interest on es outlays | pay-

- ments=
S 100)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
50 Ji ille, Fla. $33.03 $30,11 $2.92 86.7 8.4 4.9 100.8
51 Grand Rapids, Mich. 34.78 31.59 3,20 8l.0 8.2 10.7 108.1
52 New Haven, Conn.-. 55.28 51.99 3.29 87.3 5.5 7.1 103.0
53 Long Beach, Calif, = 46.05 42.62 3.42 77.2 6.2 16.8 107.5
54 Des Moines, Iowa--- ~! 34,91 31.48 3.43 77.0 8.4 14.7 102.3
55 Wiami, Fla,-———-e— 43.31 33,76 9.55 70.7 20.0 9.3 96.3
56 Springfield, Mass.—— — 70,81 68.73 2.08 88.1 2.7 9.2 108.8
57 Flint, Mich,——o—em—e = 41.00 36.38 4.62 88.2 11.2 .6 123.3
58 |° Salt lake City, Utah-— 33,15 50.87 2.28 87.8 6.5 5.7 109.9
59 Bridgeport, Comn.-—-—~memmnmenof 53.06 48.86 4.21 89.8 7.7 2,5 101.7
60 Tulsa, Okla. 29,77 24,91 4.86 62,8 12,3 24.9 107.9
61 Norfolk, Va.- 35.84 27.41 8.43 65.1 20.0 14.9 113.5
€2 Yonkers, N. Y. 95,99 86,67 9.32 87.1 9.4 3.5 102.2
63 Scranton, Pa,———--. 33.50 30.83 2.68 83,5 7.2 8.3 89.9
84 Paterson, N, J,— 48,67 41.19 5.48 82.1 1n.o 5.9 117.2
65 Albany, N, ¥,——— 60,98 55.79 5.17 87.7 8.1 4.2 101.0
€6 Kansas City, Kans, 25.06 22,54 2.52 66.4 7.4 26.2 103.3
67 Chatt. y Tenn, 28.48 23.69 5.7¢ 71.0 17.4 1.8 94.1
68 Trenton, N. J,-emmomome e 50.95 44,34 6.81 85.3 12.7 2.0 113.4
€9 Spok , Wash. 31.81 30.61 1.20 87.7 3.4 8.9 103.5
70 Fort Wayne, Ind.-——-— 26.08 25.09 1.00 90.6 3.6 5.8 106.9
71 Camden, N. J. 54.56 45.09 9.48 73.8 15.5 10,7 100.1
72 Erie, Pa. oo 34,20 30.25 3.95 85.3 1.1 3.6 101.1
73 Fall River, Mass,—~— 43.99 41.96 2,04 92.6, 4.5 2.8 107.6
74 Cambridge, Mass.——————=—mmca—— €6.29 63.26 3.03 83.8 4.0 12.1 105.8
75 Wilmington, Del.—————m—wr—. 34.19 31.75 2,43 87.3 6.7 6.0 107.8
76 Elizabeth, N. J.-— ~ 46,88 42.04 4,84 83.4 9.8 7.0 101.2
7 Reading, Pa.—--— — 36,37 32,35 4.02 8l.9 10.2 7.9 105.9
78 Knoxville, Tenn,-——— — 35,99 27.8%0 8.69 81.2 19.5 18.4 113.4
79 New Bedford, Mass.-———— 54,42 52.11 2.30 91.7 4.1 4.2 98.8
80 Gary, Ind, ———m—me 32,92 30.75 2.17 87,5 6.2 6.4 102.8
81 Tacoma, Wash, ~—w—— - 35,51 31.90 1.62 87.2 4.4 8.4 102.0
82 Canton, Ohio———mwee— = 32.79 28.41 4.38 83.0 12.8 4.2 114.8
83 Wichita, Kans.,— - 33.11 30.28 2.83 77.6 7.3 15,1 91.1
84 Tampa, Fla,——-—eom——mee 35,00 28.28 6,71 72,9 17.% 9.8 124.3
85 Peoria, I1l.——-——- 37.70 35.84 1.86 7.0 4.0 19.0 97.2
86 29.20 27.24 1.96 90.5 6.5 3.0 108.4
87 56.87 55.05 1.82 89,5 3.0 7.5 101.0
88 40.90 37.79 3.1 82.4 6.8 10.8 115.5
89 57,67 55.94 1.73 83.9 2.9 3.2 97.4
90 55,53 51.47 4.06 85.8 6.8 7.4 105.4
91 51.89 47,48 4,41 | 83.8 7.8 8.4 101.5
92 Iynn, Mass, «——— ~f £9.30 57.03 2,27 87.1 3.5 9.5 10L.3
93 Evansville, Ind. —| 31.08 29,47 1.61 85,1 4.6 10,2 108.2
94 El Paso, Tex.--—-———— 28,13 22.90 3,23 84.8 12,0 3.3 107.8

Honolulu, Hawaii 2 ——eemmmmenn 22,87 21.64 .93 72.8 3.1 24.4 100.5

2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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FIGURE 5.—CHART COMPARING COST PAYMENT CLASSIFICATIONS FOR 1937 AND FOR 1936

NITE: Numbers following names of functions and activities show corresponding classifice-
tion in the other year,

Cost Payments 1937

1 General administrative, legislative, and
Judicial 1, 24, 264, 72, 82, 92,94, 95
11 Control 11, 121, 1241, 13
111 Legislative 11
1113 Municipal council or
comnission 11
1112 Legislative committees
and special bodies
11
1113 Clerk of council 11
1114 Ordinances and pro-
ceedings 11
112 Executlve 121, 1241
1121 Mayor 1211
1122 Manager 1241
1123 Boards and commissions
1212
113 Judiclal 13
1131 Criminal courts 13
11311 Felonies 132
11312 Misdemeanors
133
3113121 Traf-
fic 131
113l2z All
other 131
1132 Civil courts 131, 132
11321 Chancery 132
11322 Probate 132
11323 Law 131, 132
113231 Major
cleims 132
113232 Smell
claims 131,
13
1133 Domestic relations
courts 132
11331 Juvenile 132
11332 All other 132
1134 Medical and social
service 132
1135 Undistributed and all
other 132
12 Staff agencies 122, 123, 1242-1246,
13, 14, 15, 24, 264, 72, 82,
92, 94, 95
121 Elections 14
1211 Supervision 14
1212 Registration 14
1213 Primery elections 14
1214 General elections 14
1215 Speciel elections 14
122 Finance 122, 92
1221 Supervision®
1222 Accounting and inter-
nel auvditing 1221
1223 Independent accounting
and auditing 1222
1224 Budgeting 1226
1225 Assessment and levy of
taxes 1224
1226 Collection, custody,
and disbursement of
funds 1223
1227 Licensing 1223, 1224
1228 Purchasing and custody
of supplies 1225

Governmentsl-Cogt Payments 1936

1 Genersal government 11, 121, 122, 1231,
1232, 1234, 1241, 1243, 1244, 125,
126, 1271, 128, 129, 129B

11 Legislative 111
12 Executive 112, 122, 1231, 1241,
1243, 1244, 125, 126, 1271,
128, 129B
121 Chief executive 1121, 1123
1211 Mayor 1121
1212 Executive boards and
cormissions 1123
122 Finence 122, 1282
1221 Auditor or comptroller
1222
1222 Specisl accounting and
auditing 1223
1223 Treasurer and col-
lector of revenue
lazs, 1227, 1229
1224 Assessment and levy of
revenue 1225, 1227
1225 Purchasing officer
1228
1226 All other 1224, 1229,
1282
123 Law 1231
124 General executive 1122, 1241,
1243, 1244, 125, 126,
1271, 128, 129B
1241 City manager 1122
1242 City clerk 1241, 1243,
1244
1243 City engineer and pub-
lic works and ser-
vice 1251
1244 Civil service 1271
1245 Clty planning 126
1246 All other 1252, 129B,
128
13 Judicial 113, 1232, 1234
131 General munieipal courts
11312, 113282, 1232, 1234
132 All other 11311, 1132-1135,
246, 1232, 1234
14 Elections 121
15 General government buildings 129
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FIGURE 65.—CHART COMPARING COST PAYMENT CLASSIFICATIONS FOR 1937 AND
FOR 1936-——Continued

(See note at head of figure)

1 General administrative, legislative, and
Judicial 1, 24, 264, 72, 82, 92, 94,
95~Continued

12 Staff agencies 122, 123, 1242-12486,
13, 14, 15, 24, 264, 72, 8292,
94, 95—Continued

122 Finance 122, 92--Continued
1229 Debt administration
1223, 1226
1229A Administration of
special funds eand
investments 92
123 Law 123, 13
1231 Counsel and legal
advice 1283
1232 Criminal prosecution
13
1233 Special civil counsel®
1234 Special criminal
prosecution 13
124 Recording and reporting 1242,
24, 95
1241 Municipal clerk 1242
1242 Recording deeds end
mortgages 24
1243 General public reports
1242, 950
1244 All other 1242, 95
125 Administrative offices and
boards 1243, 1246
1251 City engineer and pub-
lic works 1243
1252 A1l other 1246
126 Planning and zoning 1245
1261 Planning 1245
1262 Zoning 1245
127 Personnel administration
1244, 92
1271 Personnel selection
end administration
1244
1272 Pension administration
92
128 Research and investigation
1226, 1246, 264, 72, 94
1281 Research bureaus 1246,
72
1282 Special reseerch
projects 1226, 1246,
264, 94°
1283 Public officers' as-
sociations 1246°
129 Genersl administrative build-
ings 15
1291 Supervision 15
1292 0ffice buildings 15
1293 A1l other 15
129A Community promotlon 82, 94
12941 Advertising 94
l2gA2 Expositions 82, 94
129A3 A1l other 94
1298 All other 1246

2 Public safety 132, 21-23, 25, 26, 312¢

21 Police department 21, 253, 264, 312

211 Supervision 21

212 Police training 21

213 General and criminel records
21

214 Identification records 21

215 Communication system 21

218 Detention and custody of
prisonsrs 21

2 Protection to person and property 1242,
1282, 21, 22, 23, 241, 242, 244, 245,
247, 248, 7323
21 Police department 211-216, 218-21946
22 Fire department 22
221 General expendltures 221-224,
226-228
222 Water service 225
23 Militia and armories 241
24 Register of deeds and mortgages 1242
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FIGURE 5.—CHART COMPARING COST PAYMENT.CLASSIFICATIONS FOR 1937 AND
FOR 1936—Continued

(See note at head of fi_ure)

2 Public safety 132, 21-23, 25, 26,

312%—Continued
21 Police department 21, 253, 264,
31l2——Continued
217 Motor vehicle inspection 253
218 Criminal investigation 21
219 Uniformed pstrol 21
219A1 Vice and moral
control 21, 264
21942 Crime prevention,
Juvenile 21
219A3 Treffic control 21,
312
219A4 Special detail ser-
vices 21
219A5 A1l other 21
21946 Undistributed 21
22 Fire department 22, 253, 264
221 Supervision 221
222 Training schools 221
223 Communication system 221
224 Fire prevention 221, 253, 264
225 Hydrant end water service 222
226 Fire-fighting force 221
2261 Engine service 221
2262 Truck service 221
2263 Fireboat service 221
2264 Salvage service 221
2265 Volunteer service 221
2266 Rescue squads 221
227 All other 221
228 Undistributed 221
2% Protective inspection 25
231 Supervision®
232 Building inspection 251
233 Plumbing inspection 251
234 Electrical inspection 251
235 Gas inspection 253
236 Boiler inmspection 253
237 Elevator inspeetion 253
238 Welghts and measures 252
239 All other 253
24 Other protection 132, 23, 26°
241 Militie end armories 23
242 Exemination of engineers and
plumbers 262
243 Scaelest
244 Protection to animals 261, 263
245 Morgue 264
246 Investigation of causes of
death 132
247 Flood control 264
248 All other 264

3 Highways 3¢

31 Supervision®

32 Roadways 31, 32
321 Paved streets 311
322 Unpaved streets 311
323 Alleys 31l
324 Sidewalks and crosswalks 311
325 Culverts 311
326 Snow and ice removal 32
327 Undistributed 31

33 Street lighting 33

34 Bridges end vieducts, and grade
separations 311°

35 Tunnels 311°

36 Waterways 34

37 All other 312

2 Protection to person and property 1242,

1282, 21, 22, 23, 241, 242, 244, 245,
247, 248, 7323--Continued
25 Inspection service 217, 224, 23
251 Building, plumbing, wiring,
and boiler 232-234, 236
252 Welghts end meéasures 238
253 All other 235, 237, 239, 224,
217
26 Other protection to person and
property 1282, 224, 7323, 242,
244, 245, 247, 248
261 Pounds 244
262 Exemining engineers and
plumbers 242
263 Humene socleties 244
264 A1l other 245, 247, 248, 1282,
224, 7323

3 Highways 3, 21943

3l Roadways 321-325, 327, 34, 35, 37,
21943
311 Streets 321-325, 37, 34, 35,
327
312 A1l other 327, 37, 219A3
32 Snow and lce removal 326
33 Street lighting 33
34 Waterways 36
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FIGURE 5.—CHART COMPARING COST PAYMENT CLASSIFICATIONS FOR 1937 AND
POR 1936—Continued

(See note at head of figure)

4 Sanitation end waste removal 4°
41 Supervision®
42 Sewsers and sewsage disposal 41°
421 Sewer system 418
422 Sewege treatment end dis-
posal 41°
43 Street sanitation 42, 45
431 Street cleaning 42
432 All other 45
44 Weste collection 43
441 Garbage 43
442 Ashes 43
443 Qther waste 43
45 Waste disposal 43
451 Garbage 43
452 Ashes 43
453 Other waste 43
46 Comfort stations 44
47 Smoke regulation 45
48 All other 45
§ Conservation of health 51, 52, 5312,
5322, 54, 55, 56, 63212
51 Supervision 51
52 Vital statistics 52
53 Regulation and inspection 55, 56
531 Milk and dairy products 55
532 Other food and drugs 55
533 Sanitary inspection 45, 56
534 All other 56
54 Control of communicable diseases
5312, 5322
541 Tuberculosis 5312
542 Venereal diseases 5322
543 All other 5322
55 Child-health services 54
551 Pre-school and prenatal 542
552 School 541
553 All other 542
56 Adult-health services 56, 62212
57 Laboratory 51
58 Health centers and general clinics
5322
59 All other 51, 56, 62212
6 Hospitals 5311, 5321, 61, 63
61 Supervision 61
62 General municipal hospitals 6311
63 Special municipal hospitals 5311,
5321, 632
631 Cormunicable diseases 5311,
5321
6311 Tuberculosis 5311
6312 Veneral diseases 5321
6313 All other 5322
832 Mental diseases 632
633 All other 632
64 Patients in other hospitals 5311,
5321, 632
641 Communicable diseases 5311,
5321
6411 Tuberculosis 5311
6412 Venereal diseases 5321
6413 All other 5321
642 lental 632
643 All other 6312, 632
85 All other 6312, 632
7 Charities 264, 61, 62, 94
71 Supervision 61
72 Municipal institutional care 6222,
6242, 6243, 623
721 Adult dependents 6222, 6242,
6243

4 Senitation, or promotion of cleanliness 4
4) Sewers and sewage disposal 42
42 Street cleaning 431
43 Other refuse collection and dis-
posal 44, 45
44 Public convenience stations 46
45 Other sanitation 432, 47, 48, 533

5 Conservation of health 5, 631, 641
51 Supervision 51, 57, 59
52 Vital statistics 52
53 Prevention and treatment of commun-
iceble diseases 541, 58, 6311,6411
531 Tuberculosis 541
5311 Hospitals 6311, 6411
5312 All other 541
532 Other than tuberculosis 542,
543, 6312, 6313, 6412, 6413
5321 Hospitals 6312, 6313,
6412, 6413
5322 All other 542, 543, 58
54 Conservation of child life 55
541 Medical work for school
children 552
542 All other 551, 553
55 Food regulation and inspection 531,
532
56 Other conservation of health 533,
534, 56, 59

& Charities, hospitals, end corrections 56,
59, 61, 62, 632, 633, 642, 643, 71,
721, 722, 731, 7321, 7322, 7324, 74

61 Supervision 61, 71, 81
62 Charities 56, 59, 721, 722, 731,
7321, 7322, 7324, 74
622 Care of poor 56, 59, 721,
7311-7313, 7317, 7324
6221 Outdoor £6, 59, 7311~
7313, 7317, 7324
62211 Qld-age assis-
tance 7313
62212 All other 732,
7324, 7317,
56, 59
6222 In institutions 721
623 Care of children 722, 7321
624 Other charities 721, 7314~
7317, 7322, 7324, 74
6241 Mothers'! aid 7314
6242 Veterans' relief 721,
7316
6243 All other 721, 7315,
7317, 7322, 7324, 4
63 Hospitals 62, 632, 633, 642, 643
631 General 62
6311 City 62
6312 A1l other 643
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FIGURE 5,—CHART COMPARING COST PAYMENT CLASSIFICATIONS FOR 1937 AND
FOR .1936-—Continued

(See note at head of figure)

7 Charities 264, 61, 62, 94—Continued
72 Munieipal institutional care 6222,
6242, 6243, 623—Contvinued
722 Dependent and neglected
children 823
73 Other institutional and noninsti-
tutional care 264, 6221, 623,

624, 94
731 Public assistance 6221, 623,
624, 94

7311 Administration 6221
7312 General relief 62212
7313 Old-age assistance
62211
7314 Aid to dependent
children 6241, 623
7315 Aid to blind 6243
7316 Veterans' aid 6242
7317 All other 62212,

6243, 94
732 Welfare service 264, 62212,
623, 6243

7321 Regulation of foster
or boarding homes
623
7322 Legal ald 6243
7323 Employment agencies
264
7324 All other 62212, 6243
74 All other 6243, 94
8 Correction 61, 64
81 Supervision 61f
82 Municlipal correction institutions
64
821 Adults 641
8211 Men 641
8212 Women 641
822 Minors 642
83 Institutional industry activities
{net) 641
84 Delinquents in other institutions
64
841 Adults 641
8411 Men 641
8412 Women 641
842 Minors 642
85 Probation and parole 643
9 Schools 71
10 Libraries 72
101 Supervision 72
102 Accessions 72
103 Library services 72
10A Recreation 712, 8, 94°¢
10A1 Supervision 81, 82, 83
1042 Culturel-scientific recrea-
tion 81, 82
10421 Art galleries 81
10422 Museums 81
10423 Zoos, agquariums, end
botenical gardens 81
10A24 Cormunity music, drama,
and celebrations 82
10425 All other 81, 82
10A% Organized recrestion 712, 82
10A3) Administration 82
10A32 Outdoor pley areas and
activities 712, 82
10A321 Pleygrounds
712, 82
10A322 Golf 82
10A323 A1l other 82

8 Charities, hospitals, and corrections
56, 59, 61, 62, 632, 633, 642, 643,
71, 721, 722, 731, 7321, 7322, 7324,
74—Continued

63 Hospitals 62, 632, 633, 642, 643—
Continued

632 Special 632, 633, 642, 643
€64 Corrections 82-85

641 Adults 821, 83, 841

642 For minors 822, 842

643 Probation boards and

officers 85

7 Education 9§, 10, 10A321, 1l0A33, 1281
71 Schools 9
711 Instruction 9
712 All other 9, 104321, 10A33
72 Libraries 10, 1281
8 Recreation 10A1-10A4,10A54, 10AS5, 129A2
81 Educational 10Al, 10A21~10A23, 10A25
82 General 10Al, 10A24, 10A25, 10a3,
10A54, 10A55, 129A2
8% Parks and trees 10A4, 10A54, 10455
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FIGURE 6.—CHART COMPARING COST PAYMENT CLASSIFICATIONS FOR 1937 AND
FOR 1936—Continued

(See note at head of figure)

10A Recreation 712, 8, 94®—Continued

10A3 Organized recreation 712, 82-—Con.

10433 Recreation bulldings and
indoor activities 712,
82
10A34 All other 82
10A4 Municipal parks 83
10441 Administretion 83
10442 Park areas 83
10A43 Parkways and boulevards
83
10444 Nurseries and forestry
83
10A45 Street trees and other
plantings 83
10446 Park policing 83
10A47 Park lighting 83
10448 All other 835
10A5 Special recreation facilities
82, 83, 94°¢
10451 Auditoriums and
stadiums?
10452 Auto and treiler camps
94
10A53 Recrestion plers and
yacht harbors 82
10A54 Refectories (net) 82, 83
10455 All other 82, 83
10B Miscellaneous 91, 93, 94, 95¢
10Bl Judgments &nd losses——not
ellocated 83
10B2 Pensions and gratuities on
account of service 91
10B21 Policemen 911
10B22 Firemen 912
10B23 School teachers 913
10B24 All other 914
1.0B3 Compensation for employee injury
85
10B31 Noninsursance compensa-
tion~not allocated 95
10B32 Compensation insurance
premiums-~not allo-
cated 95
10B4 Municipal service enterprises—
not allocated 95
10BS Markets and warehouses?
10B6 Cemeteries and crematoriesd
10B7 Contributions to public-service
enterprisesé
10B8 All other 94, 95

9 Miscellaneous 10B1-10B4, 1088, 1243,
1244, 1272, 1282, 1294, 7317, 74
91 Pensions and gratuities to former

employees 10B2
911 Policemen 10B2l
912 Firemen 10B22
913 School teachers 10B23
914 All other 10B2¢
92 Administration of public trust
funds and investments 12294,1272
93 Judgments and losses 10Bl
94 Unclagsified 10B8, 1282, 1294,
7317, 74
95 Undistributed 10B3, 10B4, 10B8
1243, 1244

10 Cost payments of public-service enter-
prises®

5/ Distributed throughout the items of the corresponding group in 1936.
3/ Distributed to participating departments in 1936.
g/ Includes items classified 1in 1936 as public-service enterprises. These items are indicated by a

footnote.

4/ Classified as a public-service enterprise in 1936.

¢/ Part of this item was included under public-service enterprises in 1936.

£/ Also distributed among items 641 and 643 in 1936.

5/ In 1937 the transactions of public-service enterprises are reported separately fram general gov-
ernment trensactions. Item 10B8 consists of cash contributions by the city, plus certain balancing ftems.
In 1936, item 10 included all cost payments of public-service enterprises.
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TABLE 16

Cost payments of the 94 cities for operation of general government are
shown in table 16. The payments are grouped under twelve major functions.
These functions, and the Individual classifications under each function, are
presented in sufficient detall 1n the table to be largely self-explanatory.
Reference may be made to the definltions, found at the close of this volume, of
terms used in the report. The twelve major functional classifications of cost
payments are as follows:

I. General administrative, VII. Charities.
legislative, and jJjudlclal. VIII. Correction.
II. Public safety. IX. Schools.
III. Highways. X. Libraries.
IV. Sanitation and waste removal. XI. Recreation.
V. Conservation of health. XII., Miscellaneous.

VI. Hospitals,

The Bureau classifles cost payments on a functlion and activity basis, regard-
less of the departmental organization within the city conducting the function or
activity.® Frequently one governmental activity may be found to be conducted by
more than one governmental department, and In such cases the Bureau combines
the several actlivity costs Into a total. Further, classification by function
and activity may result in a total different from that shown by the report of a
municipal department or agency conducting a single function. It 1s also empha-
‘s1zed that the accounts maintained by several municipallties do not always
adapt themselves to the detalled Bureau classifications, with the result that 1t
is sometimes necessary to show large residue payments under "Undistributed.”

During 1938 the unit of government administering certain local services and
maintaining the records of expenditures thereof, such as welfare and rellef,
varied among the cities. If administered by Federal or State agencles, the
figures are not included in this report, which 1s limited to the official rec-
ords of cities and overlapping independent local units. The differing practice
results In a wide varlation 1n the statistics of payments among the cities,
which should be recognized in using the figures for comparlsons. An example is
found in the case of the functlion called "Charities," in which there is shown a
wide range in payments for care of outdoor poor, owing to the varylng degree of
responsibility among the governmental units for this type of rellef.

Operation costs of general government,-—As previously indicated, the
cost of operating the general governments of the 94 cltles in 1938 was the high-
est ever recorded—3$2,167,459,000. Expenditures for schools accounted for $625-
032,000, or 28.8 percent of the total. In second place, and a cost 1tem that
is almost entirely responsible for the rising level of general government costs
in recent years, 1s an expendliture of over $380,910,000 for charities. Next in
the order of their fiscal magnitude were public safety, $346,168,000; general
administrative, legislative, and Judicial, $163,089,000; and highways, $111,-
979,000, A further analysis of these cost payments by maln functions is made on
a per caplta basis 1n table 17, and by percentage distribdbution in table 18.

A discusslon of the operating cost payments for general government of the
94 cities in 1938 1s presented below by the twelve major functions, in the order
of thelr appearance In table 18,

General administrative, legislative, and judicfal.— Cost payments of
$183,089,000 were reported by the 94 cities under this functional heading,
which consists of the legislative, executlve, and judiclal branches of local
government and, in addition, such auxillary agencles as those established to
deal with finances, law, elections, and general administrative buildings. The
longer description of this functional group supersedes and is synonomous with
the term "general government" used in the Bureau's reports prior to 1937.

3This explains the desirability of sbandoning the old term "general departments," because the cost
payment classification is not based on departments or organization units. See p. 25, supra.
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This major functional group of expenditures 1s segregated 1nto cost pay-
ments for those municipal activities described as "Control" and those termed
"Staff." All expenditures by courts and those divisions of government which
determine policies and provide general administration for the entire municipal-
ity are 1ncluded under "Control”; expenditures for auxillary staff agencles
which perform general services for the control agencies as well as for the va-
rious services of "line" departments are included under "Staff." The classifi-
cation under each subdivislon 1s self-explanatory and 1s in harmony with the
standard classification sponsored by the National Committee on Municipal Ac-
counting.

It was previously disclosed that the total operating cost of general gov-
ernment in 1938 was $430,000,000, or 24,8 percent higher than in 1930. In this
connection, 1t 1s Interesting to note that, desplite the

sharp increase In speciflic services rendered by munici- General administrative
palities during this perlod and the unprecedented ad- (In thousands)
ministrative problems introduced Dby the depression,
there was only a negligible lncrease in the cost of 1926 $123,687
administrative, leglislative, and Judicial overhead. 1928 141,929
Such cost payments in 1938 were only about 3 percent 1930 158,374
1932 149,909
higher than in 1930, as may be seen from the accompany- 1934 135,766
ing comparative figures. 1938 150,635
Under the heading of "Control" expenditures, judi- 1937 159,557
clal costs were by far the highest, while expenditures 1938 183,089

under the various classificatlons of "Finance" were
the largest among the auxiliary staff agencles. It should be noted that the
Judicial organlzation in some cities. and the classifications used in reporting
such costs in others were not wholly adaptable to the Bureau's classification.

Public safety.--~Expenditures for public safety totaled $346,168,000 in
1938, the third largest ltem In the cost of operating general government in the
94 citles during the year. These expenditures are for municipal activities
which serve primarily to protect perscns and property and consist of police,
fire, protective regulation and Inspection, flood control, and such miscellane-
ous activities as travelers' aid, game and fish wardens, and bounties on animals.

Expenditures for police totaled $200,989,000, or 58.1 percent of all public
safety costs. It may be of Interest to note that previously the Bureau has re-
ported police costs of the 94 cities under the single heading "Pollice" whereas,
beginning with 1937, these expenditures are shown under 15 subdlvisions. Un-
fortunately, many of the cltlies, especlally some of the larger ones, Ilncluded
in this study, do not have a breakdown of police expenditures itemized in suf-
ficlent detall to lend 1tself to the Bureau's classification, with the result
that a large amount of such cost payments 1s necessarily shown under "Undis-
tributed.” It may be necessary to abandon some of these subdivisions in sub-
sequent years, but 1t 1s hoped, because of the wide public interest in the de-
tailed expenditures, that the future basis of accounting and reporting pursued
by the various c¢clitles will permit wider and more useful comparisons.

Similar difficulties were encountered 1In presenting detailed classifica-
tions of cost payments for fire protection, but the results, even though scat-
tered In some subdivisions, more than Justify the effort. Previous to 1937
such expenditures were shown only under the two headings "General expenditures”
and "Water service,” whereas 13 classifications of payments are presented in
thils report. The total of all expenditures for fire protection was $128,549,000.

Since expenditures for police and fire protection comprise over 95 percent
of the cost payments for public safety, the following comparison of the trend
of such expenditures since 1926, as shown on page 115, may be of interest.

Although the combined costs of pollice and flre protection have grown some-
what in the 94 cltlies since 1928, they were only about 4 percent more in 1938
than in 1930. This 1s especially slignificant when the influence of increasing
population 1s considered In connection with per caplita costs of rendering these
services, because the Indication 1s that more persons are being served at less
cost.
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Year Police Fire
(In thousands) | (In thousands)

1926 $150,482 $105,925
1928 168,844 115,479
1930 191,783 125,875
1932 186,194 117,342
1934 170,238 107,273
1936 182,120 114,481
1937 192,712 122,084
1938 200,989 128,549

Highways. ~Expenditures for highways totaled $111,979,000., This major func-
tional group includes, not only activities normally assoclated with streets and
other roadways, but also waterways and structures and improvements necessary
for the use of roadways, such as bridges, tunnels, viaducts, and grade separa-
tions, and also services that are appurtenant to streets, such as street light-
ing and snow and ice removal. Cost payments within this functional group are
indicated under 13 detailed classifications beginning with the 1937 report, as
compared with only five general classifications in reports for previous years.

The cost of operation of general government for

highways has .experlenced a declining trend 1n recent Highways
years, as 1ls evident from the accompanylng comparisons, (In thousands)
such expenditures in 1938 belng 19.6 percent less than
in 1920. 1926 $122,619
Expenditures for roadways proper constituted the 1sz8 128,894
1930 139,323
largest cost incurred in the operation of highways dur- 19%2 123,101
ing 1938; under the roadways caption the most signifi- 1934 108,086
cant. item is the maintenance and repair of paved streets, 1936 109,382
as might be expected, since the scope of the present 1937 106,242
study involves only the larger American citles. Aside 1938 111,979

from roadways, expenditures for street lighting consti-
tuted the largest cost Incurred in the operation of highways in 1938.

Sanftation and waste removal.--Activities relative to sanitation and to
the removal and disposal of waste are now classified 1into eight general head-
ings, whereas prior to 1937 these expenditures were presented under only four
headings. It will be noted that difficulties were encountered in some of the
subheadings, particularly in segregating cost ltems on the collection and dis-
posal of waste.

Expenditures for sanitation and waste removal totaled $106,845,000 in 1938,
the largest of which was for street cleaning. Next in importance were expendi-
tures for garbage collections and for the operation of sewer systems.

The trend 1in the cost of operating sanitary and
Sanitation and waste waste removal facilitles In 94 citles 1s shown in the
removal accompanylng statement. From this statement 1t appears

(In thousands) that expenditures for sanitation and waste removal were

16.9 percent less in 1938 than 1n 1930, although since
iggg *ig?ggg 1934, which was the low year, such costs have been
19%0 128,340 increasing.
1932 117,965 Conservation of health.--Municipal activities for
1934 91,821 the conservation and improvement of public health con-
iggﬁ :;’3‘:; stitute this major function. The institutional func-
1938 106:645 tion, which also affects the health of the community,

but which 1s distinet in purpose, operation, and ad-

ministration, is separately considered under the major
functional group designated "Hospitals," which also includes the cost of medical
ald given free by hosplitals in connection with public welfare activities.

Cost payments for the conservation of health amounted to $30,311,000 in
1838, the largest item belng expenditures for chlld health services pertaining
to schools. The next largest item was $2,728,000, expended for preschool and
prenatal services.
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Owing to numerous changes In classification of these cost payments, it is
not possible to present a trend statement of such expenditures over a period of
years.

Hospitals.— Both the cost of municipally-conducted hospitals and the
cost to municipalities of placing patients in the care of hospitals not munici-
pally-owned are included under this major functional <classification. These
two classes of expendliture are further subdivided according to the specific ac-
tivities engaged In by the municipal hospltals and the nature of services ren-
dered to the munlcipalities by other hospitals. In the case of municipally-
owned hospltals certain expenses which cannot be classified in detail, such as
maternity hospitals, cancer hospitals, and expenses for ambulance service, are
shown under "All other" special municipal hospitals. In the case of expenses
for patients in hospltals other than those munlicipally-owned, the somewhat sub-
stantial "All other" classification includes such items as appropriations made
to general hospitals (New York) and expenditures for the care of sick in pri-
vate and State hospitals (Detroit).

All but 9 of the 94 cities reported cost payments for hospitals in 1938,
the aggregate being $105,004,000. The largest 1item was the expenditure of
$52,711,000 for general municipal hospitals—approximately half of the costs
incurred under this major functional classification. The next largest expendi-
ture was for the hospltalization of tuberculous patients in special municipal
hosplitals.

In the reports for years prior to 1937, expenses for hospitals were grouped
with two other functions under the major heading "Charities, Hospitals, and
Corrections.™

Charities.— The major functional classification c¢alled "Charities" in-
cludes all relief or public assistance to dependents and to persons otherwise
handicapped. It consists of all forms of aid given: food, clothing, shelter,
fuel, hospital care, legal aid, utility services, burial expenses, etc. The
expense of case work and of other investigations of relief cllents is also in-
cluded. Cost payments for charitles are shown in much more detail beginning
with 1937 than in previous reports In this serles.

Expendlitures for the operation of general government under the functional
heading of charities totaled $380,910,000 in 1938, the second largest cost item
of general government. The growth of this expenditure, and its relation to the
rising cost level of general government in the 94 cities, has been discussed in
the introductory part of this section on cost payments.

As might be expected, the largest single item in cost payments for chari-
ties was an expenditure of $240,904,000 tor general rellef, followed by $57,-
793,000 for old-age assistance and $46,314,000 expended in aid to dependent
chlldren. The amount shown for Buffalo under general relief includes expenses
for 18 months. From July 1, 1937 to March, 1938 relief was administered by the
city; after that date it was administered by the county until December 31, 1933,
the close of the county's fiscal year.

Correction.— Under the major functional heading of "Correction" are
grouped the costs to the municlpalities of dealing with law offenders by con-~
finement or probation. It includes expenditures for maintaining prisoners in in-
stitutions of other civil divisions. The amount shown under institutional in-
dustry activities 1s the net expense of such activities, that is, the excess of
manufacturing costs over any revenues realized from the industries. Cost pay-
nents shown for the confinement of dellnquents in correctional institutions of
other civil divisions (municipal, county, or State), or private institutions,
include expenditures by the municipalitles for transporting these delinquents
to or from such institutions.

Cost payments of $22,220,000 are reported for the 94 cities as a whole in
1938 under the major functional heading of "Correction." The largest expendi-~
ture was $12,273,000 for the confinement of male delinquents in municipal cor-
rectional institutions, the next largest being $3,293,000 expended by thée mu-
nicipalities incident to probation and parole activities.
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Beginning with 1937, expenditures for correction are presented in consider-
ably more detall than 1in previous reports, when such cost items were included
under the major functional heading of "Charitles, Hospitals, and Corrections."
0f especial note is the new breakdown to show the expendltures of confining de-

1inquents in municipal correctional institutions as distinguished from the

costs incurred in confining delinquents in other public or private institutions.
Schools.—FExpenditures for ' schools constitute the largest ltem under the
major character classification of operation of general government. During 1938
such expenditures totaled $625,032,000 for the 94 cities. Detalled data are
compiled by the U. S. Office of Education, Federal Security Agency.
The expense of operating schools has been increas—

ing in 94 cities in recent years, although such costs Schools

have not as yet reached the highest level of $631,784,- {In thousands)

000 reported in 1931. Shown herewlth 1s a compariscn

for certaln years since 1926. 1926 $494,493
Prior to 1937, school expenditures were presented, 1928 561,255

along with cost payments for librarlses, under the gen- iggg ggs’ggg

eral functlonal classification of "Education.”™ Only 1934 525:354

such 1libraries as are connscte” with public schools 1936 571,922

for the exclusive use of puplls or teachers appear un- 1927 596,129

der the cost payments for schools, other expenses for 1938 625,032

libraries having a separate functional heading.

Libraries.——Under "Libraries" are grouped the costs of libraries adminis-
tered by municipalities, either as a regular department or as an independent
agency governed by a library board or commlssion. These cost payments do not
include expenditures for libraries attached to and primarily serving schools,
which appear under the headlng "Schools,” or expenditures for general municipal
reference libraries, which appear under "General Administrative, lLegislative,
and Judicial-—Staff Agencles.”

Expenditures for librarles are presented under three general headings. "Ac-
cessions” Includes the cost of all books, pamphlets, periodicals, and other
reading materisl, and expenditures for finlshing, binding, rebinding, and re-
pairing books and periodicals. Expendltures for books to stock a new or branch
library, however, would be classified as capltal outlays rather than operation.
The other two classiflcatlons are self-explanatory.

The 94 clitles considered in this study made total

Libraries expenditures of $25,519,000 for operation of municipal

(In thousands) libraries during 1938. The largest portion of the ex-

penditures was under the caption "Library services,"

1926 $17,748 as distinguished from the payments for supervigion and
1928 20,887 accessions,

iggg gg’gg; The trend 1n the cost of operating libraries in the

1934 20:271 94 clties 1s shown In the accompanying statement. As in

1936 21,119 the case of numerous other activities, there was a de-

1937 24,101 cline in expenditures for 1932 and 1934, but for subse-

1938 25,519 quent years there has been a gradual rise. Prilor to 1937

payments for "accessions" were classifled as outlays.

Recreation.—This major function of "Recreation" includes the various mu-
nicipal activities Intended to provide pleasurable diversion. Municipal serv-
ices to re-create the body and mind by play and other activities cover a wide
range, and, although related, are not always organized into a single department.
Even though the primary responsibility for one or more activitlies 1s assumed by
another department, as of outdoor play by the school department, the expenses
involved should be and are approximately classifled as recreation.

The basis of reporting recreational expendlitures has been greatly broadened
beginning with the 1937 report. In previous years these expenditures were re-
ported under only three general items, Wwhereas in the present report they are
presented under the five general classifications of "Supervision," "Cultural-
sclentific recreation," “Organized recreatlon," "Municipal parks,” and "Special
recreation facilities.” These are 1in turn broken down intc 24 supporting
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activities. Numerous difficultles were encountered in adapting the individual
city reports to the new classifications of the Bureau, but more representative
results are anticlpated in future reports. Even so, it wllil be noted that the
unclassifiable "All other" amounts appearing under the

"Municipal parks" heading, represent only a small per- Recreation
cent of total expenditures under that partlcular group. _ {In thousands)
Total expenditures of $64,946,000 were reported by
the 94 clties for operation of recreational facllities. 1926 $50,002
The largest single item of expense was $23,289,000 for 1928 55,654
1930 85,613
park areas, while the operatlion of municipal parks in 1932 84,%11
general accounted for approximately 54 percent of all 1934 49,394
recreational expendltures. 1938 59,373
The trend in operation costs of recreation facili- 1937 58,132
ties 1s somewhat erratic, as 1s evidenced by the accom~ 1938 64,946

panylng statement.

Miscellaneous operation.—This group of expenditures 1s presented under
seven general classifications. Most of these headings are self-explanatory,
although it may be explained that "Judgment and losses, not allocated" include
expenditures in settlement of claims against the municipalities for injury to
persons other than city employees. It also Includes all losses to the citles
through defalcatlons of city officials, insolvency of banks, and kindred causes,
provided such causes have been recognized through appropriate adjustments of
the municipal accounts., Expenditures for "Municipal service enterprises not
allocated™ 1nclude undistributed payments for incldental operating plants
classified as municipal service enterprlses, such as electric 1light plants,
heating plants, and garages.* Cost payments for "All other" include expendi-
tures of Incidental operating plants not classified as municipal service en-
terprises, and such other expenditures as blanket insurance on all municipal
properties and blanket printing and advertiMﬂg\bills that cannot be segregated.
It also Iincludes postage, malling, and similar expenditures that cannot be dis-
tributed.

Cost payments classified as "Miscellaneous" aggregated $185,638,000, the
largest portion of which was for penslons and assoclated gratulties 1in the
amount of $93,662,000. In connection with the latter amount, reference may be
made to the $37,548,000 received by the 94 citles as pension assessments from
employees in 1938.

The next largest expenditure was $70,158,000 transferred to public-service
enterprises. This amount should, of course, be considered with the $29,112,000
contributed by public-service enterprises to general government in 1938, indi-
cating a net contribution of approximately $41,046,000 to such enterprises.

TABLE 17

Cost payments, total and per caplita, for operatlon of general government,
are shown Iin table 17 under the 12 major functional classifications discussed
in connection with table 16.

Per capita cost payments for operation of general government.-— The
general average of per caplta expenditures for the operatlion of general govern-—
ment was $57.36 for the 094 citles as a whole, the clties in group I having the
nighest average of $67.85, as compared with an average of $37.63 in group III.
Individually, the per capita averages ranged from the highest of $87.49 in the
city of New York and $86.05 in Rochester to $19.93 in Memphis and $20.28 1in
Birmingham.

The level of per capita expendltures of the individual cities varles strik-
ingly within the functional groups presented. For example, the per capita cost
of police protection is a larger 1{tem of public safety than fire protection in
all clities of group I and in all but four of the citles in group II, whereas
fire protection 1s a larger per capita cost ltem 1n 38 of the 66 clties in

“Municipal service enterprises are not tc be confused with public-service enterprises. The latter
serve the public in general; the former serve mainly, if not exclusively, the city government itself.
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group III. In one city, Norfolk, the per capltas for police and fire protection

are the same. In almost all cases, school expenditures were the largest per
capita cost 1tems, but 1t snould be noted that in nine cities-—Buffalo, Minne-
apolis, Rochester, Denver, Worcester, Lowell, Fall River, New Bedford, and Lynn
—per capita expenditures for charitles were the largest. Per capita expendi-
tures for charities reveal wide fluctuations, averaging $26.44 in Buffalo® and
$23.93 in Rochester as against one cent or less, or even nothing, in other cit-
ies. It should be emphasized in this connection that although these wide vari-
ations may be due. to unusual local conditions, they occasionally were caused by
imperfect statements that defled proper classification or by special local ar-
rangements whereby relief and welfare actlvitlies were assumed by the States,
the countles, the townships, or the Federal Government.

Per capita payments for operatlon of general government are larger for cit-
ies in group I and group II than they otherwise would be because of the fact
that New York, Pniladelphla, St. Louls, Baltimore, Boston, San Francisco, Wash-
ington, and New Orleans exerclise all the executive and Judicial functions usu-
ally possessed by counties. To secure comparabllity between the payments for
all general governmental functions in these clties and in other cities of
groups I and Il which exercise no county functions, certain percentages of the
payments for operation of county governments of the other citles of groups I
and 11 are combined with the city payments, as explained in the Introduction.

Trends in per capita costs of operatici.—The revised classification
of accounts adopted beglinning with the 1937 report does not permlt reference to
previous volumes for comparative trends 1n per capita

costs of operating general government. To present a

statement of trend since 1926, however, the statistics Per capite costs of
published 1n such years were revised according to 1937 operation

and 1938 classifications, with the accompanying results

indicated. Although previously presented comparisons 1926 $41.22
have Indicated that the cost of operating general gov- i:ig 13'95
ernment has increased $430,000,000, or 24.8 percent, 1932 47:23
since 1930, the <foregoing per capita comparisons show a 1934 46.44
less extreme 1ncrease when the factor of population 1936 49.06
growth 1s considered. The increase in the latter case iggg 23-;2

is only 20.4 percent.

8The amount for Buffalo covers a period of 16 months. See p. 116, suprs.
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TABLE 16.—COST PAYMENTS FOR CPERATION,
{Expressed in
I.~—~GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL-~CONTROL
Legislative Executive
Legis-
f All major - Ordi=-
8 CITY functions x Munici- | lative Clerk | namves Boards
g otal pal commit—~ of and Xan- and
& council | tees Mayor com~
coun= | pro- ager
I or com~ and cil | ceed~ mis-
b1 mission | special Ings sions
© bodies
Grand total-—-——-—= 2,167,453 || $163,089 ®,125 276 | $538 | $451 | $2,135 | 3286 | $1,984
Group T-mmmmammwm—e—mwl 1,500,801 || 117,697 1,300 267 369 | 346 | 1,586 |- 558
Group II--— S -l 274,866 23,941 316 [ =~mwmem 37 35 95 T2 843
Group IIT=—-———mwe——— 391,792 21,451 509 9 132 70 454 1 213 583
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A
1| New York, N. Y.- $644,234 $44,003 $140 | mm-reeee $B5 | wmmime | $1,057 | mmmr | covma
2 | Chicago, I1l,-—— 194,170 19,142 279 $245 30 293 52 | wmem $134
3 | Philadelphia, Pa 89,829 9,907 125 | —eme e 80 89 T4 | oo § e
4 | Detroit, Mich,-w——w-m 91,270 8,604 81 | e 1© 38 33 | 40
5| Los Angeles, Calif.—- 86,345 7,182 116 16 16 28 [ - 78
6 | Cleveland, Chio-— 51,308 3,775 101 | oo 38 29 32 | e 36
7 | Baltimore, Md.——w----=o 40,258 2,435 82 | —mwemem 2 9 68 | mmn | e
8} St. Louls, Mc.~ ——= 33,285 3,365 17 15 25 | e | e
9 | Boston, Masg,-— = €6,585 4,595 14 12 TB [ mmom | e
10| Pittsburgh, Pa.~— 41,121 5,593 30 14 38 | ——— 75
11| San Francisco, Calif,--| 37,233 3,373 4 20 50 { mmmmr | maemmen
12 | Washington, D. C.———- 39,342 2,252 et e B e 55
13 | Milwaukee, Wis,—— 38,467 2,376 § | ——mmm 22 je-—— 46
14| Buffalo, N. Y,———--v-~i 47,353 3,115 ———— | ——— 28 | ——— 94
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, La.~—-——--i $15,260 $2,066 (R [Py DU 4154
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.-—-— 29,759 1,698 ®” $3 3 |- 20
17 | Cineinnati, Ohio— 26,302 2,401 13 8 |~ | $36 24
18 | Newark, N. J.——— 36,878 2,718 P ey R PR 212
19 { Kansas City, Mo.-——-— 15,759 2,219 10 1| 15 26
20 | Indianapolie, Ind 17,727 1,127 PR U 13 | e 8
21 | Houston, Tex.-——— et 11,203 1,090 R (U O [— 59
22 | Seattle, Wash,~=- 17,234 1,966 —— 4 14 | e 36
23 | Rochester, N. Y, — 28,008 1,773 3 12 [ - 22 |~
24 | Louisville, Ky ] 10,990 877 2| e 15 | aemme 12
25 | Denver, Colo,-— ~ 17,572 1,280 2| e 15 | momeeme 5
26 | Portland, Oreg.- - 13,330 1,288 e | (#) 16 | ~=—n 79
27} Jersey City, N. J - 25,364 2,849 PRVENIDEY [RANUORS PRSI PR, 207
28 | Columbus, Ohio ! ~——-——r] 9,480 517 5 ? 10 | = | e
GROUP ITI.-—CITIES HAVING A
29 | Cakland, Caldf $12,342 472 Y —
30 | Atlanta, Ga.--~ 8,876 441 — ] ———
31 Dallas, Tex.—- 7,087 349 16 | oo
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 5,699 306 e $44
331 St. Paul, Minn,——=-—~mv 9,370 466 — 40
34 | Toledo, Qhigm———mr=—w-o 11,467 395 16 |——-—
35| Bimmingham, Ala,-—-—-— 5,397 Rl e e R 42
36 | san Antonic, Tex.— 5,862 Rl e el e 27
37 | Providence, R. I 15,229 11 5 1s ————
38 | Akron, Ohlo~—- 8,656 3 2 11 n——
39 | Omaha, Nebr,——emmm—mui 5,983 S DU - — @
40 | Dayton, Chio==m—w-=—- 7,313 332 16 B R I} pm—
41| Syracuse, N, Y.~ -1 13,265 622 16 | wmmmmm | e ————— ———
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.-—o 5,637 284 8 2 2 18
43| San Diego, Calif,=~==—- 6,951 460 15 2 3 19
44 | Worcester, Mass.————— 13,591 478 |} wmmamm 12 | mmem ——
#*Less than $500.
1Functional payments of county goverrment not included., See explanation

p. B.
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938
thousands)
I.—GENERAL ATMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL—CONTROL—Continued
Judicial
Domestic rela-
Criminal courts Civil courts 5
tions cowrts |yegical| undis- |8
Misdemeanors Law andl trib:ted é
Juve- All socia an .
Felonies rrattic A1l Chancery | Probate Major Small nile |other service | other &
other claims claims ©
$5,185 | $2,844 | $3,957 $1,869 | $3,239 $9,322 $5,639 $990 | $1,186 $444 $5,923
4,350 | 2,287 | 2,928 1,222 | 2,604 8,382 4,654 | 717 960 376 5,252
779 269 437 561 592 723 639 208 169 54 616
54 287 592 86 43 21e 346 85 57 13 56
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$1,592 | ——~-~ | $1,881 | =————-—=] $1,230 $4,631 $2,082 | ——e——m $530 $19 $1,908 | 1
606 | $1,237 | ~——-mmm $01 207 1,201 1,226 $51 86 118 03| 2
139 275 98 463 227 | mm—em—— 66 82 6 95 1,065 | 3
430 182 ] 1 264 330 238 55 | mmmmmeee | 4
10 ————— 1,205 &
49 139 186 | —————-—- 168 229 298 4 65| &
1185 37 | = 131 17 57 ——————— 50| 7
88 35 83 442 124 14 23 11 las| 8
330 167 26 621 201 18 40 48 56| 9
601 48 129 399 103 79 2 17 71110
108 30 52 192 155 8B | wmmmmr | e 124 | 11
130 71 96 129 90 70 36 1 40 (12
102 32 I 1 7 47 | e 9113
50 34 44 151 70 54 30 7 171 | 14
POPULATION OF 300,000 T0 500,000
48 $54 | ~—mmm and 17 $30 $12 | mowmmm | e 25|15
------ 12 | e 16 4 | e $4 278 | 16
99 47 5 199 -3 1) [R— 09 Py eee—— T
—————— 25 59 268 57 12 | e 17 10(18
[1.1) [E— 67 | —mmmmm a4 21 21 | e | e | 18
26 ——————— 22 | mm——— 10 5220
15 25 18 18 | wmemim | e 167 | 21
53 87 22
35 89 60
4 13 53
72 149 20
12 110 42
79 29 86
101
$10 $10
5 10
4 4
9 7
15 22 7
3 17 $46
5 16
18
9 [ ~—mne R RO | cmommmon | e
——————— 24 11
- 36
B el 73
$1 21 22 | = | e $57 | wmmmmmnm
6 6
1 1
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TABLE 16.~—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATICN,
{Expressed in
1.—GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL-—CONTROL
Legislative Executive
Legis- im
5 cry ALl major Munici- | lative Ordi Boards
2 functions Clerk |nances
Total pal commit~ and
5 of and Man-
1 council | tees Mayor com~
coun- | pro- ager
> or com=- and cil | ceed~ mis-
et mission | special ings sions
© bodies g
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
45 | Richmond, Va,=~=——~-=~ $7,161 $697 6 (%) $ $3 $11 | e | e
46 | Fort Worth, Tex.- 4,788 285 4 1| s | | $1] | e
47 | Youngstown, Ohio- 5,552 2861 5 6 2 12 | =
48 | Hartford, Conn,~ 10,013 655 2 2 3 13 | =
49 | Nashville, Tenn,~- 3,835 257 15 | oo 5 [ e 14 | mm—m [ e
50 | Jacksonville, Fla,~—-=-] 4,926 336
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich 5,130 244
52 | New Haven, Conn.-— 8,370 489
53 | Long Beach, Calif,—- 6,837 462
54 | Des Moines, Iowa—————= 4,938 246
55 | Miami, Fla,-==—v---——v - 5,284 881
56 | Springfield, Mass,—--— 10,282 384
57 | Flint, Mich,-——-——-—-— 5,413 182
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah--- 4,575 339
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.,—---—j 7,187 387
60 | Tulsa, Okla.-—-r—————-- 3,537 182
61 | Norfolk, Va,—=-——-—--— 5,887 447
62 | Yonkers, N. Y 12,238 904
63 | Scranton, Pa. 4,344 243
64 | Paterson, N. J.————=--- 5,746 278
65 | Albany, N. Y,~—=w—=——xf 7,253 454 ———
66 | Kansas City, Kans. 2,861 192 16
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn. 3,002 120 35
68 | Trenton, N. J.- 5,520 223 ———
69 | Spokane, Wash. 3,701 184 31
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.--—-—-- 2,955 89 (| = 5 |meeem==| 1} B 5| emmm | v
71 | Camden, N. J. 5,307 429 60
72 | Erie, Pa.——v--- 3,533 245 37
73 { Fall River, Mass.-~ 4,871 177 ———
74 | Cambridge, Masg.——~—~=-~- 7,167 331 ———
75 | Wilmington, Del,w~—v-—- 3,541 201 ———
76 | Elizabeth, N. J.-~ 4,654 219 ——
77 | Reading, Pa.~- 3,581 222 31
78 3,019 148
7 5,743 205 20 s o [ | 14]ee—- |emmem-
80 3,373 126 I R 8
8l 3,477 193 [FURRIG [ESO
82 3,083 167 4 1 8
83 {Wichita, Kans 3,255 101 —— | e e
84 | Tampa, Fla,—-=———--——no 2,984 261 2 1 10 | wmem | ommeem
85 | Peoria, Ill.--————=——-o 3,766 198 1 3 7| | ———
86 | South Bend, Ind.—— 2,773 87 2 | ———- (-3 T PR
87 | Somerville, Mass 5,598 238 6| ——— 19 | = | e
88 | Duluth, Minpn,-- 3,820 329 2 5 | e | e 44
89 | Lowell, Mass.—= 5,650 233 R I € B e 13 | e | e
90 | Utica, N. Y.——-- 5,183 308 16 1 2 n
91 | Waterbury, Conn 4,720 307 2 4 | e 19
92 | Lynn, Mass.—- 5,651 211 5 1| 11
93 | Evansville, In 2,888 94 S 2 1 8
94 | E1 Paso, Tex.- 2,240 114 10 1 1 P P .
Honolulu, Hawaii 2 —-—-o 5,380 561 12— 4 5 15| —mme | mommem

* Less than $500.

?Not included in group or grand totals.
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BY PUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938—Continued

thousands)
I.~—GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL—CONTROL—Continued
Judicial
Domestic rela-
Criminal courts Civil courts "
tlons cowrts |yeaical | ondis- |3
Misdemeanors Law a”dl trib:ted E
Juve- A11 socii :2’ .
Felonies rractic A1l Chancery | Probate Major Small nile |other |S¢rvice | other B
other claims claims ©
OF 100,000 TG 300,000—Continued
$13 20 $7 5 8 $23 1 45
46
15 1 47
26 | ~mmmemm 2 ] B 48
10 | —mmemm 49
e | - 50
3 1| ————em 8 [mom——e 1| =mmmmmm | mmmme 51
72 | o — 1 2 [-J) [ R 2|52
e e | 53
e | e 33 e b ESE—— 7
—— 3 8 55
56
57
———— 4 21 58
m————— | ——— 35 2 59
———— 7 4| = | mmee—es | e mecee | 60
2 10 19 | e | 30 | —===em 19 4 5|61
47 8 8 62
...... 4 63
6 34 64
3 S 9 65
—— 2 66
11 67
——— 4 7| = | 13 68
—————re | c——— 6 69
—— 1 e | e | —— 4|70
————— — 7 Rl 19 | v 71
72
73
74
e 21 75
———— 9 7
7
————— | ————— 6 78
79
&0
[ 81
13 13 82
5 83
4 &4
—mmrmme | —meee 6 85
86
87
1 17 13 | e | mmmeme 8 5 88
89
22 90
5 18 | == 1| wmmm—e 5 91
92
———— 1 6 93
————— 4 94
Rl IEE 60 | mmmmms | mmmn | e e o 52 | emem 121
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TABIE 16.—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,
(Expressed in
I,—GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL—STAFF AGENCIES
Elections Finance
Ae- Ix::
count- Assess-
H o Su- Regis— Pri- | Goneral | SPET |Su- | ing i:l_lt ment
2 per- | "o mary elec |cisl |per-| and count- | Bude- and
g vi- tion elec- tions elec- | vi inter- ing eting | levy
8 sion tions tions | sion | nal and of
& andit- taxes
oy ing audf t~
[£3 ing
Grand total--—— - $912 | $2,170 | $1,617 | $6,465| $89|$742 |$8,088 | $755 | $507 | $10,512
Group I-—. 1,490 | 1,234 | 4,519 25| 502 | 5,309 153 | 446 | 6,727
Group II- 468 284 1,312 8 86 | 1,250 210 23 1,962
Group III-—ememmmmeme e 212 89 634 56| 154 | 1,529 392 37 1,822
1| New York, N. Y.— RO VO p— $1,976
2 | Chicago, I11.——w-. $s8 $512 $648 87.
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 81 349 296
4 | Detroit, Mich,-——- 28 97 118
51 Los Angeles, Calif,———vdd wvee} commee | commeen 1
6 34 71 141
7 57 32 L R 215 | e ——— 185
8 44 104 3 261
9 43 89 3 342
10 27 174 10 577
11 ] San Francisco, Calif 10 258 5 240
12 | Washington, D. C.- — — 111 | e | e 279
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 24 [ 135 1 4 153
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.-. 28 — 173 4 17 209

New Orleans, La,-—-—--
Minneapolis, Minn,-—-
Cincinnati, Ohio———
Newark, N, J.—-.
Kansas City, Mo.
Indianapolis, Ind.
Houston, Tex,=se—-——u--o

Seattle, Wash,
Rochester, N. Y.
Louisville, Ky.
Denver, Colo,--
Portland, Oreg.
Jersey City, N. J.
Columbus, Ohio © =—mmw——mvl

Oakland, Calif.--—--—- —
Atlanta, Ga.-
Dallas, Tex.
Memphis, Tenn.
St. Paul, Minn,---————--o

Toledo, Ohio—~—m——-
Birmingham, Ala,
Sen Antonio, Tex,—-
Providence, K. I.-~
Akron, Ohio--.

Omaha, Nebr.

Oklahoma City, Okla.—

San Diego, Calif.—-—-——o

#Lless than $500.

* Punctional peyments of county government not included.

51

See explanation p. 8.




PART 1I: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—COST PAYMENTS 125

BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938--Continued

thousands)

I.,—~CENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL—STAFF AGENCIES—Continued

Mpance—Continued Law Recording and reporting
Pur- Admin-

c:iliic- chas- istra- s Spe- Re- Gen—
> ing Debt of Coun- pe- cord- .
custa- g | M- and admin- | special | sel c::;i' cial c:::il- Munic- | ing :ﬁi am |8
dy, an cens— cus- |istra- |funds and eivil ipal |deeds g
dis- 1 on tody | tion | end |legal |PFO%°" lcoun- | P81 folerk | ana | M© |ofher |2

burse~ € 4 ge. cution prose- re-
ment of of invest-|{advice sel cutdon mort— rts B
funds o ments gages | *° g

$15,509 |$2,025 | $3,595 |$2,465 | $805 |$6,599 [$4,190 | $511 | $350 ($2,918 [$4,132 | $547 | $16

9,987 | 1,382 | 2,773 | 1,840 559 | 4,357 { 3,482 308 197 | 2,042 | 3,258 478
2,482 319 417 182 126 896 583 118 181 385 741 23
3,080 354 405 443 120 | 1,346 125 91 2 492 133 47

-2

POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER

2,085 | 496
693 4
1,087 61
612 47
220 26
20 57
255 | 166
283 56
7
220 24
82] 140
311 1
205 60

POFULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000

$278 $44 $19 $72 $49 L I R e $116 | $11
103 15 23 (%) (%) 54
104 5 39 7 15 61
252 21 64 14 15 120
307 77 18 16 2 70
113 5 17 2 3 29
164 | ~omemm 15 11 3 31
252 34 49| ——— 1 17 .13 p— 12 4 2
204 13 53 21 10 78 [l pue— 10 104 1
156 18 13 15 2 43 19 2 [ 18 1
214 “u 14 | ——— 21 26 42 1 3 42 1
143 39 17 ) Q. 40 30 | ~m-—m 2 69 2 pa—
151 2 69 R —— 147 | ——mmmm [-J — 83 3 p—
a7 3 7 1s 2 24 7] 101 | —meem 5 | e | (%)

POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

$30 $25 29
102 11 30
T 1 —— 31
33 14 32
13 12 33
n 3 34
23 28 35
$9 8 36
79 20 | —emme 37
42 3 38
76 2 —— | 39
26 2 ———— a0
108 2 —la
25 B —eee —— ] 42
45 1 ’ —— 43
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126 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 16.-—COST PAYMENTS POR OPERATION,
(Expressed in
I.-~GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL—STAFF AGENCIES
Elections Finance
Aee Inde~
CITY count- g::; Assess-
" St Regt. Pri- General Spe- | Su- ing ac went
2 per- :r 5" | mary eral leial |per- | and Budg~ | and
8= elec- count—
E vi- tion elec- tions elec- |vi- [inter- ing eting | levy
sion tions tions |sion | nal and of
B andit- taxes
3 ing audit-
ing
GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
44 | Worcester, Mass. -~ $18 $15 — $29 $21 [ -—v $53
45 | Richmond, Va.— 8 $7 42 40 | - 76
46 | Fort Worth, Tex.,--———-- —— 18 3| 38
47 | Youngstown, Ohio-— 24
48 | Hartford, Conn.-—---—— 84
49 | Nashville, Tenn.-—- — 17
50 | Jacksonville, Fla. 1 20
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich — 27
52 | New Haven, Conn,——-— 2 34
53 { Long Beach, Calif. e R 53
54 | Des Moines, Iowa-— 5
55 | Miami, Fla,—-~— 54
56 | Springfield, Mass. 64
57 35
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah-----| — 25
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.- ———— 45
60 [ Tulsa, Okla.~—————mmemoor] ccom | e | cmcee | 2L e e b 27 B | e [ e
61 | Norfolk, Va.-— 45
62 | Yonkers, N, Y. 53
83 | Seranton, Pa,—--—— 1
64 | Paterson, N, J.- - 34
65 | Albany, N. Y. — 75
66 | Kansas City, Kans, 8 5
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn. — 2
68| Trenton, N. J.--en —— 20
69 | Spokane, Wash,-— ——t gl el B e [ =} 17 2| e | e
70! Fort Wayne, Ind 1
71 49
72 26
73 20
74 | Cambridge, Mass. -~ 10 k2
76 | Wilmington, Del.— 3 14
76 | Elizabeth, N. J. 31
77 | Reading, Pa.--- 12
78 | Knoxville, Tenn. 12
79 | New Bedford, Mass.-—- — 24
* 80| Gary, Ind,— (%)
81 { Tacoma, Wash. ———
82 | Canton, GChio— 15
83 | Wichita, Kans.- ———
84 | Tampa, Fla. 13
85 | Peoria, I11.- 11
86 | South Bend, Ind.—— (%)
87 | Somerville, Mass 28
88 | Duluth, Minn,--—- 31
89 | Lowell, Mass. 19 24
90 | Utica, N. Y.- — 28
91 | Waterbury, Comnn 27
92 | Lynn, Mass,——— 25
93 | Evansville, Ind ()
94 | E1 Paso, Tex.--— 13

Honolulu, Hawaii ® ————.—

— 5

 S——

% less than $500.

2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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PART 11: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—COST PAYMENTS 127
BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938-— Continued
thousands )
1.—GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL—STAFF AGENCIES—Continued
Finance--Continued Law Recording and reporting
Pur- Admin-
Collec—
: chas« istra- Re-
tion, ing | Devt | of |Coun- Spe- | Spe- cord- |%e8
custo- N s Crimi- cial < eral %
a Li- and admin- |special | sel cial Y _ |Munie= [ ing 1
y, and nal cesq | cTimi- pub- ANl | o
? cens— cus- |istra- | funds and eivil ipal |[deeds g
dis- N prose- nal lic | other
ing tody tion and legal coun— clerk and a
burse- dvi cution y |prose- re-
ment of of invist- sdvice se cution mort- ports be]
sup- ments gages -
funds plies i)
OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
$99 $10 $ 4
68 22 45

42 7 9 4 14
[1:7) [R—— P 8 17
38 - 7 3 20
41 3 2 2 14
5 2 2 (%) 9
26 4 4| (%) 9
[ pESS— — |3 [E— 27 3. [P - 30
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128 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 16.-—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,
{Expressed in
I.~~GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL—
STAFF AGENCIES—Continued
Administrative Planning and |Personnel ad~ |Research and investi-
offices and
boards zoning ministration gation
Per-
cIre Ccity son- Spe- Pub-
nel | Pen- Pe lic
5 e | a1 | pra- selec- | alon | o | 2T Jorri-
o Zoning | tion |admin- cers
g and other ning and istra- bu= search |
= public dmis N reaus |proj-
] works admin- | tion ects |Sia-
het istra- tions
© tion
Grand total=—w————-e————f $4,836 | $2,798 | $1,041 $320 | $1,972 | §1,201 $579 $455 $55
Group I-- e e e ee] 2,558 | 2,460 643 174 | 1,566 972 533 212 17
Group II- 139 188 59 174 130 27 1n7 15
Group IIT-—- 200 209 87 231 100 pi:] 127 24
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A
1 | New York, N. Y,— $151 | ———==m | 8511 $350 | $432 [ ~mmoe | oo—
2 51 387 361 351 15 $115 %
3 25 88 20 | ~—meam 3 1
4 25 92 1 o— 3
5 {Los Angeles, Calif. 362 83 206 88 69 4
6 | Cleveland, Ohio—~—w——=——~umw—| 167 51 18 13 37 4 | e ———
7 ( Baltimore, Md.——--=—~w——mew—er 89 | mamane 29 23 26 25 b3 R R
8 | st. Louis, ¥o. —— 28 88 Y 27 8 [ [p— iy €3}
9 | Boston, Mass.- 33 4 25 5 | mmmmme 33 | e 35 | —memm
10 { Pittsburgh, Pa,=——--- -~ 155 | w=emmm o6 2 32 16 | ~mmm— 45 | ==vm
11 | San Francisco, Calif. et 93 23 4 13 89 39 | mmeme B 1
12 | Washington, D, C.—- = 91 8l 41 AR e B | m———m
13 | Milwaukee, Wis - 50 28 58 63 30 | m——mmen 6 3
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.~—w=--~ 76 185 11 9 35 [ E— [ —
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, La.--- 80 $12 $10 | ~—mmem ————— $9 0.3
16 | Kinneapolis, Minn —e 50 7 38 $ 24 43
17 | Cinclnnati, Ohio—— — 192 50 39 1 32 6
18 | Newark, N. J.-— 26 [ mmmmmm [ —memem |7 14 | e i
19 | Kansas City, Mo. = 36 16 9 | mom—m 15 1
20 | Indianapolis, Ind,———- — 51 | === 4 4 | m————— 2
21 |Houston, Tex. % 3 [] Ll el e I ——
22 | Seattle, Wash. 86 42 12 | = | e 1
23 | Rochester, N. 61 25 20 10 | ~=~— 8 1
24 | Louisville, Ky 25 | wmmm— n 1 23 18 3
25 | Denver, Colo.- 77 18 4 | cm—m— ——— 1
26 | Portland, Oreg. 32 | momme— 13 29 ——— 4
27 | Jersey City, N. J. 19 | ~—=mm ———— T | ————— 77 3
28 | Columbus, Ohio? ~-- 32 104, (%) (%) 0] (% (€ [ iy p—
GROUP III.-~CITIES HAVING A
29 | Cakland, Calif.- $10 | ~mmmme 3 | e—rmem
30 | Atlents, Ga. s 5 £ ()
31 | Dallas, Tex. ] [ E——— ()
32 | Memphis, Tenn. o 18 2 6 | wemmem
33 | St. Paul, Minn - [ 21 ]
34 | Toledo, Ohio~-— 5§ ——mmmm 9| (%
35 | Birmingham, Ala.-——-~ 10 | =oeemm (%) 5 9 4
36 | San Antonio, Tex.-- 10 | == | wmeem 7 4 | w———
37 | Providence, R. I.-- 65 18 2 6 | w—mmm 11
38 | Akron, Chio 18 | ——e—m 3 1 10| (%)
39 | Gmaha, Nebr.--—--———---—-—u- 30 | ~———— | — e | e ()
40 | Dayton, Ohio—-—— 5| —wmwme 4 2 6 1
41 | Syracuse, N. Y. 57 9 1§ ———— 8| (%)
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. 8 8 2 2| ———-
43 | San Diego, Calif. 54 | ~=—em 4 4 18 3
44 | Worcester, Mass.— 38, w————m 1 2 3 3
*Less than $500.
1Functional payments of county government not included. See explanation p. 8.
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938-—Continued

thousands)
I.-—GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND -
JUDICTAL—STAFF AGENCIES—Continued TI.~PUBLIC SAFETT
General administra- | Community pro- .
tive buildings motion Police department
De~
Gen- ten—
All Iden~ | Com~ 1
Total eral s tion
Su- office Ad~ | Ex- other Police | and tifi- | muni- and "
per- . A1l | ver~ | po~ All Super- ca- ca- _
build- s train- | erim~ |/ cus
vi- ings other | tis~ | 8i~ |other vision ing inal tion |tion tody
sion g ing |tions reo |rec- |sys- of i
ords ords tem pris- | &
oners | ©
$419 $R2,077 |$1,944 | $883 | $48 | $350 | $200 | $346,168 }| $2,923 292 | $819 $B860 53,753 [$1,572
199 | 16,057 | 1,762 | 486 15 256 116 | 236,193 1,511 205 598 433 (2,365 725
50 | 3,184 61 92 5 46 18 40,354 521 51 92 130 287 270
171 ] 2,836 121 | 308 28 49 66 69,621 881 36 250 297 | 1,101 877
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
-—— | 47,360 11,022 | -~ { - | (%) $92,789 ——— | ——— | —— 1
$45 | 1,950 314 | === | === [ = 30,383 $12 | $513 $1] 2
29 | 1,608 59 k3 $3 $5 16,820 37 226 20| 3
7 491 79 2 | == 4 17,253 175 | =—wmem L 533 205 ) 4
9 784 242 | 308 1 30 15,043 236 123 357 245 220 | weeee | 5
5 417 28 | we—m 1| ———— 7,620 ————— | ———— 74 2| 6
6 376 1 28 1 44 | e 7,867 | ———— ——m | | 7
4 348 7,683 52 11 41 37 168 20 8
66 752 9,824 174 3 43 42 151 7] ¢
9 632 5,902 32 1 10 10
3 404 7,145 76 7 62 | =—=m 120 122 |11
—— 213 6,969 151 35 8 14 64 99 112
14 293 5,203 101 3 (*) 14 119 | w——m~ | 13
2 429 5,693 158 2 10 21 71 13|14
POPULATION OF
-— $227 $3,322 || 8| --=e-| $0|-—-—- 85| --——-115
—-- 221 2,853 $1 3 24| 16
$10 469 3,128 e | weee | c———— | 17
15 490 5,857 77 17 36| 18
——— 360 2,308 ——— | - 43119
— 91 3,RE8 (] 1R 2| 9|~ 31 19 | 20
——— 64 1,721 27 27 3f2l
19 340 2,920 —— 19 2422
3 222 2,510 10 57 17| 23
—— 82 1,632 —— 17 | === 24
_— 153 2,114 ——— 18 425
— 106 2,702 3 17 61| 26
— 317 16| 14 |-—- — 4,619 13 61 32 | 27
2 S B N e 3 1,416 [— 16 7|28
POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
-— 2,397 $11 | e 06 $17 10 $44 | 29
—— 1,787 19| (¥) 10 8 40 63 | 30
— 1,509 18 | =—amm- 22 16 13 25| 31
—— 1,245 18 1 2 9 22 7132
$2 1,768 37 1 22 25 48 24| 33
— 1,766 19 3 12 20 13 24 | 34
1 1,32¢ 12} (%) -— [ 26 | ===~ | 35
— 1,003 1 2 2 2 6|-—-—- |36
9 2,640 83 7 ] () 43 1(37
2 924 || —m—mm | mmmmmm o | e 15 4|38
2 1,439 28 2 4 6 10 28 |39
3 1,000 10 | === 15 | == 21 10 | 40
3 1,584 23 | —————— 11 23 25141
—— 1,046 10 3 21 14 22|42
28 1,138 37 3 12 23 5143
21 1,808 S| ————— 3 112 7144

407809 O—41——10
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130 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.,—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

{Expressed in

T.—GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL—
STAFF AGENCIES—~Continued

Agﬁgizzr::ﬁve Planning and |Personnel ad~ | Research and investi-
boards zoning ministration gation
Per-
cITY cit son- Pub~
¥ Spe~
“ engi- nel Pen~ Re- einl lic
g p & ia
2 neer | Al |Plan- |, .o S:}g;- a;;?n_ search | re- szi—
5 and other ning 2 admin bu~ search | 8T
C blic and istra- reaus roj- |2589°
» s admin- | tion Prod |eta-
el istra- tions
tion
GROUP III.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
.
45 | Richmond, Va === $1 13 $14 $4 | wmmme [
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. 19 ———— | ——— 1 (%)
47 | Youngstown, Ohio— 27 2 2 ——

48 | Hartford, Conn,~
49 | Nashville, Tenn.

50 [ Jacksonville, Fla,---
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich
52 | New Haven, Conn,-~
53 | Long Beach, Calif,--
54 | Des Moines, Iowa-——-

§5 | Miami, Fla,--
56 | Springfield, Mass. 19

57 | Flint, Mich. Py p——
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah- 19 3
59 | Bridgeport, Conn. U3 I

60 | Tulsa, Okla,---——
61 | Norfolk, Va,—-
82 | Yonkers, N. Y.
63 | Scranton, Pa.
64 | Paterson, N, J.—===—--- —

65 | Albany, N. Y,——=————=—
66 | Kansas City, Kan:
67 | Chattanocoga, Tenn.
€8 | Trenton, N. J.~==——
69 | Spokane, Wash.-———==-—=m—m——-

71 | Camden, N. J.
72 | Erie, Pa.~-
73 | Fall River, Mass.—
74 | Cambridge, Mass,——-—————————smq

75 | Wilmington, Del.-—--
76 | Elizabeth, N.
77 | Reading, Pa.~

85 | Peoria, I1l,-—-
86 | South Bend, Ind. -
87 | Somerville, Mass
88 | Duluth, Minn.~
89 | Lowell, Mass.———

90 | Utica, N. Y,—— 30 14
91 | Waterbury, Conn.— 19 | ———-
92 | Lynn, Mass.-~— 21 12
93 | Evansville, Ind 8| —mmmm
94 | E1 Paso, Tex.————- — P
Honolulu, Hawaii® -~ 7 — 61 (%) ) R 11 | e

# Less than $500.
2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL:

thousands)

PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—-COST PAYMENTS

1938—Continued

131

I.—GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND
JUDICIAL—STAFF AGENCIES—Continued

11.—PUBLIC SAFETY

General administra-

Community pro-

Police department

tive buildings motion
De—
Gen- ten-
All Iden- | Com~ s

Total eral s tion
Su= | orrice Ad- | Bx- other Police | ang |Wifi= muni=| "4 14
per- !y 51 | AL | ver-|po- | ALl Super- iy oin- | erin- |, %27 = |eus- |4
vi- ings other | tis- | si- | other vision ing inal tion | tion tody é

sion & ing | tions _ |Tec~ |sys- 7
rec ords tem o fed
ords pris- | .4
oners | ©

OF 100,000 TO 300,000--Continued

-—— $78 —— 41,318 i) i) 2 $3 145
——— 35 922 | ———- 8 [ === 46
$3 30 738 1 7 8 5|47
23 70 1,787 5 7 12 3|48
-— 20 ——— 1,030 10 | —emmem T | —=—- 19 7149
23 R e 1,116 8 | wmmnem 12 [ 20 15 | 50
29 — 5 930 5 3 2 17 651
— 62 P el 3 1,680 9 1 5 21 | —eme | 52
3 62 17 | w=ee 8 | —m— 1,218 9 9 21 7|53
4 43 w—— | ] | 886 2 12 7| 54
1,033 30 10|58
1,661 2 33 ) 56
766 1l | =—===1i57
648 13 1]|s8
1,405 2 359
629 4 | -——— | 60
974 17 18 |61
1,725 44 26§62
BO7 34 263
1,310 2| (=) |64
2 69 5| e | - — 1,430 21 285
3 15 | ommm | ommm 3 648 13 2|66
- | () | (% 707 (%) 4|67
1 20 | memem | =mmm 1,127 37 3|68
—— 38 | wmmmm | e [ e ——— 615 6 | -——— | 69
639 | (*¥) |70
847 8 771
- 597 6 ”
2 717 10 73
10 1,108 28 | wmeme | 74
— 749 8 1(78
— 1,050 3| mem | 76
2 478 25 5(77
2 664 4| —-- |78
8 789 13| (%) |79
722 8 1(80
763 14 18 (81
494 17 1|82
551 7 8|83
432 LA R 84
602 5 3(85
569 22 1|86
832 10 1|87
689 17 12 | 88
818 —m—— | mmem | 89
872 8 {(*) |90
995 16 23 |91
937 10| (%) |92
675 18 93
434 13 | ——-mw ] 94

—— ;37 [P [N, 3| e 1,127 || mmeamm | oo | e | e 30 fpe—
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132 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 16.—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,
(Expressed in
1I.—PUBLIC SAFETY—Continued
Police department—Continued
§ crry otor | ¢ring- vice | Orime Spe-
é Tl | Pl | Uni- | and | PTE" cial Undis-
hicle ven- | Traffic| de- A11
e inves- |formed |moral trib-
in- tion | control | tail |other
) tiga- | patrol | con- uted
& spee- | 5o trol ( Juve- ser-
O tion niles) vices
Grand total——————mm— -4 $295 | $10,863 | $77,622 | $790 | $556 | $15,956 | $345 | $5,486 | $78,761
49 6,006 | 50,974 392 415 9,597 104 | 2,837 | 69,965
07| 1,911 8,951 46 38| 2,036 47 981 | 6,101
139 2,946 ! 17,696 352 103 4,323 193 | 1,668 2,685
GROUP I.——CITIES HAVING A
1| New York, N. ¥,————eo—ree] ——— $1 | e | oo $68 | = | e $328 | $58,334
2 | chicago, 111.——mmeermrme—d  $18 28 | $16,040 | —-— | mm—= | $1,884 | womem 100 1,599
3 | Pniladelphia, Pa. e et 861 8,073 $6 25 1,423 | ———— 232 699
4 | Detroit, Mich,—— ey 1,175 7,877 | e | e 1,011 $3 312 172
5| Los Angeles, Calif,~——————=uf —— 1,586 2,007 156 288 2,019 88 187 203
6| Cleveland, Ohi ——a —— | ———— 24 | ———e 2 4,284
7 | Baltimore, Md. —_— —— | ——— Bl Bl 4,552
8 | st. Louis, Mo,———m—-m——-——q 689 3,060 9 | ~———- 558 | —emmm 321 | mememm
9 | Boston, Mass,—~—~—mm ] 309 3,893 30 8 640 | ——m 505 3
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,—~— —— 372 1,946 § | m—r— 269 6 486 25
11{ San Francisco, Calif ~ 3 426 1,774 78 790 7 18 22
12 { Washington, D. C. -] 290 2,410 47 14 341 | = 143 73
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 2,222 20 | ~——— [Ty pe— 96 | —meeeme
14 | Buffalo, N. Y, - 269 1,971 43 12 45 | ———— 197 | —ememee
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, La. $15 — | ——— $26 $10 $76
16 | Minneapolia, Minn, -—-——-- 22 $88 $27 $2 | 86 | memmm | e
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio---———w——wur| —emee 88 | ~remmmr | —oee | e 53 1 110
18 | Newark, N. J.~—- 543 —— R28
19 | Kansgs City, Mo.--— 118 | —~eem—— | e [ mmmmae | 87 | —memn | e
20| Indianapolis, Ind.-— 172 963 8 $3 1
21 | Houston, Tex. ————mry L N Rl e B 72
22 | Seattle, Wash,—- — 5 138 1,001 13 12 | ———— 48 | ——oee—
23 | Rochester, N. Y.—e—eemee] —meme 152 0L | ~mmmn | e 191 8 52 7
24 | Louisville, Ky.-— 121 372 | e | e 210 |~ | e 141
25 | Denver, C0l0,=——c————=——=—=e ——eee 140 405 | wommmm | e 147 | —— 48 212
26| Portland, Oreg. 65 723 23 | m————— 191 8 36 10
27 | Jersey City, N. J ————eemer =mm 277 1,726 | ————e 34 691 R3 R83 | ———mem
28 | Columbus, Ohio* —— 881 | —mmme | ——memm 46 | === -] [ ——
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A
29 | Oakland, Calif.-~ (%) $129 $618 $190 | ~—~—-
30} Atlanta, Ga.- —— 106 513 118 $11
31| Dallas, Tex.- ——— 11s 160 197 18
32 | Memphis, Tenn. $34 63 270 74
33| St. Paul, Minn. -— 148 398 90
34 | Toledo, Ohio - 4 95 582 100
35| Birmingham, Ala.- 97 248 79
36 | San Antonio, Tex. 20 156 83
37 | Providence, R. I.- 100 733 259
38 | Akron, Ohi — 54
33 | Omaha, Nebr.-———- 22 95 237 29
40} Dayton, Ohio- 43 260 96
41| Syracuse, N. Y. 3 117 304 [ ——— 2 117
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. 63 222 28 4 148
43 | San Diego, Calif, 46 254 8 30 81
44 | Worcester, Mass. :3 — 11 452 R 145
45| Richmond, Va.----- e 50 282 | ———mm 5 148

*Less than $500,

¢

! Functional payments of county government not included. See

explanation p. 8.
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL:

PART 1I: GENERAL GOVERNMENT--COST PAYMENTS

1938~--Continued

133

thousands)
II.—PUBLIC SAFETY—Continued
Fire department
Fire fi
- Commu . d};y_t ghting force “
= an’
e [T (e | e | e [sac || | v 1
vi- 5 8“ ays— ven- |water |Engine Truck boat |{vage teer Rescue | other uted o
sion tim tion ser~ | service | service | ser- | ser- ser- squads )
vice vice |vice [4}
vice
51,908 | $179 | $3,419 | $3,141 | $3,753 | $33,699 | $12,404 |$1,050 | $35 | $182 | $1,081 | $4,570 | $63,127
517 99| 1,909 | 2,606 1,336 | 20,048 | 5,995 785 | vem | 42 852 | 2,341 | 40,671
476 26 146 236 s72 | 3,521 ] 1,611 195 | 21 7 77 820| 8,712
914 54| 1,064 298 | 1,845| 10,131 | 3,798 70| 14| 13 152 | 1,410 13,745
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$86 $527 | $1,240 $2 | - $323 [ $27,413 | 1
50 311 140 — 2 678 | 2
36 112 107 — 248 332 3
7 165 49 40 483 | —————— | 4
— 75 641 —— 254 4,515 | §
— 88 | ——— -— 1| 2,761 6
— 3 1 e | mmeen [ e | 2,850} 7
84 22 58 73 — 19 196 | w=~e=e~ | 8
41 3 174 168 ———— 102 327 80| @
3 8 90 2 ————] —— 114 2,017 | 10
&9 18 119 68 128 2,056 772 — R3 | e 1111
36 10 38 55 | —erm—m 1,249 714 — 50 188 2312
35 8 73 82 4] 1,089 378 — 54 146 | ——amme | 13
51 5 49 3 113 1,397 669 L A 61 58 | =~ | 14
POPULATION OF 300,000 TC 500,000
$12 | ——emmm $41 e el e $9| $1,204 |15
60 | ——mmm 37 $40 | o——mem | o 36 1,033 |16
e | e 51 1,204 |17
35 $4 85 30 | == | mmmm—— 124 1,791 | 18
18 | e 34 11| ——— | 50 653 | 19
20 6 23 3 $408 $617 39 380 | 20
1)) [p— 36 27 [N, [P (U, 38 867 | 21
58 | ~m—— 23 6 R2
45 3 48 21 | == 23
28 1 k8 6 | —————o 4
58 | ———m— 2 16 101 25
53 8 46 40 14 26
835 4 29 36 | ~——~ 27
9 | e~—mr 16 |~ 1 28
POPULATION OF 100,000 TC 300,000
$44 |~ $40 $20 $182 29
13 $2 32 14 2 30
5 ———on 13 | me—mmm | — 31
18 4 8 6 1 32
51 | ———— 30 18 25 33
41 | =~ 25 8 | wmmme 34
R4 3 25 14 91 14 31 35
_7 2 10 8| ————— 278 53 36
48 | ——— 43 7 2R | e 99 37
RN, [ -7} [N SN [PV PU—— I (DU U [P I 38
36 3 25 9 142 294 41 39
13 § wmemmm 14 11 11 oL T = R T el B el I 40
13 45 ———— 46 45 141
1 4 10 42
18 19 19 43
rrovaman 23 $15 7 819 | 44
12 25 S R |2 P——— 45
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.-~COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

(Expressed in

II.—PUBLIC SAFETY~-Continued

Police department—Continued

% 1Ty HOLOr | ¢y~ Vice |0Time Spe-
2 ¥~ | nal | Uni- | and | PTSC clal Undts-
g hicls | yves- |formed |moral | YOR© |Traffic | de- | ALl trib-
in- tion |control |tail |other
B tiga- | patrol |con-~ uted
o] SPOC= 1 tion trol (guve- ser-
S tion niles) vices
GROUP III.~—-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. —
47 | Youngstom, Chio: $24 $235
48 | Hartford, Conn.- 58 486
49 | Nashville, Tenn. — 84 R45
50 | Jacksonville, Fla.- $4 81 302
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich,-—- 25 193
52 | New Haven, Conn.- 38 723
53 | Long Beach, Calif, 97 178
54 75 181
55 57 187
56 | Springfield, Mass.—— — 56 434
§7 | Flint, Mich,-——w=——emomommm e momee
58 | salt Lake City, Utah— (#) 80 154
59 | Bridgeport, Comn,--- — ————— 95 476
60 | Tulsa, Okla.=——=-mmmmmmmmmad —mmee 1 224
61 | Norfolk, Va.--- 43 264
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. 54
63 | Scranton, Pa.— - 24 200
64 | Paterson, N. J. ? 550
65 | Albany, N. Y.-—remrommmm—od —memm 62 509
66 | Kansas City, Kans.- 17
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn (%)
68 | Trenton, N. J.--- 33
69 | Sp » Wash. 39
70 } Fort Wayne, Ind.
71 | Camden, N. J.==s=—r=c—m———— 5 28 352
72 | Erie, Pa. 212
73 | Fall River, Mass. 319
74 | Cambridge, Mass. 1 482
75 | Wilmington, Del. 355
76 | Elizabeth, N. J 4 63 291
77 | Reading, Pa.-—- —_—— 16
78 | Knoxville, Tenn. — 1 R3
79 | New Bedford, Mass. 18
80 48 155
81 | Tacoma, Wash.- 41 140
82 | Canton, Ohio; 20 173
83 | Wichita, Kans. 34 88
84 | Tampa, Fla.- 29 106
85 | Peoria, Ill. 27 165
86 | South Bend, Ind.-—-~——w—=-=q 35
87 | Somerville, Mass.
88 | Duluth, Minn. 24
89 | Lowell, Mass.
90 | Utica, N. Y.—r——mmmom ey 36
91 | Waterbury, Conn,=—-———r=——==r —-——w 27 42 | ——— 13 | ———m
92 | Lynn, Mass,——-~ ——— <8 31 b I
33 | Evansville, Ind 25 55 18 183
94 | El Paso, Tex.-~- 34 37 1 2
Honolulu, Hawaii? ——e—-mmne o ———— EL e e 4] | ——mm | e 621

# Less than $500.

2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938—Continued

thousands)
II.—PUBLIC SAFETY--Continued
Fire department
— drHy_ Fire fighting force 5
Su- . : Fire ant
per- Ti;:ln- nt::; pre- | and Fire- |Sal- X:} ALl Ui‘iig_ g
vi- sdaoEls sys- ven- | water |Engine Truck boat | vage teer Rescue | other uted -
sion 4 tion ser- | service | service | ser- | ser- squads -
tem ser- -
vice vice |vice o
vice
QOF 100,000 TC 300,000—Contimed
————— $467 | 45
$13 | e 47
71 47 [ 48
17 === 1 49
9 401 } 50
24 51
51 52
16 53
24 54
33 55
2 760 | 56
—————— 329 | 57
6 |~ 58
26 500 | 59
5 317 | 60
15 61
69 62
21 63
7 64
52 65
22 249 | 66
11 334 | 67
31 110 | 68
6 283 | 69
1 316 | 70

13
13
9
33
1
B ol B 58 ey [ 413 | 76
12 [ E—— $119 4 17 |77
7 4 16|78
2 23 7|79
- 3 15 | 80
——— 81
7 82
9 83
28 84
15 85
11 11 | —eeeme 86
14 22 361 | 87
15 21 292 | o8
----- [E— 355 | 89
s [ J) — 90
17 fX 33 [O— 91
e 24 468 | o3
1 26 269 | 93
7 10 | ~mmmmmn 34
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136 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 16.--COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,
(Expressed in
II.—PUBLIC SAFETY—Continued
Protective inspection
5 ety El-
2 Build~ | Plumb- Elec- |Ges |Boiler |eva~ |Weights
El Super- ing ing trical |in- in- tor and am
s vision |inspec- | inspec~ | inspec~ | spec- | spec~ in- mea- other
e tion tion tion tion | tion |spec~ | sures
3 tion
Grand totalem-—-—m——m-wd $1,510 | $5,103 | $1,271 | $1,651| $90 | 69 | $73 | $1,101| $632
Group I-———-em—————— 1,299 2,044 €63 1,002 50 228 406 630 514
Group IT- 71 401 234 206 20 31 36 171 66
Group III-———- 140 658 374 422 20 30 31 299 52
GROUP I,--CITIES HAVING A
1| New York, N. ¥,-—- -1 $855 $701 $140 R4 |~ 05 { $179 | ~———mmm $11
2 | Chicago, Ill.-=-=—o . 8l 308 127 402 | $31 78 70 $96 287
3| Philadelphia, Pa.,-~ - ——————- 99 27 21 | ===~ 22 35 185 | =woem
4| Detroit, Mich.—- . 46 122 57 25 26 47 67
5 | Los Angeles, Calif. 58 258 126 21 13 47 27
6 | Cleveland, Chio-- 23 33 3] 20 | e | 18 24 7
7 | Baltimore, Md.———— 45 68 3 4 8 18 47
8] St. Louis, Mo,--- 42 53 18 44 | ~—em 21 21 30 | mm——m
9 | Boston, Mass.~ k73 55 25 92 16 | =e—mmm 28 45 | wermee
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.—--- o 36 63 34 16 5 4 32 23
11| San Franecisco, Calif. S 8 57 [ e 44 | =wmn 3 | e 22 21
12 | Washington, D. C,=-=wmmmeweed —maeeee 127 45 57 3 T | = 37 4
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 44 25 34 | —eme 10 5 22 | e
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.~ 56 22 | wmmemas | 8 | ==~ 26 21
GROUP II.—~CITIES HAVING A
15| New Orleans, La.-—- e e $2 ————e 8
16 { Minneapolis, Minn — $10 40 $10 20
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio——--— = 15 75 9 4
18 | Newark, N. J,——— 77 26 | e
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 1 18 8 | e
20 | Indianepolis, Ind ] 1 8 2
21 | Houston, Tex,———————=-r——-weqf ——o-o— 14 1 |~
22| Seattle, Wash,=——-—w~—ewormd wmmmame 28
23 | Rochester, N. Y. 16 13
24| Louisville, Ky 9 7
25| Denver, Colo,——~-~- 5 26
26| Portland, Oreg.-— 30
27| Jersey City, N. J 40
28 | Columbus, Ohio ! ————me-o 9
29 | Oakland, Calif.——~——w———moo $13 =7 04
30| Atlanta, Ga.-—- 15 13
31 Dallas, Tex.- 13 13
352 14 6
33 18 ]
34 13 7
35 14 12
36| san Antonio, Tex. 9 7
37 | Providence, R, I.=-——————f ———— 52 18
38 | Akron, Ohi 11 4
39 | (maha, Nebr,-—-~-—m———em——=—— 7 ] 7
40 | Dayten, Ohic 13 11 | =eeemm ——— | mm——— ———— 11 | ===
41| Syracuse, N. Y,-———-weme—a—q 8 4 7 R e e 4 5
42 ] Oklahoma City, Okla.—- ~ 7 4 8 6 2 2 2 4 5
43§ San Diego, Calif. ~ 8 14 11 14 | =e—e 4 (*) e |
44| Worcester, Mass.--— 12 6 1 3 | e [ 26 | ————m

*Less than $500.

® Functional payments of county government not

included. See explanation p. 8.
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—COST PAYMENTS 137
BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938—Continued
thousands)
II.-~PUBLIC SAFETY~~Continued ITI.-HIGHWAYS
Qther protection Roadways
In-
Exami-
Pro~- ves-
Mili- |nation H
tec- tiga~ Super-
ta  |of en- tion tion |FLood | 4y Total vision | Paved | 987 |j- é
end | gineers| Scales | °, © | Morgue | “ o eon= 1 sther streets | P27 {1ov (&
armo- and ani trol streets 4 s
ries | plumb~ - causes 3
mals of el
ers S
desth
$1,311 $27 $32 | $863 251 | $987 | $1,020 | $1,941 | $111,979 || $3,437 | $31,115 | $7,171 | $107
1,204 108 8| 433 104 860 435 1 1,739 68,723 2,580 | 17,941 3,221 4
40 7 2] 184 57 118 362 62 17,217 226 5,219 | 1,500 18
66 12 22 | 247 | == 9 228 140 26,038 621 7,956 | 2,450 85
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$1,042 — $55 $467 | 423,005 || 92,026 1
- - 336 18 58 10,245 280 2
33 10 11 94 2,468 270 3
————— 84 28 163 5,374 410 4
24 137 | memmem 237 4,631 42 5
——— 59 14 136 3,276 ]
———— 20 11 3 3,279 7
1,746 1
3,589 22
2,96 8
1,251 30
1,967 238
2,432 181
2,411 [
$1,181 - 115
1,677 |16
1,784 —— 17
1,051 ——|18
1,381 -—-119
894 ——— 120
984 -—-i21
1,898 22
1,732 J—
768 $5{ 24
1,050 e | 25
1,014 26
1,086 —27
707 6 395 12 13| 28
$606 $75 $159 N3 -~ 29
$06 30 132 91| ~—-| 30
319 | mme——— 69 97 | ~=—-] 31
503 18 173 841 $38{ 32
511 7 14 123§ ——e | 33
945 || ww—emm 403 49 14 34
253 4 44 35
347 39 | e 36
1,678 2 766 37
852 || ~m—mem | (%) 38
386 1 84 | e | e | 39
632 P11 p— 40
741 292 84 41
75 134 56 | wmm— 1 42
382 7 84 17)43
1,077 €64 | wmmeomm | e | 44
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.-~COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

(Expressed in

City number

II.—PUBLIC SAFETY--Continued

Protective inspection

CITY

Super-

Build-

ing

vision | inspec~

tion

Plumb~ Elec~ |Gas | Boiler | eva- | Weights
ing trical |in- in- tor and All
inspec- | inspec~ |spec- | spec- in- med- other
tion tion tion | tion [ spec-| sures
tion

GROUP III.——CITIES HAVING A PCPULATION

Richmond, Va.
Fort Worth, Tex
Youngstom, Ohio
Hartford, Conn.- —
Nashville, Tenn,-—-—=--——-~-i

Jacksonville, Fla,---
Grand Rapids, Mich.--
New Haven, Conn.--
Long Beach, Calif.
Des Moines, Towa---

Miami, Fla.

Springfield, Mass.-
Flint, Mich,------
Salt Lake City, Utah-
Bridgeport, Conn,-—--

Tulsa, Okla,-
Norfolk, Va.
Yonkers, N. ¥
Scranton, Pa.
Paterson, N. J.

Albany, N. Y.
Kansas City, Kans.

Chattanooga, Tenn.
Trenton, N. J.-—
Spokane, Wash,——

Fort Wayne, Ind.--—-——=----o
Camden, N. J,——=~——mmemememdf
Erie, Pa.

Fall River, Mass.

~ N

<o

Cambridge, Mass,—---——--—==

Wilmington, Del.-—-
Elizabeth, N. J.
Reading, Pa.-~

Knoxville, Tenn.
New Bedford, Mass.-

Gary, Ind.
Tacoma, Wash.
Ganton, Ohio-
Wichita, Kans.

Tampa, Fla.

Peoria, I1l,——-m- —_
South Bend, Ind.
Somerville, Mass,—--
Duluth, Minn,-———-=-=———--w-
Lowell, Mass,

o

wannn ewn-ap

I
[SESETE )

@O 0

—
BN MNAN KRG E O d oo

[T ST

N oo
I~
R SR

Utica, N. Y.
Waterbury, Conn,-~=-==-m-—=—-o

Lynn, Mass.
BEvansville, Ind
El Paso, Tex,—-—————-~

vao o,

SRS NANTIS
[SRT NI

Honolulu, Hawaii 2 e

31

(®) | mm—— [EUUIN R e | mmm

*Less than $500.

1Not included in group or grand totals.
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PART 11: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—COST PAYMENTS 139
BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938—Continued
thousands)
I1I.—PUBLIC SAFETY—Continued IIT.—HIGHWAYS
Other protection Roadways
’ In-
Exami-
Pro-~ ves-
Mili- |nation 5
_ tec~ tiga-~ Super— _ 2
tia  jof en tion tion |FRo0d | gy | Total  foycion| pavea | UPT. 1m- |§
and gineers ) Scales Morgue con— e paved 1, 1
armo- and tz of trol other streets s ts | LTS -
ani- causes 3
ries | plumb- mals of b
ers desth
CF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
$347 (| ———— 323 $93 45
243 $16 43 84 46
3L ] w—— 122 135 47
S06 38 1086 74 | = | 48
187 16 80 16 10 |40
483 50
194 51
445 52
394 53
415 54
460 85
845 56
468 57
456 58
779 59
244 60
148 81
511 62
287 63
158 64
452 65
207 86
224 67
363 88
296 69
115 70
208 71
264 72
322 73
578 74
147 75
269 76
238 77
144 78
323 79
154 || ===mm- 53 8O
232 8 72 81
348 5 154 82
122 3 15 83
276 7 87 84
228 7 25 85
R73 || = 17 86
301 7 17 87
295 2 35 8g
547 || =memmm 381 89
397 26 174 | -~ - | 80
393 54 51 62 |~ | 81
290 7 52 | mmmmmm 92
228 7 67 | mmwmmem 93
74 2 6 21| - | 94
JEUUSR, (SN QU 5 |3 pE— 47 | —mmmee 1,195 || ~—emem 105 T3 p—
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.--COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

{Expressed in

II1.—HIGHWAYS—Continued

Syracuse, N, T.-———v—mm
Oklahoma City, Okla.
San Diege, Callf,-—
Worcester, Mass, - et

Richmond, Va.-~——

*Less than $500.

lrunctional payments of county government not

included.

See explanation p. 8.

Roadways—Continued Bridg-
es,
= via-
o1t Side- Street | qucts, ALL
walks Undis- & and other
N and trib- € | grade
s cross— uted sspara-
b2} walks tions
Grand total-—e—a———e———-— $1,047 $19,010 | $34,784 | $7,705 $711
Group I 506 13,168 | 20,499 | 5,768 253
Group IT 213 6 2,355 5,187 817 289
Group TII-————eeemrememememamma—{ 528 | 36 2,887 | 9,098 | 1,120 169
GROUP CITIES HAVING A
1| New York, N. Y.———n $1,445 B
2 | Chicago, I1l.~ 1,977 —
3 | Philadelphia, Pa,——————=—m—moua 148 ———
4 | Detroit, Mich,~——emwrem—emeeme] 3 134 $90
S | Los Angeles, Calif,-—--— 5 59 60
6 | Cleveland, Ohio~—em—rmmreremerne] —e—ee 223 14
7 | Baltimore , Md,~—m—mmmmmmmm—mf j 68 25 27
8 5 189 11
9 174 465 3
10 25 353 14
1 R0 70 ——
R 49 5§ 1
135 110 432 14
14 { Buffalo, N. Y.~y 42 193 19
GROUP CITIES HAVING A
New Orleans, La. e et $5 $326 $185 | ~——mm | o | e
Minneapolis, Minn,——-em——————— 80 413 84 $104
Cincinnati, Ohio———w——oe—mmem—i 16 586 17 7
Newark, N, J,~————memmened 6 361 49 3
Kanasas City, Mo,—~—-w—m—e—emre o 567 4 ——
Indianapolis, Ind.———=—r—wwme—erdi 14 325 21 ————
Houston, Tex,-———=——m——a=ume—nm R 147 61 52
Seattle, Wash, ————————ma—ed 52 375 119 20
Rochester, N. Y,-=—wne—m—m———— 25 847 33 8
Louisville, Ky.~—w—re————mmmam 3 319 2 ——
Denver, Colo. 313 () 93
Portland, Oreg,-———=————u—————— 10 289 196 1
Jersey City, N. J. ] e 320 44 ——
Columbus, 0hio? mmrmmmemm o] e —— 23 (#)
Oakland, Calif, wr—mwmwmmmmn—mw] $1 $116
Atlanta, Ga. ———
Dallas, Tex.
Memphis, Tenn, —-r———————— e 11 2
St. Paul, Minn, ——~—m—m—omammm——— 5 21
T0ledo, Ohi o~ e see] 15 ———
Birmingham, Ala,-—-~—— 1 (%)
San Antonic, Tex. 220
Providence, R. I. 119
Akron, Ohio—- 637
Omaha, Nebr.~— 2
Dayton, Ohiow——m—eevoom——ommmmod memem | e | e | e
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—COST PAYMENTS 141
BY FUNCTIONS IN DEPAIL: 1938—Continued
thousands)
IV.~SANITATION AND WASTE REMOVAL
Sewers and Street
sewage disposal sanitation Waste collection Waste disposal
Sewage =
Super- é
Total treat~
vision Street
Sewer ment Al Other Gar- Other | &
system and cl:-‘a‘.n— other Garbage | Ashes waste bage Ashes waste ™
g £
dis- b4
posal
$106,645 $849 | $14,085 | $5,576 | $35,723 | $317 | $18,542 | $4,214 |$15,364 |$4,125 | $40R | $4,671
74,261 666 8,290 ( 3,207 | 27,821 108 9,092 | 1,663 | 14,557 | 2,448 200 | 4,847
12,522 40 2,125 701 3,403 26 3,868 774 399 627 38 106
19,861 143 3,670 | 1,668 4,499 184 5,582 | 1,777 409 | 1,050 155 118
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$34,446 $543 | $2,634 $172 | $15,832 $10,832
10,150 {] ———— 7,448 2,734 ——
3,548 180 1,328 1,478
5,158 698 3,013 —_—
2,448 379 999 21
1,890 3 139 158 437
2,655 21 561 5§71 342
908 .3 T:J) SN R 1. J) N, DR [ PN, —— 8
2,808 || ———m—m 618 22| 9
2,404 11 139 | e 431 —————= 1 10
923 17 340 20 539 - 111
1,924 (| —~mm 427 112 455 [ w=—eme 266 105 R80 66 12 165 | 12
3,001 16 287 938 211 89 272 24 ) . 146 |~ 1|13
1,999 || ===~ 134 43 415 | ————— 548 548 | e—mmeme 165 43 | s 14
POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
3
24
25
26
27
28
POPULATION OF 100,000 TC 300,000
$252 | ——-——- 29
564 $10 30
414 || ————- 31
395 12 32
336 47 33
494 || ——wem 24
295 || ==mmme 14 4 80 2 35
298 4 43 78 - [p— 36
818 227 132 123 (*) 37
376 46 105 125 | e 38
209 37 | = 95 39
449 8 131 120 48 40
744 225 | emmeee $46 | ———— 41
292 [ o7 E— e | e | 42
256 56 14 ——— 1|43
324 66 8 24 1 44
408 || ——— 73 27 | -1 45
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16,~—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

{Expressed in

City number

III.—HIGHWAYS—Continued

Roadways—~Continued

CITY

Side-
walks
and
crogs—
walks

Cul-

Snow
and
ice

Undis-
trib-
uted

Street
light-
ing

Bridg-
es,
via-

ducts,
and

grade
separa-
tions

Tun-
nels

Water-
ways

All
other

GROUP III

.—CITIES

PULATION

Fort Worth, Tex.——w—=w————aw—u-q
Youngstown, Ohio—-—-
Hartford, Conn.--—-—
Nashville, Tenn.

ksonville, Fla.

Grand Rapids, Mich,-—-—————u--
New Haven, Conn.-—
Long Beach, Calif.
Des Moines, Iowa
Miami, Fla.

Springfield, Mass.
Flint, Mich.
Salt Lake City, Utah~————v-——o

Bridgeport, Conn.
Tulsa, Okla.-—

Norfolk, Va.-——
Yonkers, N. Y.
Scranton, Pa.-~

Paterson, N. J.
Albany, N. Y,~~=ee——m—oeomme—— =

Kansas City, Kans.-—-
Chattanooga, Tenn.--—
Trenton, N. J.~
Spokane, Wash.-
Fort Wayne, Ind.

Camden, N. J.
Erie, Pa.— -—
Fall River, Mass.~-
Cambridge, Mass.
Wilmington, Del.-—

Elizabeth, N. J
Reading, Pa.-
Knoxville, Tenn.—— -4
New Bedford, Mass. ~
Gary, Ind,-—-—--—~ - e

Tacoma, Wash.-
Canton, Ohio-
Wichita, Kans.
Tampa, Fla,--
Peordia, Ill.-

South Bend, Ind,
Somerville, Mass
Duluth, Minn.--
Lowell, Mass.
Utica, N. Y.-

Waterbury, Conn.
Lynn, Mass.----
Evansville, Ind
El Paso, Tex.---

$7

$79
122
205

59
150

71
156
185
144

(#)
$3

(%)
(%)

Honolulu, Hawaii? ——-mmm—m——mmmol

951

# Less than $500.

2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—COST PAYMENTS 143
BY PUNCTIONS IN DETATL: 1938—Continued
thousands)
IV.~—SANITATION AND WASTE REMOVAL
Sewers and Street .
sewage disposal sanitation Waste collection Waste disposal
Sewage 5
Super— = 2
Total vision treat Street E
Sewer ment clean- All Garbay Ashes Other Gar- Ashes Other
system and < other ge S waste bage waste o
ing »
dis- b
posal ©
OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
$246 $16 $56 $122 ———nee | 46
158 13 26 7R $2 | 47
503 33 126 21| $R12 | ———meme [ mmmem= | 1R [ mmmee 48
190 € 35 124 1149
408 143 89 126 | wmmeee [ e | 36 [ e [ e 50
R086 28 64 40 |~ 57 6|51
245 35 25 98 | —memmm 61 ——| 52
427 &2 52 71 13 85 4|53
225 58 10 71 | e 64 4|54
297 29 21 18 | v 38 40 | 55
570
197
9
439
80
269
1,393
R61
382
591
47
142
79
281
176
198
19 [ ——mmmm
80 3
[ | —
287 11
226
191
117
R18
R97
246
104
125
199
2486
90 17 | e 48 | —mmemm 25 | ——mm—e e | (%) |86
340 (I — 29 | mmmemm 57 168 7| —--| 87
116 47 4 e | e 15| 88
16l 18| ~——— 120 | ~emem ———— R |89
218 |- [——— 62 55 1 [P 30
190 || ———- 29 | mmemm 48 | cmrme | e | e | 2 91
250 30 50 36 o/ 2 PN, PR, 4 92
100 23 12 10) p— b I — 93
JEL ] — 12 25 50 | =mmmmm 3 — 94
LT | —— 119 | ~—mem 82 | wmmnm | oo | omemen [ 77 N -
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TABLE 16.--COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

{Expressed in
IV.—SANITATION AND
WASTE REMOVAL— V.—CONSERVATION OF HEALTH
Contimied
Regulation and inspection
§ crre Com- | Smoke ital
fort |regu- | All Super- |sta- Nilk Sani-
E sta- la- |other Total vision | tis- &and 0;1;9; tary Al
B tions | tions tics |[dairy am: in- other
pel prod~ spec-
© ucts drugs tion
Grand total-—-~----f $552 | $283 | $1,941 | $30,311 || $2,704 | $839 | #1,844 | $2,226 | 2,191 | $135
Group I-—-——w—me—e——--d 237 | 194 | 1,323 18,821 || 1,567 | 548 { 1,117 1,231 1,224 95
Group II- - 97 55 262 4,385 408 p38 184 413 412 19
Group IIT=——-=——==w—=-d 218 34 356 7,106 728 170 533 582 555 21
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A
1| New York, N. Y,-—--- e e | e $678 | $5,553 $37 | K12 $222 $395 $332 | ===
2 | Chicago, I1l.—m———=—odf 811 $92 96 2,182 322 85 223 110 56 $42
3 | Philadelphia, Pa § | e | 1,134 58 11 €0 37 103 | —=——-
4 | Detroit, Mich.-- ] 37 13 30 1,908 155 37 88 134
5 | Los Angeles, Calif 3| ———— 128 1,839 95 31 49 93
6 | Cleveland, Chio——- ————— 6 | == 926 41 11 70 37
7 | Baltimore, Md,——=-~—~o 24 8 91 604 22 24 33 62
8 | St, Louis, Mo. -~ 6 14 €0 756 13 14
9 | Boston, Mass.-—— 13 17 | wmmemm 1,10t 32 74
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,~——-~—=4 101 14 94 530 18 10
11 { San Francisco, Cali el Bt 8 667 60 17
12 | Washington, D. C.- 14 14 8 669 55 14
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 7 8 81 364 30 1¢
14 { Buffalo, N. Y.-~ 16 8 79 591 29 18
15 | New Orleans, la.-~: $3 | —e— 88 $36 16
16 | Minneapolis, Minn 2 $5 354 20 9
17 | Cincinnati, Oh: 15 11 282 S 8
18 | Newark, N. J.—— 4 167 852 54 18
19 | Kansas City, Mo. ] 6 185 43 8
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. — 5 235 14 3
21 | Houston, Tex. ———— ] ———— 136 17 2
22 | Seattle, Wash.-— 19 2 245 31 1
23 | Rochester, N. 10 ————— 474 32 9
24 | Louisville, Ky.- 4 15 212 11 8
25 | Denver, Colo,=———— 5| - 19 174 20 5
26 | Portland, Oreg.- e | ——— 11 215 25 5
27 | Jersey City, N. J. 15 23 620 87 24
28 | Columbus, Ohio? ~~w—wmd wmeee 3| e 113 g 4
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A
29 | Gakland, Calif,-—w—==wwr] wemoe | oma—e $36 $222 $10 $5 $43 $36
30 | Atlanta, Ga,~—we——cemod] = | R | e 107 15 § ~=umm 14 16
31 [ Dallas, Tex.- 5 117 8 5 8 20
32 | Memphis, Tenn 12 280 18 3 16 22
33 | St. Paul, NWinn [ 168 20 7 5 S
34 | Toledo, Ohjo—————=mmmeo ——emm | oo | e 134 8 2 13 18
35 | Birmingham, Ala.-- 120 7 7 17 22
36 | San Antonio, Tex. 214 58 2 13 45
37 | Providence, R, T 180 30 9 17 5
38 | Akron, Ohlo-- ————— 141 ] 5 22 16
39 | Omaha, Nebr.- 2 70 14 1 3 7
40 | payton, Ohio- ————- 124 |- ——— 35
41 | syracuse, N. Y.~ 12 318 16 9 11 7 3 5
42 | Oklahama City, Okla. ————— 106 10 2 17 16 13| ——-
43 | san Diego, Calif 10 135 10 6 7 T | e 1
44 | Worcester, Mass. 9 | —mmmm | e 164 30 2 12 7 21 | =

*Less than $500.
2 Functional payments of county government not included. See explanation p. 8.
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT—-COST PAYMENTS 145
BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938--Continued
thousands)
V.—CONSERVATION OF HEALTH—Continued VI.—HOSPITALS
Control of communi-
cable disease Child health services Health seneral | &
Adult centers Su- | ntci- | &
Vene- Pre- health |Labo- and A11 Total per- 1 g
Tuber- e;lal AL school A1 serv- jratory | gen- |other vi- hosa i- s
eulo~ b and School ices eral sion P o
dis~ |other other tals et
sis eases pre- clinics 3
natal
$2,190 | $1,194 2,571 | 92,728 |$7,340 | $889 | 203 |$1,564 | $695 | $999 $105,004 || $540 |$52,711
1,804 851 | 1,624 | 2,118 | 4,008 | 698 101 943 280 | 630 77,641 || 472 | 37,666
181 124 382 17?7 | 1,263 157 58 237 1?3 42 | 16,736 20 9,809
205 239 565 433 | 2,068 33 44 383 2 327 | 10,627 47 5,236
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND QVER
$410 $422 | $302 $499 [$1,325 | $315 $73 291 $14 | $103 | $30,576 || $55 | 419,122 | 1
———— 77 397 573 132 | wmemm | mmmmae 193 | == 6,499 1s 2,660 | 2
69 | ———=um 104 99 448 86 | e 59 | mrmmme | mm— 4,100 (| -=—- 1,921 3
373 72 184 164 389 | —mmwm 27 72 27 42 8,370 || ~~-- 1,454 | 4
336 59 168 38 386 | ~——m- [ e 47 7 282 4,647 10 3,189 | §
108 28 100 125 224 Bl Bl Rt 2,682 [{ =m— 746 | 6
7 48 1 27 43 | mmmem | e 62 19 197 1,941 (]~ 880 | 7
49 86 3,025 || ——- 1,459 | 8
99 109 3,960 28| 2,031 9
- 92 165 1,001 [| ==== | ===—~= | 10
91 9 13 10 2,114 10 977 |11
56 7L 55 133 4,120 52 421 | 12
17 8 36 18 2,564 || === 979 113
58 10 22 72 2,082 || ===~ 919 |14
POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
mmmm | m——— $79 $86 || ——o | mmmemm 115
$59 $26 23 1,364 || w—m- $523 | 16
23 12 21 1,961 || === 1,385 {17
32 56 98 2,503 $8 | 1,008 |18
1| = 5 1,254 4 970 {19
31 1 6 909 || «——m 651 | 20
Rl EE et 9 568 (| -~ 453 | 21
1 24 1,027 || —-- 649 | 22
4 4 1,374 837 123
8 13 788 || === 470 | 24
———— 31 596 8 532 | 25
5 12 360 || ==—- 266 |26
—— 55 3,965 2,064 | 27
—— [ 4 34 || mome | e 28
POPULATION OF 100,000 T
$10 | () $16 B || —emmr | —mmmm | 29
B e euuy RS 799 || —— $582 | 30
——— $13 35 202 $5 173 | 31
9 | == 116 497 || ~=mm 392 | 32
18 10 30 257 257 | 33
S 5 22 47 | mm | mmeme | 34
3 7 e———— 9 17 35
5 5 8 20 | —mmm—am 36
———— 13 1 20 526 37
7 17 el . 147 38
—— 6 - 5 9 39
————— 9| (®) 48 3 40
22 14 20 66 41
———— 9 S 12 42
2 5 13 —— 43
41 (%) 6 901 44
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TABLE 16,~—~COST PAYMENTS FOR OFPERATION,

(Expressed in
IV.—SANITATION AND
WASTE REMOVAL— V.—CONSERVATION OF HEALTH
Continued
Regulation and inspection
L CITY ¢
- le:; Sm;l:e A1l Super- Z::al ik Sani
o regu- = ni-
:5: sta- la- | other Total vision | tis- and O;he; tary A1l
b tions ) tions tics | dairy oo in-
+ and other
d prod- drugs spec~
ucts tion
GROUP III.——CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
45 | Richmond, Va.--- $50 $150 # 3 ® $15
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. 4 123 S 1 9 20
47 | Youngstown, Ohio--—===d = $2 | ww==e | momemm 70 6 2 8 9
48 | Hartford, Conn.- 20 213 13 9 7 12
49 | Nashville, Tenn.——=~===e —ww—v % 6 114 9 1 10 9
50 | Jacksonville, Fia.- el e 3 183 8 [ wm—m— 10 21
51 { Grand Rapids, Mic 3 ————— 139 13 3 1 8
52 | New Haven, Conn. 8 18 147 18 10 10 7
53 i Long Beach, Calif. 16 7 93 7 2 3 10
54 | Des Moines, Iowa-—— 10 3 3 91 9 | e 6 ?
55 | Miami, Fla.~m——m—m—mweed e ————— 2 105 9 2 9 17
$6 | Springfield, Mass. 16 () 137 17 2 9 2
57 | Flint, Mich,——=--= 1 1 1 102 11 3 15 3
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah--- 4 § | m————— 95 4 7 17 25
59 | Bridgeport, Conn,--—--+ 2| memm | e 118 8 s 6 [ v
60 | Tulsa, Okla.-——-— 58 8 [ == 1 5
61 | Norfolk, Va.—— 83 4 2 3 s
82 | Yonkers, N. 208 26 4 9 9
63 | Scranton, Pa.— S7 3 | e 2 2
64 | Paterson, N. J.~==e=——=y 126 12 5 2 3
65 | Albany, N. Y.-——- 156 29 8 8 2
66 | Kansas City, Kans 107 7 1 & 6
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn 4 37 8 | e | e | e
68 | Trenton, N. J. ~ 102 15 3 6 12
69 | Spokane, Wash,-~———-—~~ 80 10 (®) 3 1
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.-——---o 47 4 [ = 4 | —mvem
71 | Camden, N, J.—— al 72 5 2§ —mem 2
72 | Erie, Pa,~=---- - 79 8 1 2 2
73 | Fall River, Mass,———~-+ 77 8 1 3 2
74 | Cambridge, Mass,=—---~~ 102 11 | ——=emr 2 7
75 | Wilmington, Del.-————~d 52 5 1 4 3
76 | Elizabeth, N, J. ~ 83 11 1 12 | e
77 | Reading, Pa.-——- ~ 97 4| mm—— 5 10
78 | Knoxville, Tenn,- - 75 13 2 16 2
79 | New Bedford, Mass,-—-—- 80 13 1 5 2
80 | Gary, Ind,—-——- el et 8 55 4| === 1 2
8l | Tacoma, Wash,——~—=—===d —==w= | —=wan | o= -_— 59 13 2 2 8
82 | Canton, Chio 2 40 6 1 4 8
83 | Wichita, Kans. Bt 45 6 | == 9 | wemm
84 | Tampa, Fla.-—-——--—~~ ——— 7 64 9 1 3 4
85 { Peoria, Ill,e—-mm———=r ———=v | —omem 3 56 8 L2 6
86 | South Bend, Ind,--———-— ~==-= | ——=-~ —————- 36 2| === 11
87 | Somerville, Mass 1] (%) 64 5 1 6
88 { Duluth, Minn.—-——-~=—r === | ===~ 64 8 | = ?
89 | Lowell, Mass.— 7| =~ 83 14 1 7
90 | Utica, N. Y,=—mmmemmmee wmme | e RN— 85 8 6 4
91 | Waterbury, Comn,-~---— = 9| -———- 1 57 9 9 5
92 | Lynn, Mass.—---- 1 2 61 12 1 4
93 | Evansville, Ind,——~-== ——==r | w=mmw | <omee 57 2 1 2
94 | E1 Paso, Tex.~— - 2 1 60 8 2 2
Honolulu, Hawaii ® =-—ed —mmee | cmcme | comeee 325 o J) [P P ——— 11 | e e

*#Less than $500.
2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938-—Continued

thousands)

V.—CONSERVATION OF HEALTH—Continued VI1.—HOSPITALS

Control of communi-

cable disease Child health services

Health

Adult centers Su~

Pre~ health | Labo~ and A1l per-

A school AL serv- | ratory | gen- |{other Total vi- ho?;i-
and School other ices eral sion tals

pre- clinics

natal

General
munici-

Vene-
real
dis- | other

eases

Tuber-
culo-
sis

City number

OF 100,000 TO 300,000-~Continued

|

———— 7 294 )| ~——~ 283 | 84

[SRLEN-.]

NI [ [—— S (- 2 L7 p—— 102 || ——- 182
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148 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 16.—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,
{Expressed in
VI.—HOSPITALS—Continued
Special municipal hospitals Patients in other hospitals
Communicable diseases Commnicable diseases
5 CITY m
b
g Tuber— | VeRe™ ";2:51 ALl | o Vene- l(gx;:gl an | other
8 culo~ |TeBLl | ALl | oces |OWheT | cuio- [TERL ALl | s | OtheT
» sis dis- | other s1g |Gis- [other
a eases eases
Grand total-—---{$18,048 | $170 [$5,151 | $9,151 [$2,049 132,694 $8 | $117 | $4,998 9,354 | 13
GIOUp e 13,175 | 111 |3,887 | 7,732 1,187 | 2,079 6 15 | 4,214 | 7,007 | =emum
Group II- - 3,579 12 293 | 1,303 855 36 2 3 545 267 11
Group IIJ-——--=m 1,294 47 972 116 K 579 | ====m 99 238 | 1,990 2
GROUP I.——CITIES HAVING A
1 | New York, N. Y. 55,967
2 | Chicago, I11,--— 22
3 | Philadelphia, Pa ——
4 | petroit, Mich.--- 1,201
5 { Los Angeles, Calif.-~— 200
6 | Cleveland, Chio------ 313
7 | Baltimore, Md.-—-——+ 364
8 | St. Louis, Mo,-—---—q 29
8 | Boston, Mass.-— -4 646 | ~~—— | 289 | ———mom f e B | memem | 6| s [ e
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,~~——- 12
11 | San Francisco, Calif. 833 |-~===| 73| 47 [~—-=| === ] ommrn [ wmeee | 174 | ——emen
12 | Washington, D. C.---~- 476
13 | Milwaukee, Wis,——---| ()
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.~————--f 514
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, la.~ 12 $39 -
16 | Minneapolis, ¥inn,-— 15 39 $1
17 { Cincinnati, Ohio~——-o 116 | === -
18 | Newark, N. J.-—— 234 | ~———= -
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 130 | ===mm
20 | Indianapolis, Ind.=-- wmmae | ——— 8 5 1
21 | Houston, Tex.—~——---- e | e | e 10 | ==vm

Seattle, Wash,-——-~—-
Rochester, N. Y
Louisville, Ky
Denver, Colo.-
Portland, Oreg
Jersey City, N. J.
Columbus, Ohio ! --—-

II1.—C

Oakland, Calif,~-

Dallas, Tex.
Memphis, Tenn.
St. Paul, Minn
Toledo, Ohlo~-—

Birmingham, Ala,--~——-
San Antonio, Tex.
Providence, R.
Akron, Ohio-
Omzha, Nebr.--

Dayton, Ohio-—--
Syracuse, N. Y.
Oklahoma City, Okla.-|
San Diego, Calif.—

Worcester, Mass.—

* Less than $500.

Sl
12

83

® Functional payments of county government not included.
3 see discussion of general relief expenses, p. 116.

See explanation
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—COST PAYMENTS 149
BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938--Continued
thousands)
VII.—CHARITIES
Municipal insti~
tutional care Other institutional and noninstitutional care
Depen- Public assistance .
Super- dent
Total |l Jision | Adult | end Md to é
depen- neg- Admin- Old-~age | depen- Veter- g
dents | lected f|istra- g:rﬁt;.l asgis— dent Akiﬁl:‘x; ans! ot}llir I
chil~ | tion © tance | chil- aid b
dren dren ©
$380,910 || %2,347 | 21,558 | $1,391 | $3,173| $240,904 | $57,793 | $46,314 | $R,872 | 13,149 | ¢693
294,521 1,479 8,048 891 1,279 189,876 | 39,983 | 39,823 2,717 9,774 266
44,300 488 1,348 348 827 25,444 9,783 4,379 151 1,216 145
42,000 380 2,182 152 1,087 25,584 8,047 2,112 3 2,189 282
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$158,512 || ~~——-—- | $1,404 $107,953 | $16,522 | $24,655
38,180 $26 616 34,969 526 | 1,307
885 26 233 108 | —=mmmmm 320
11,031 264 1,300 6,656 352 2,036
15,344 55 662 4,439 | 8,244 | 1,082
10,319 187 8,559 | mermmm 1,209
6,709 32 2,128 2,331 | 2,116
1,220 158 670 301 16 8
15,248 829 830 352 6,111 4,346 2,066 | wmmm—em 696 | wmm-| 9
4,613 95 1,297 476 1,411 1,161 50 41 1|10
6,158 49 574 1,355 2,889 874 216 | mmemeom | e 1 3]
35,357 85 171 1,428 820 856 56 (%) 33|12
7,734 [} === 159 4,796 1,473 899 T4 3 1113
15,212 70 456 | wemmmm 784 | 310,228 968 | 1,141 40| 1,448 43|14
POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
$202 $50 | mwmmm | (%) $34 | 15
9,535 5,733 538 35 = 11186
4,609 3,075 609 55 239 | werme 117
6,234 5,557 373 15 3 10|18
302 31 68 1(19
3,918 1,808 909 1 27 120
538 436 B | e 4 2|21
182 e . 4| (%) [ e— )
7,789 4,198 | 1,215 919 22 741 (¥) {23
904 275 231 () 97 | 24
5,323 736 3,745 440 40 [ ——-~~ | = |25
1,004 270 409 68 13 91 | —~-= [ 26
2,484 2,030 63 158 | ==~ 10 | === | 27
1,278 1,249 ~~—— | 2B
POFULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
320 $14 » $4120
$6 246 v $11 (*) - 8| 30
$38 | wmmemm —————— 155 ——— { 31
16 ————— 132
29 | wre—e—m 31 627 457 1}~ 3 2433
P [ — 2,180 [ PSS S 34
1= 118 2135
35 13 ISR U, [P RS - 6
2,181 29 b T3] R 151 897 593 218 | = 1| 20237
748 748 38
2 39
1,212 2 1,203 | —ommmmm | mmmmme | e | e | e 4
3,646 45 221 | e 304 2,008 474 187 | memme— 41
24 24 42
5 43
4,006 i| ~~w——mm 152 | memenee 122 2,250 805 304 | ————=mm 44
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.--COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

{Expressed in

City number

VI.—HOSPITALS—Continued

Special municipal

hospitals

Patients in other

hospitals

CITY

Communicable diseases

Vene-
real
dis~
eases

Tuber-
culo-
sis

All
other

Mental
dis-
eases

All
other

Cammunicable diseases

Vene-
real
dis-
eases

Tuber- m

other

Mental
dis-
eases

A1l
other

A1l
other

GROUP IIT.—CITI

ES HAVING A POPULATION

Richmond, Va,-=-m-—-o
Fort Worth, Tex.—-—
Youngstown, Ohic:
Hartford, Conn
Nashville, Tenn.

Jacksonville, Fla.-~-
Grand Rapids, Mich
New Haven, Conn.-----
Long Beach, Calif.-~-
Des Moines, Towa

Miami, Fla.--=-===-—d]
Springfield, Mass.
Flint, Mich.

Salt Lake City, Utah
Bridgeport, Conn.--—o

Tulsa, Okla
Norfolk, Va.—
Yonkers, N. Y
Scranton, Pa,
Paterson, N. J. =
Albany, N. Y.-———=-—rq
Kansas City, Kans.
Chattanooga, Tenn.—
Trenton, N. J.- 1
Spokane, Wash.

Fort Wayne, Ind,----o
Camden, N. J.
Erie, Pa.——--—
¥all River, Mass.—~--
Cambridge, Mass,-—---

Wilmington, Del.----<
Elizabeth, N. J.
Reading, Pa.----
Knoxville, Tenn.
New Bedford, Mass.—--

Gary, Ind,---==-==--
Tacoma, Wash.
Canton, Ohio-
Wichita, Kans
Tampa, Fla.

Peoria, Ill.«—==--mm-
South Bend, Ind.--
Somerville, Mass
Tuluth, Minn.-
Lowell, Mass.

Utica, N. Y.-—-—--~-4
Waterbury, Conn.
Lynn, Mass,—=~—=
Evansville, Ind.
El Paso, Tex.---

Honolulu, Hawaii

*Less than $500.

2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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BY PUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938—Continued

thousands)
VII.—CHARITIES
Kumeipal fnsti- Other institutional and noninstitutional care
Depen~ Public assistance .
Super- dent H
Totsl [ vigion | adult | and Ma to £
depen~ neg- Admin~ 0Old-age | depen- Veter- &8
dents | lected |istra- 33;::1 assis- dent Aﬁi:: ans' o‘:}gr IS
chil- tion tance chil~ aid bt
dren dren ©
OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
$673 $86 $51 $23 | —mmmmees | e % |45
264 || —omeeme | e $16 35 13 | v | e | e | 46
19 — | 47
1,489 $18 480 | —m—emmm 161 $20 $235 87 (%) $% | ~——- |48
57 || —-eem— 21 [ 3] 33 () |49
34 33 1 1 [ wmememmm | mommaen | mmen | 50
169 2 165 ——=-= 1 51
1,287 16 212 [ oo [ 840 228 [ [ — e J et ) 52
25 8 7 3| =w=— 53
6 ] ~—- | 54
91 ol (%) |55
2,727 146 106 | e | e 1,184 851 173 | e 246 21| 56
79 8 64 6| m——m | 57
-——— |58
932 15 154 2 [ —wem—— 542 194 26 (*) ——mmm | == | 59
14 3 80
252 69 26 145 1 8 61
1,707 || ———e—e 57 13 28 1,204 MR | e 62
63
365 361 64
678 18 [ -~ ————— 17 514 65
1 (%) (*) 66
146 1] (W 3 67
865 95 11 759 ————-| 68
12 4 3|69
e | 70
1,186 15 1,165 | ~wmmeem [ [E— n
(%) 72
1,642 73 40 663 €19 148 (%) 73
1,651 68 840 412 226 |~ 74
58 58 75
397 8 14 | emmmmen | oo [ gE— 15 | wmemame 7%
— |77
104 4 72 19 ———| 78
1,892 19 -3 B e R g 738 834 115 (%) 128 | —=—| 79
1 —=— 180
2 e | 81
23 23 ————— | 82
11 s 4 383
34 23 2 7 15 S 84
621 45 545 32
1,547 1 20 | mmmmmm | e 801 488 154
13 3| memmem
1,985 102 23 793 716
903 2.2 E— 17
5§78 30 17 336 151 38
1,640 31 30 [ ~=m—m—m —— 578 812 110
5 2
11 - E— (€3 T IEem— 94
78 57 f 31— S R ——
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TABLE 16.,—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

{Expressed in
VII.—CHARITIES—Continued VIII.—CORRECTION
Other institutional and Municipal correction
noninstitutional institutions
care—Continued
Welfare service Adults
Su~
CITY Regu-
All per—
lzté.on En- other | Total vi-
ion
& fos- ploy~ & Minors
o
E ter L:Egl ment ogir Men Women
g and agen~
Iy board- cies
A ing
© homes
Grand total-———————— $156 $32 | $250 | $r42 $29 | $22,220 || $100 {$12,273 | $744 [$2,140
Group I--r————- 153 21 102 100 9| 18,407 94 | 10,129 601 | 1,568
Group II-— ——— 8 63 29 20 2,906 3 1,604 76 477
Group ITI--—=——mwe—r ~ 4 10 85 42 | (%) 207 3 540 68 95
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A
1 | New York, N. Y.— - $23 | ——— ] $3,560 | ———— | ——
2 | Chicago, Ill.——mme——-—m—q 49 ———— —— 1,204 $52 $405
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. e $10 ——— 691 295 3
4 j Detroit, Mich,-—— o —m——— ———— —— 528 74 | o
5 | Los Angeles, Calif.- of e 23 — 882 47 164
6 | Cleveland, Ohio—— oy ———n 17 199 | ———~m 177
7 | Baltimore, Md.--- e | e —— —— 147 | = | e
8 { 5t. Louis, Mo.- 68 m—eme | —— 420 || —— 173 19 149
9 | Boston, Mass. 18 | ~—— 1,099 $37 A R el
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.-~ ———— 801 || —~— 336 | —=——m 189
11 | San Francisco, Calif,-———q —=weme | momae | mmmee | e 308 18 201 22 40
12 | Washington, D. C.- 4 9 1,705 33 882 67 433
13 | Milwaukee, Wis | m—— 15 30 548 | =~ 2% [ ——~—— 28
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.~ —— 13 15 5 418 7 _72 23 | ——m
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, La.————————wrf =m=m= [ mcoee | e $2 | - $175 $97 | wmm— $53
16 | Minneapolis, Minn. $4| (%) R38 125 $15 46
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio. 26 | wmmmm R51 153 | ~—emm %5
18 | Newark, N. J.—— 10 | =~ 484 R356 | weemst | mmmmm—
19 [ Kansas City, Mo 1 4 290 94 30 103
20 | Indianapolis, Ind.-—===——=of === | = 2| ——e— —— 1R 81 |~ | e
21 | Houston, Tex.-~ - R m—— 169 |[ ~—=- 68 | ——-— 67
22 | Seattle, Wash,w———=—-——m—o —===~ | —omem 4 | = 211 82 R
23 | Rochester, N. Y — 85 238 142 10
24 | Louisville, Ky. R} ——— 176 || ~=~m
25 | benver, Colo. ——— ——— 118 2
26 | Portland, Oreg.-— 4 13 94 [| -—— 84 2 8
R7 | Jersey City, N. R 320 R30 [ w=mmm 63
28 | Columbus, Ohiol =—— ———— 2 15 B35 |} —-~m B3 | —m | e~
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A
29 | Qakland, Calif. G, | (SR
30 | Atlanta, Ga.- $31 || ——
31 | Dallas, Tex. 8
52 | Memphis, Tenn. 16 || =
33 | St. Paul, Minn. 64 $1
34 | Toledo, Ohio—— 44 || ———
35 | Birmingham, Ala.-— —— ———— ——
36 | San Antonic, Tex. ——— —
37 | Providence, R. I. 3 | ——— _—
38 | Akron, Ohig————mmmmem—meaed e | e | e [
39 | Omaha, Nebr.- 1 1 —
40 | Dayton, Ohio-—-— _— 3] 4] 2
41 j Syracuse, N. Y.~ 2 —
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.-=—=wud ——wom | —omom } mmeee | e ——
43 | San Diego, Calif.--—————rd Rl e s ——————— |} ———
44 | Worcester, Mags,~————m=-=u —mmms | ommme | omees | emmee | e 1§ ——

*Less than $500.
1 Functional payments of county government not included. See explanation p. 8,
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938 —Continued
thousands)
VIII.—-CORRECTION-~Continued X.—LIBRARIES
Delinquents in other
institutions

Insti- Adults

:‘1‘%:"' Proba- IX.—

- tion -SCHOOLS Super- Acces- Library
dustry and Total vision sions services
activi- arole .

ties Minors P 8
(net) Men Women g
[
5.
b
(&

$104 $666 $124 $2,775 $3,203 $625,032 $25,519 $1,838 $3,897 $19,784

35 646 124 2,530 2,875 393,380 14,983 525 2,213 12,245
e 15 224 506 81,323 4,260 828 679 2,752

85 S 20 111 150,329 6,276 485 1,004 i 4,787

POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
[-1.1.3) [— $48 $387 $961 | $161,075 $3,123 || —mmmmm $379 $2,745 | 1
328 255 47,299 1,522 $41 169 1,312 | 2
——————— $450 75 1,265 R39 27,648 684 2R 94 568 | 3
153 26,787 1,378 33 209 1,130 | 4
73 288 26,270 1,296 41 242 1,013 | 5
81 14,990 1,785 125 286 1,575 6
203 43 9,598 590 R5 95 4701 7
20 60 11,065 483 R5 97 361 8
- R P — 17 313 16,063 1,371 100 159 1,111 ¢
————— 113 83 12,244 772 R0 113 639 { 10
27 9,208 458 13 111 333 (11
4 75 | ==—oemm 97 14 10,477 532 35 105 391 {12
22 72 9,536 450 11 53 386 [ 13
______ RS 1 5 109 11,120 539 26 102 411 [ 14
POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
%8 $16 $4,380 $93 ] - $13 $79 | 15
51 8,270 855 $14 120 421 ) 16
——————e $14 | ——mm et 59 8,576 504 8 4 493 | 17
149 99 9,873 539 355 90 94 |18
12 51 5,338 285 10 69 206 | 19
_______ B R6 R4 5,167 3581 13 66 R7% 1 20
34 4,275 102 14 20 69 | 21
21 5,920 327 14 63 250 | 22
18 85 6,932 400 19 74 308 | 23
37 4,157 184 8 5 171 | 24
12 21 4,813 R41 187 40 44 | 25
4,122 R65 20 61 184 | 26
7 5,954 R73 194 32 52 |27
2 3,548 136 4 R 120} 28
POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
$6,036 $288 1 $36 $240 | 29
3,662 126 9 27 20 | 30
3,349 59 [ J— 53 | 31
$7 1,812 94 7 7 80 32
3,518 228 iR 35 179 1 33
2 4,224 267 11 21 R34 | 34
2,373 110 ? 15 87 |35
2,615 91 15 R7 48 | 38
4,691 75 |} wmmmemme | e 75 1 37
4,175 183 7 39 117 | 38
2,737 7R 10 16 46 | 39
$14 2,642 46 6 41 199 } 40
3,941 139 8 18 113 1 41
R,790 77 3 3 71| 42
3,231 144 7 R0 117 | 43
$L | e 3,767 174 14 19 140 | 44

407809 O—41——11
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.-—~COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

(Expressed in

City number

VII.—CHARITIES—-Continued

VIII.--CORRECTION

Other inatitutional and
noninstitutioenal
care~—Continued

Welfare service

CITY

Regu-
lation

fos-

boerd~ cies

homes

of BEm-
Legal | P71 an1

ter ment
and aid agen- other

ing

All
other

Total

Municipal correction
institutions

Adults

Su-
per-
vi-
sion

Men Women

Minors

GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION

45
48
47

439

Richmond, Va.-——-—
Fort Worth, Tex.~
Youngstown, Ohio—
Hartford, Comn,-—-—-—
Nashville, Tenn,-————=--——v

Jacksonville, Fla.--—
Grand Rapids, Mich.
New Haven, Conn.-

Salt Lake City, Utah:
Bridgeport, Conn,--——w———o

Norfolk, Va.—
Yonkers, N. Y.
Scranton, Pa.-
Paterson, N. J.

Albany, N. Y,-——e———om—o
Kansas City, Kans
Chattanooga, Tenn
Trenton, N. J.~—e—reme—
pokane , Wash.

Fort Wayne, Ind.
Camden, N.

Wilmington, Del.~——--—— —
Elizsbeth, N. J
Reading, Pa,~—
Knoxville, Tenn.—-
New Bedford, Mass.-

Canton, Ohio
Wichita, Kans
Tampa, Fla,-——-———--—m—-—o

Peoria, Ill.
South Bend, Ind.
Somerville, Mass
Duluth, ¥inn,-
Lowell, Mass.--

Utica, N. Y,——~—-—m-=
Waterbury, Conn,-————
Lynn, Mass.
Evansville, Ind
El Paso, Tex.-—-—

$22

3
38
82

— $9 $1

$13

7
20

Honolulu, Hawaif % —we-—mm

*less than $500.

2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938-—Continued
thousands)
VIII,~—~CORRECTION-—Continued X.~—LIBRARIES
Delinquents in other
institutions
Insti- Adults
fusion- Proba- | IN.—
tion SCHOOLS Super- Acces- Library
:::::{_ and Total vision sions services
ties Minors | Parole E
(net) Men Women g
)
bl
(&
OF 100,000 TO 300,000-~Continued
$2,419 $78 7 $56 | 45
2,192 47 23 24 |46
2,792 I
$31 3,444 130 || memmamn | memmme 130 | 48
16 1,288 44 [ S 34 |49
2 1,600 80 7 12 6l | 50
2,557 154 5 16 133 | 51
7 2,849 134 186 28 89 | 52
3 2,917 152 7 23 122 | 53
2,371 106 9 17 80| 54
1,343 25 25|55
1| e—merem— 2,907 102 192 | 56
2,603 98 7157
6 2,330 93 16 21 57 | sB
2,134 175 8 46 121 | 59
3 1,938 65 4 17 44 |60
$51 1,270 43 4 8 50 | 61
9 35,796 85 11 16 58 | 62
2,280 44 ? 8 30163
2,490 83 8 15 62 | 64
1 1,867 FR T3 | [P ——— 12|65
5 1,464 38 18 12 8|66
15 2 1,058 47 7 6 34 (67
1,947 111 8 26 77 | 68
1,824 84 5 17 62 | 69
1,461 163 S 37 122 [ 70
1,786 45 || =———m—— 6 39 (71
1,833 €2 3 22 37 (72
1,247 41 5 6 29|73
1 1,877 87 6 16 66 | 74
1,585 55 55| 75
1,987 79 79176
1,855 52 34 | 77
3 1,285 50 29 |78
(%) | 1,475 63 47 {79
1,706 110 72 [ 80
1,627 69 54 [ 81
e $2 1,502 41 22 (82
1,953 57 38 183
1,084 23 16 | 84
1,278 78 46 16 17 (85
2 1,410 87 6 18 64 {86
(%) ———— 1,632 88 6 20 62 | 87
R e - 4 1,782 80 12 15 53188
(#) e 1,282 36 7 7 23 | 89
3 1,686 78 10 11 57 | 80
[ 1,665 61 4 11 46 | 91
2 1,548 89 § 19 65 | 92
1 1,351 82 4 19 59|93
1,171 32 6 [ 20| 94
452 |- 3| [ . 3
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156 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 16.—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,
(Expressed in
XI.—RECREATION
Cultural-scientific s
recreation Organized recreation
Su~ Zoos, | Commu- Qutdoor play sreas
CITY - aqua- | nity Ad- and activities
i Total ||PF771 art riums, | msic, mine
] sion gal- | Muse- | and |drams, | ALl 18-
F ler- | ums |botan—| and other tra- | Play- A1
» ies ical |cele- tion | ground Golf other
pot gar- bra-
© dens | tions
Grand totel-—--—| $64,946 || $957 $1,140 [2,376 $3,067 | $1,278 | $305 | $747 | $5,182 $2,443 §4,221
Group I--- 45,428 697 [ 1,047 | 1,820 | 2,415 775 288 | 355 | 3,330 782 12,535
Group II 8,069 48 49 308 257 152 2| 164 785 576 446
13,449 211 44 248 415 350 1s| 2281 1,066 |1,085 |1,240
GROUP I.,—CITIES HAVING A
1 $12,731 $402 [ $814 [ $779 - $280 |-——| $285
2| Chicago, I1l. 8,863 95 95| 386 $67 476 | $133 | 782
3 | Philadelphia, Pa, - 2,278 80 146 57 21 25 53 96
4 | Detroit, Mich,-—--— 2,189 154 | —=nm 260 26 | e 95 122
S | los Angeles, Calif,-- 2,371 || ——~ 3 160 44 66 644 98 265
6 | Cleveland, Ohio 1,041 L 26 12 45 41 41
7 | Baltimore, Md.-—. 1,337 87 7 ———— % 11
8 | St. Louis, Mo.~—— 1,557 26 96 52 194 12— 3 145 33
9 | Boston, Mass. 2,559 135 | 3 80 41} (%) 9 523 235
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,- 1,423 13§ o —— 5 110 134 | 23 104 303
11 | San Francisco, Calif. 2,199 4 72 88 132 116 | =eo— 60 8§70 59
12 | Washington, D, C. 1,504 Jj —rm | oo | e 224 47 1 32 98 107
13 | Milwaukee, Wis,— 1,861 45 20 230 a5 70 267 8 231 137
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.- 1,516 135 58 220 %9 16 | o 17 1L 79
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, la.—---  $497 $7 $10 | $17 $4 $221 $38
16 | Minneapolis, Minn 1,167 [f -—— 60 | ———— 11 [-]-3) pu—
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio—— 420 [| ~——- e 17 18 .43 97
18 { Newark, N. J.-- 644 1 128 | —momm 20 23 26
19 | Kansas City, Mo - 978 || ~——- 3 43 22 37 46
20 | Indianapolis, Ind.-- 466 71 $817 [ [—— 2 a4 15
21 | Houston, Texas————— 270 ]| mmme | e 5 51 (%) 42 48
22 | Seattle, Wash.--——-——o 546 33 3 s7 28
23 | Rochester, N. Y. - 738 34 21 43 84
24 | Louisville, Ky. - 461 e | e 61 28
25 | Denver, Colo.~— 695 18 -20 73 2
26 | Portland, Oreg. —~ 391 16 29 28 1n
27 | Jersey City, N. J.--- 706 —— 2| == | === [ 128 ~——— 12
28 | Columbus, Ohio * ——-~d| 92 [ p—— 7 12
GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A
29 $590 [f ——m $5 $21 3 [ $37 | $170
30 228 || ——=m | {#] | meeme 8 — $ 37 17
31 311 $12 51— P2 B e Bl 8 27 57
52 314 16 8 10 50 28] (%) 18 42
33 | St. Paul, Minn,——--— 426 (| -~— B | wmmmm 12 12 66 | —~—m | —mmeem
34 { Toledo, Ohlo—~——— 175 ———— 52 6 6 21 [
35 | Birmingham, Ala 250 ————] —— 3 5 50 16
36 | San Antonic, Tex,-—-— 311 23 40 — 25 27 35
37 | Providence, R. I,—-— 660 9 18 —— 31 22 5
38 | Akron, Ohio——e--m——-- 95 e —— 27 23 | wmmmm
39 184 || 7 emeem e 3 11 11 13 19
40 1s9 6 | —omee 3 18 53 10
41 | Syracuse, K. Y.~ 401 13 iz 7 31 8 6
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.- 247 || 4| —meem | e 14 J— [T — 18
43 | San Diege, Calif,~—- 385 18 25 g 71 44 3
* Less than $500.
* Functionsl payments of county government not included. See explanation p. 8.
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1938--Continued

157

XI.—RECREATION——Continued

Organized recrea-
tion—Contimued

Municipal parks

Recrea-

Street 5
butigtf: Undis- Parkways | Nurs- trees Undis- | 8
1-0NES | tributed |Adminis- | Park and eries and Park Park |tributed | §
and and tration areas boule- other policing | lighting and 8
indoor other vards forestry | plant- other [
activi- ings pt
ties ©
$3,021 | $2,908 | $1,250 | $28,289 | $2,258, $1,316 | $1,645| $2,9%4 $611 | $1,448
2,517 2,744 689 15,123 1,746 865 982 2,817 354 960
144 43 211 3,069 370 157 204 323 120 109
360 121 350 5,007 142 294 459 314 137 379
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$106 $154 1
1,424 74 2
256 17 3
73 4“4 4
5 52 5
133 | cmemees | wmmmeee [
————— 67 7
68 3 515 34 64 8
165 —————— 686 18 42 9
5 21 488 26 62 10
88 77 414 |  43] 98| ememe——m 83 1
120 80 544 4 181 12
———— 51 382 137 18 13
75 71 499 43 33 14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
b 1) [P 18 425 47 27
28
POPULATION OF 100,000 TG 300,000
$10 $8 29
8 30
4 31
5 17 32
18 26 33
34
------ -1 () I——— 8 | cmrmmmoe | cmm 35
8 99 s 36
10 487 3 4 30 2 37
3 38
5 ————— 10
4 4 5
15 34 27
12 [ —
12 1 9



158 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.--COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

(Expressed in
XI, —RECREATION
Cultu;:l.;z:t;x;zific Organized recreation
Sue Zoos, | Commu- Outdoor play areas
. CITY per- aqua- | nity Ad- and activities
2 Total Vi Art riums, | music, min-
g sion gal- | Muse- | and |drema, | A1l is—
g ler- | ums |botan-| and other o Pla: A1
ies ical |cele- a- Y | Golf 1
2 tion | ground other
a gar- bra-
dens | tions
GROUP IIXI.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
44 | Worcester, Mass. $240 $26 | $11 $s5
45 | Richmond, Va,— 198 L
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. 261 9 25 17
47 | Youngstom, Ohio—-——o 217 23 37 26
48 | Hartford, Conn,—~w~—- 407 16 40 32
49 | Nashville, Tenn,-—--— 179 16 45
50 | Jacksonville, Fla. 251 31 73
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich 192 26 6
52 | New Haven, Conn,----- 362 28 13
§% | Long Beach, Calif.-- 481 52 122
54 125 23 19 25
55 243 22 27 19
56 471 43 40 59
57 135 8 20 19
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah- 236 5 27 4
59 | Bridgeport, Conn,—- 217 1 10 18
60 | Tulsa, Okla.-. 137 14 14 13
61 | Norfolk, Va.- 86 (%) 10 1
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. 284 42 | -~ 20
63 { Seranton, Pa.—--—-—< 103 9| ——mm 17
64 | Paterson, N. J. 77 ——— 1
65 | Albany, N. Y. 347 29 15
66 | Kensas City, Kans. 56 — 6
67 | Chattancoga, Tenn. 94 |} 7 13 | (%)
68 | Trenton, N. J,—————— 110 4|~ 14— ———- 17
69 | Spokane, Wash,—-~~--- 169 23
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind J b | T - T e Ll e R B Y % I (o 3 [P
71 | Camden, N, J. 103 5
72 [ Erie, Pa,-—— ~ MR = () 1 31  B| 2| m——] 8| e | mmeee
75 | Fall River, Mass.-——+ 74 2
74 { Cambridge, Mass.---- 227 8
75 { Wilmington, Del. 112 14
76 | Elizabeth, N. J 76 4
77 | Reading, Pa.-— 196 |} ~mem | emmem | BB | memee | R | e [ == | 47 | e | mmem
78 | Knoxville, Temn. 2 8
79 i New Bedford, Mass.--- 85 13
80 140 16
81 118 17
82 67 4
83 | Wichita, Kans.-——- 188 42
84 | Tampa, Fla.— 106 16
85 | Peoria, I1l.~ 232 7
86 | South Bend, Ind.~— 8¢ ———
87 | Somerville, Mass 124 3
88 | Duluth, Minn, - 185 36
89 | Lowell, Mass, -—— LT T - B B B A I B B Y A e
90 | Utica, N. Y.— 102 12
91 | Waterbury, Conn.— 132 21
92 | Lynn, Mass.-—- 197
93 | Evansville, Ind. 124 4
94 | E1 Paso, Tex!-~-———m—-| 82 14
Honolulu, Hawaii ® -- 374 || ———- RS, [ 75 _— 40 ——

# Less than $500.
?Not included in group or grand totals.
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PART II: GENERAL GOVERNMENT--COST PAYMENTS

1938 ~Continued

159

XI.—RECREATION—Continued

Organized recrea-
tion—Continued

Municipal parks

Recrea-

Street
bug:'i‘n s Undis- Parkways | Nurs- trees Undis-
a 85 | ¢ributed | Adminis- Park and eries and Park Park tributed
an and tration areas boule- and other ‘policing |lighting and
indoor other vards forestry | plant- other
activi- ings
tles
OF 100,000 TO 300,000~—Continued
$116 | ~————-— $18 $8
--------- ———— $7 79 $12 4 10 $8
$6 36 48 9
70 43
BN N el R 204 | ~—ememee ———————e 1 9
20 13 [ ==~ 149
50
51
52
53
54
85
56
57
58
59
60
61
82
63
64
85
66
87
88
12 59 10 9 69
6 62 5 2 10 [ —mmemmee [ s 5|70
57 14 () 71
40 (%) ———— [ €53 J R 1 72
89 | m—emomee JE—— 7 9 2 73
b [ | 73 p—— ) pE—— )
P, 10 4 27 4 7 (78
B | mmmmeem | e 3 76
2 1 63 19 4 | e 77
1 78
4 .1 N [ [ p——— 1 479
13 ) 3 4 15 80
44 6 11 {81
3 S 3 17 -3 [ S 1 (%)} 82
--------- m—————— 12 40 5 u 4| e 7|83
5 5 34 2
27 10 72 15 J R el IE T 4
-3 [P 31 1 3
67 7] e 7
9| ——mmm—— 2 26 7 2
(%) LR T L1 Il PR, 21 89
-------------- - 14 3 4 1|90
6 7 7 [-3) R 91
e 8 92
2 b I JR—— 5 95
" 4 39 Bl (%) |emmeee [02
----------------- 8 250
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.--COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

{Expressed in

XI.—RECREATION—Continued

XII.-——MISCELLANEOUS

Special recreation facilities

Judgments
CITY Recrea- and
b Audito- Auto tion Refec— Total losses
2 riums and piers tories A1l (not al-
E and trailer | and | /00 other located)
stadiums | camps yacht
e
s harbors
o
Grand total-——-—=——w-— — $2,319 24 $46 &6 $116 | $185,638 $3,026
Group I- 976 40 70 142,747 2,214
Group IT: 546 4 18,853 262
Group IIT- 797 24 [ 26 42 24,038 551
GROUP I.—~CITIES HAVING A
1| New York, N. Y.= e | e | $73,342 $594
2 | Chicago, I1l. $12 $12 | —memmee 5 17,464 706
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 127 17,339 51
4 | Detroit, Mich, m———— | ————— 4,466 168
5 | Los Angeles, Calif. 130 ——— ] ——— 3,821 135
6 | Cleveland, Ohi 254 B 2,548 129
7 | Baltimore, Md. 5 1 |~ | e 2,850 || wemm————
B | st. Louis, Mo. 168 1,087 32
9 | Boston, Mass. 5 4,367 64
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 24 2,878 140
11 | San Francisco, Calif. 148 17 | memeem | e 3,450 79
12 | Washington, D. C. 3,887 9
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 11 2,800 26
14 | Buffalo, N. Y. 97 2,697 9
GROUP II.--CITIES HAVING A
15 | New Orleans, La. $80 $1,538 $129
16 | Minneapolis, Minn. 89 B 1,284 {*)
17 | Cincinnati, Ohi 6 ——| ——— 1,396
18 | Newark, N. J. P 3,902 10
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 177 390 17
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. ———— | ———— 529 17
21 | Houston, Tex. 36 e | i 772 || ===
22 | Seattle, Wash. 40 ——— | m— 1,448 18
23 | Rochester, N. Y. 52 —— | ———— 2,534 9
24 | Louisville, Ky. 20 $3 274 26
25 | Denver, Colo. 34 1 676 9
26 | Portland, Oreg. 29 1,560 1
27 | Jersey City, N. J. 4 —— ————— 1,527 || =m=mme—
28 | Columbus,. Ohio? 1,023 20
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING 4
29 | Oakland, Calif. $56 $1,466 || —-—em—m
30 | Atlanta, Ga. 49 443 $9
31 | Dallas, Tex.-- JEONSRN, [ 220 2
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 26 $8 217 3
33 | St. Paul, Minn. 108 $10 | ===~ 477 13
34 | Toledo, Ohi 10 758 8
35 | Birmingham, Ala. 33 Bl 259 10
368 | San Antonio, Tex. 42 268 6
37 | Providence, R. I. 6 | ———— 697 8
38 | Akron, Chi o | e 577 12
39 | Omaha, Nebr. 1 ——— | ———— 585 2
40 | Dayton, Ohi 12 | cemmems | e [ e 377 2
41 | Syracuse, N. Y,——e—=wo——ae——aae 1 1| mmmmmme [ m | e 1,064 10
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. 45 — 9 454 1
43 | san Diego, Calif.- 1 —— 4 816 9

#Less than $500.

1 Functional payments of county government not included.

See explanation p. 8.
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BY FUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938—Continued
thousands)
III.~-MISCELLANEQUS--Continued
Pension and gratuities on account Compensation for
of service employee injury
Munici~
Contri-
y’ Compen— pal .
Nonin- | sation | service { Markets t(e:::s bu:‘i)ons
surance { insur- enter- and and public- A1 .
School ALl compen~ | ance prises | ware- crema— | service other g
Policemen | Firemen teachers | other a?tion premi~ {not houses tories enter— g
not ums allo— rises a8
allo- (not cated) |2 »
cated) allo- a
cated)
$23,409 | $17,967 | $23,695 | 28,591 | $2,076 $794 | $4,062 | $1,747( $1,325| $70,158 | 98,787
17,983 | 11,896 17,142 24,131 1,851 266 3,275 1,180 292 | 56,022 | 6,486
2,334 2,583 2,355 2,183 82 248 186 270 120 7,569 660
3,002 35,487 4,199 2,277 143 281 601 286 913 6,567 | 1,641
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$8,147| $5,238| 48,335 $12,057 | $1,010 | ~ememm $367 $710 | wmmmmm | $36,290 | $595 | 1
3,779 1,697 3,189 3,452 247 | e 195 5| wm—senm 3,253 940 | 2
1,021 317 1,543 1,428 85 1 4 | wmmmeme ] 10,763 | 2,116 3
726 497 493 215 62 1,771 L 378 106 | 4
754 678 | mmmmeemmm 312 T8 | mmmrmeme 201 [~ = 1,354 317 S
481 390 562 352 | mmmmmm— $169 | ————-— 52 127 147 140 ; 6
195 235 23 1,218 73 | wmearea 402 T3 | mwarmmm 479 wol| 7
399 185 141 [ 179 591 8
381 473 662 1,383 ———— 17 R6 163 647 5521 @
381 408 549 809 | wamm—m 16 103 69 | —e—m—— 264 141 (10
355 690 351 540 93 1,060 262 [ 11
633 386 465 1,244 57 25 1 962 | 12
376 371 246 156 92 | —memem 21 4 1,208 100 13
356 335 723 965 | ————m 81 1n: 47 | 14
POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
$106 o7 $95 = $83 $3 $88¢ $126 | 15
161 218 273 456 () el e 11 2 18 45| 16
275 238 409 215 | w——mm— $97 $5 20 | —emmnmm 119 14 |17
416 38l 285 405 $32 22 38 2,294 1818
14 83 59 12 |~ 189 15 | 19
127 171 31 49 26 |~ 56 51 | 20
32 7 29 (21
202 303 | —emmm—m 172 10 2 729 12 122
142 180 486 385 50 16 27 15 104 813 197 [ 23
78 57 21 43 | —m———— 4 25 20 (24
141 163 182 | ~eeemm e | o mm—— 12 4 4 [ m——— 148 13| 25
39 180 191 29 [ 1,023 93 126
516 201 190 444 82 5127
116 201 181 76 | ~—mm——— 102 | —mame 18 | =~ 277 21 {28
POPULATION OF 100,000 TG 300,000
$95 $80 | —————- Al $1,251 $39 | 29
82 161 $66 45 | e | o Ly 2 $17 39 4|3
54 65 100 | w=—=—- 31
27 36 22 4 (%) 3 104 18 | 32
127 124 90 s 13 | = 78 27| 33
137 126 231 93 [ wmemee $97 1 9 25 27 413
6C 62 | ———mmemm 37 | e | e 2| ———— 4 3% 37 )38
63 51 108 20 16 3| ———— 36
156 142 106 154 | wmmemee e 3 | e 37 82 1o 37
60 44 205 49 | = 53 9 | mmrmoe | e 139 4}38
107 238 155 1 79 1|39
69 82 167 20 2 1B 40
81 82 273 214 18 108 29 | = 171 76 41
10 50 | wmrmm—— | - ———— 195 183 42
66 54 | e 83, ———— 18 | v 28 557 1143
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162 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 16.-—~COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION,

(Expressed in
XI.—RECREATION—Continued XII,~—~MISCELLANEOUS
Special recreation facilities
Judgments
CITY Recrea- and
e Audito- Auto tion Refec~ Total losses
2 riums and piers tories All (not al-
E and trailer | and (net) other located)
- stediums | camps yacht
o harbors
3
GROUP III.~—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
44 | Worcester, Mass,~-—-=———- s ] $41 —— $551 $41
45 | Richmond, Va,—————— 21 8 470 5
46 | Fort Worth, Tex,———-=—w=wsmmeeoeao 25 ——— 128 22
47 | Youngstown, Ohic 813 30
48 | Hartford, Conn. 10 606 35
49 | Nashville, Tenn. R et 189 1
50 | Jacksonville, Fla.————=————a—ewem— 1 ——— 367 8
51 | Grand Repids, Mich. e ] 34 R | eemm wmrew | ee———.— 183 1
52 | New Haven, Conn. ——— 501 30
53 | Long Beach, Calif,———m—m—w—waeeud 48 | mmmmmee $ | e | e 635 3
54 | Des Moines, owa ———— 465 20
55 | Miami, Fla,-w———————e—me—— 48 328 6
56 | Springfield, Mass. 1 367 15
57 | Flint, Mich.— - 1 98 2
58 { Salt Lake City, Utah———-———a———— —— 261 [f ~——————
59 | Bridgepoert, Conn. 364 26
60 | Tulsa, Okla.-————-————-"mm—————vj 1 169 -
61 | Norfolk, Va.=————————————cm———— oy 4 | ————— 1) ——— 153 || wemema——
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. ————— 1,140 20
63 | Scranton, Pa. ——— 242 1
64 | Paterson, N. J. ——— 313 7
85 | Albany, N. Y.~———————me—— —— e 18 2 936 19
€6 | Kansas City, Kang.-=re—=————e—a-q 13 ————— 91 16
67 | Chatt s Tenn. 23 ——— 123 6
68 | Trenton, N. J.—==mmmmm——maramw—ee ~ 7 280 || —m—emmm
69 | Spok » Wash, 135 3
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind. ————— 148 2
71 | Camden, N. J.meme=w-m——eme—me e 14 e 307 || —mmmeme
72 | Erie, Pa. 8 ——— 147 7
73 | Fall River, Mass. ————— 250 || —=me———
74 | Cambridge, Mass. ————— 462 35
75 | Wilmington, Del. i 292 6
76 | ELizabeth, N. J. ————— 190 || mm—wmmaee
77 | Reading, Pa. ——— 252 (%)
78 | Knoxville, Tenn.-— 2 ——— 137 1
79 | New Bedford, Mass. ————— 379 5
80 | Gary, Ind. [} 61 3
81 | Tacoma, Wash,——~—————emmmemmme - 2 166 1
82 | Canton, Ohio—— 9 211 17
83 | Wichita, Kans 36 91 1
84 | Tampa, Fla.-— 3 6 |~ | e 10 163 (%)
85 | Peoria, I11.-- 2 ——— 127 1
86 | South Bend, Ind. 100 5
87 | Somerville, Mass. 252 12
88 | Duluth, Minn.- 1 2| e — 225 9
89 | Lowell, Mass.———— 27 ——— 340 2
90 | Utica, N. Y. : — 400 [
91 | Waterbury, Conn. ———— (%) 197 14
92 1 Lynn, Mass.==————m—e—cem—e——— e 8 4 298 12
93 | Evansville, Ind. —— 171 1
94 | El Paso, TeX.w—=——————————m—mmmmmef mmmmmme | e | e [ e 89 (%)
Honolulu, Hawaeii? P 592 6

#Less than $500.
2 Not included in group or grand totals.

Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis



Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

PART I1I: GENERAL GOVERNMENT-—COST PAYMENTS 163
BY PUNCTIONS IN DETAIL: 1938—Continued
thousands)
X171, —MISCELLANFOUS—-Contimuied
Pension and gratuities on account Compensation for
of service employee injury
Compen- u“:tii' Contri-
Nonin- | sation | service |Markets tE:;:; bu:ions
surance | insur- enter- and and public~ Al "
riges | ware- other
School 411 compen- | ance P crema~ | service X
Policemen | Firemen teachers | other sa(:i:n pr:: S;’;_ houses tories enter- 5
allo~ (not cated) prises =
cated) | allo- pet
cated) ©
OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
$52 $59 €11 $166 $21 | 44
12 15 41 §7 | mmwmirm | e $32 04 21145
8 [ 1) RN, pU— 28 57 3|48
58 43 147 2 | ——— $30 3 499 1f47
42 19 12 36 | wmmemm | e 9 195 38 | 48
21 56 22 16 | memmm [ mme— 2 30 1|49
74 40 |~ 60 | == [ 28 | w—em—— 2 117 31]5
2 30 53 7 13 67 | mmmmmem | wmmme | 51
54 90 98 12 $31 | o 19 | —mwmne | e 66 101 | 52
15 16 4 8 1 2 §72 14 | 53
48 60 46 19 61 37 174 | 54
29 2] | —=—— 13 | wmmeme | e 6 8 2 158 89 | 55
40 49 96 91 44 | m———— 26 {*) 6|56
8 14 50 [ wmmmmmmr 9 | e | e 3 1 (%) 10 | 57
21 (%) 45 - 13 €8 7 101 | 58
7 lo7 69 12 | e 6 20 | wmmrmes | 5 48 | 59
36 13 | = | e 4 66 50 | 60
30 38 10 [ — — 7 | —m— 24 40 1 4|61
118 78 276 267 214 167 | 62
34 42 108 40 (*) 3 13| 63
81 83 92 8 42| 64
39 42 133 95 12 30 553 12| 65
36 40 ——— | 66
23 21 24 7 8 29 5|67
96 88 62 4 (*) [ 4 21)68
36 56 27 1| —mrmm | e—— 9 2|69
35 38 18 | memmrm e { e 3 2 45 6|70
103 80 56 18 2 12 | —————- 36 | 71
3 hi:) 88 16 | m=merem | e A e I §|=mmm—m| TR
37 36 40 58 36 1 43 (73
50 67 65 123 63 60| 74
38 [] 20 2 218 2175
64 58 56 3 3 6 1176
] 21 920 12 12| (%) 77
37 24 43 21 11 - 78
47 26 54 T2 | memmmme | e 3] | mmmenen 68 28 47179
12 12 1B 17 | 80
235 61 27 54 181
32 37 B8O 19 [ w—mmemm 22 3 (%) 82
5 33 2 50 | ———wmm 83
43 3 3 78 8 |64
42 40 1 32 11785
26 36 17 10 5)86
31 37 58 57 11 46 | 87
30 44 86 | ~————— (%) 37 19 188
28 33 46 85 10 | ——me 8| ————- 49 14 66 | 89
54 33 127 127 2 40 12 | 90
23 20 3 3 2 52 391
29 39 55 63 75 25 (92
28 40 15 9 39 39 | mmew— 1 93
18 10 9 49 3|94
117 2] | ————— 182 13 |~ 198 54
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TABLE 17.-—COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA, BY MAJOR FUNCTIONS: 1938

(Total amounts expressed in thousands.

For text discussion, see p. 118)

I.—GENERAL AD-

IV.—SANITATION

ALL MAJOR FUNC- MINISTRATIVE, — - V.—CONSERVA-
TIONS LEGISLATIVE, II.—PUBLIC SAFETY I1T. —HIGHWAYS % ggi{z TION OF HEALTH
5 AND JUDICIAL
5 CITY -~
e Police department | Fire department All other
b Per Per Per Per Per
Total Total Total Total Total
75 ° capita capita Total Per Total Per Total Per capita © capita ° capita
capita capita capita
Grand total-———mw————eeaed $2,167,459 | $57.36 || $163,089 | $4.32 | $200,989 | $5.32 ($128,549 | $3.40 |$16,630 | $0.44 |$111,979 | $2.96 | $106,645 | $2.82 | $30,311 $0.80
Group I 1,500,801 | 67.85 117,697 5.32 | 146,175 6.61 78,200 3.54 | 11,818 .53 68,723 3.11 74,61 35.536 | 18,821 .85
Group II— 274,866 | 52.26 23,941 4.85 21,568 4.10 16,719 3.18 2,067 .39 17,217 3.7 12,522 2.38 4,385 .83
Group IIT--———mm— e —mmemed 391,792 37.63 21,451 R.06 33,246 3.19 33,629 3,23 2,745 .26 26,038 2.50 19,861 1.9 7,106 .68
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING &4 POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y. $644,234 | $87.49 $44,003 | $5.98 | $58,944 | $8.01 | $30,176 | $4.10| $3,669 ] $0.50 | $23,005| $3.14 | $34,446 | $4.68 $5,553 $0.75
2 | Chicago, Ill.— ——— 194,170 | 57.82 19,142 5.70 20,173 6.01 8,370 2.49 1,840 +55 10,245 3.05 10,150 3.02 2,182 .85
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 89,829 | 46.43 9,907 5.12 11,710 6,05 4,504 2.33 606 .31 2,468 1.28 3,548 1.83 1,134 .59
4 | Detroit, Mich,- - 91,270 | 58.07 6,604 4,20 11,224 7.14 5,214 3.32 814 .52 5,374 3.42 5,158 3.28 1,905 1.21
5| Los Angeles, Calif. —~ 86,345 | 59.23 7,182 4.93 7,716 5.29 5,722 3.93 1,605 1.10 4,631 3.18 2,448 1.68 1,839 1.26
6 | Cleveland, Ohio—- 51,308 | 58.16 3,775 4.28 4,414 5.00 2,850 3.23 356 .40 3,276 3.71 1,820 2.14 926 1.08
7 | Baltimore, Md.-———- 40,258 | 47.38 2,435 2.87 4,552 5.36 3,047 3.59 268 .32 3,279 3.86 2,655 3.12 604 W11
8 | St. Louis, Mo.—==-———————mmmqy 33,285 | 40.74 3,365 4,12 5,166 6.32 2,193 2.68 324 .40 1,746 2.14 209 1.11 756 i
9 | Boston, Mass. et 66,585 | 84,67 4,595 5.84 5,819 7.40 3,600 4.58 406 .52 3,589 4.56 2,808 3.87 1,101 1.40
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.~~ - 41,121 | 81.%6 5,593 8.33 5,254 4.85 2,252 3.35 397 .59 2,961 4,41 2,404 3.58 530 .79
11 | San Francisco, Calif, 37,233 | 58.68 3,373 5.32 3,504 5.52 3,405 5.37 236 74 1,251 1.97 a3 1.45 667 1.05
12 | Washington, D. C.——=——- 39,342 | 6R.22 2,232 3.53 3,690 5.84 2,418 3.83 860 1.36 1,967 3.11 1,924 3,04 669 1.086
13 | Milwaukee, Wis,———— -t 38,467 65.66 2,376 4.06 2,969 5.07 1,994 3.40 _39 .41 2,432 4,15 5,001 5.12 364 .62
14 | Buffalo, N. Y. 47,353 | 82,30 3,115 5.41 3,041 5.28 2,454 4.28 199 .35 2,411 4,19 1,999 3.47 591 1.03
GROUP II.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La.—— $15,260 | $31.25 $2,066 | $4.23 $1,598 | $3.27 $1,267 | $2.59 $457 | $0.94 $1,191 | $2.44 $1,422 | $2.91 $288 $0.59
16 | Minneapolis, Mimn 29,759 | 61.04 1,698 | 3.48 1,462 | 3.00 1,206 | 2,47 186 .38 1,677 | 3,44 765 | 1.57 354 .73
17 | Cincinnati, Ohi 26,302 | 56.92 2,401 5.20 1,559 3.59 1,209 _2.81 167 .36 1,784 3.86 993 2.15 282 .61
18 | Newark, N. J.- 36,878 | 85.37 2,718 6.29 3,577 8.28 2,081 4.82 200 .46 1,051 2.43 2,221 5.14 852 1.97
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 15,759 39.47 2,219 5.56 1,430 3.58 766 1.92 109 .27 1,381 5.46 8352 2.08 185 .46
20 | Indianapolis, Ind Sty 17,727 | 46.28 1,127 2.94 1,346 3.51 1,838 4.80 73 .18 894 2.33 761 1.99 235 .61
21 | Houston, Tex. 11,203 | 30.41 1,020 2,96 844 2.29 786 2.13 90 RS 984 R.87 578 1.57 136 .37
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22 | Seattle, Wash.-— 17,234 | 46.86 1,966 5.35 1,371 3.73 1,390 3.78 159 .43 1,898 5.16 543 1.48 245 .66
23 | Rochester, N. Y.~ 28,008 | 86.05 1,773 5.45 1,212 3,72 1,173 3.60 125 .38 1,732 5.32 1,517 4.66 474 1.48
24 | Louisville, Ky. 10,990 | 34.66 877 R.77 945 2.98 612 1.93 75 .24 768 2,42 612 1.93 212 .87
25 | Denver, Colo.-—~— 17,572 | 55.54 1,290 4.08 1,008 3.19 1,023 3.23 82 .28 1,050 3.32 482 1.52 174 55
26 | Portland, Oreg. ~ 13,330 | 43.73 1,288 4.2 1,232 4,04 1,322 4,34 148 .49 1,014 3.33 315 1.03 215 .70
27 } Jersey City, N, J et 25,364 | 83.46 2,849 9.38 3,172 | 10.44 1,288 4,24 159 .52 1,088 3.57 954 3,14 620 2.04
28 | Columbus, Ohio * -— 9,480 | 31.25 577 1.90 712 2.35 668 2.20 36 .12 707 2.33 527 1.74 113 .37
GROUP III.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Dakland, Calif,———=———————meuer $12,349 | $41.30 $472 | $1.58 $1,072 ] $3.59 $1,234 | $4.13 $91 | $0.30 $606 { $2.03 $252 | $0.84 $222 $0.74
30| Atlanta, Ga. ———m 8,976 | 30.R5 441 1.49 963 3.25 754 2.54 71 .24 506 1.71 564 1.90 107 .38
31 | Dallas, Tex,---— — 7,057 | 24.44 349 .21 670 2.32 747 2,59 9” .32 319 1.10 414 1.43 17 .41
%R | Memphis, Tenn,-—- 5,698 { 19.93 306 1.0 562 1,96 620 2,17 64 22 503 1.78 395 1.38 280 .98
33| St. Paul, Minn 9,370 | 32.89 466 1.64 793 R.78 910 3.19 66 W23 511 1.79 336 1.18 168 .59
34 | Toledo, Ohio-- 11,467 | 40.41 395 1.39 9203 3.18 827 2.92 38 .13 945 3.33 494 1.74 134 .47
35 | Birmingham, Ala. 5,397 | 20.28 287 1.08 572 2.15 693 2,60 58 .22 253 .95 295 1.11 120 .45
36 | San Antonio, Tex. 5,662 | 22,66 358 1.43 443 1.77 484 1.94 76 .30 347 1.39 398 1.59° 214 86
37 | Frovidence, R. I. 15,229y 61,11 1,073 4.30 1,376 5.52 1,164 4.67 100 .40 1,679 6.74 818 3.28 180 .72
38 { akron, Ohio~—-—ewm—mmw— 8,656 | 35.10 451 1.75 512 2.08 390 1.58 22 .09 852 3.45 376 1.53 141 .57
39 { Omaha, Neby.-- 5,983 ) 26,94 292 1.31 597 2,69 785 3.54 57 .26 386 1.74 209 .94 70 .31
40 | Dayton, Ohio: ] 7,313 34,99 332 1.59 479 2,29 486 2.33 35 .17 632 3,03 442 2.15 124 .59
41 | Syracuse, N. Y. - 13,265 64.21 622 3.01 692 3,38 845 4.09 47 .23 741 3.59 744 3. 60 318 1.54
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.,— = 5,637 | 28,03 284 1.41 555 2.76 442 2,20 43 .25 275 1.37 R92 1.45 106 .53
43 | San Diego, Calif. 6,951 | 35.88 460 2.37 585 3.02 491 2.54 61 3R 382 1.97 256 1.32 135 .70
44 | Worcester, Mass 13,591 | 70.57 478 2.48 951 4,94 885 4.59 72 .57 1,077 5.59 324 1.68 164 .85
45 | Richmond, Va.-- 7,161 | 37.43 697 3.64 597 3,12 645 5,37 75 .39 347 1.81 408 2,14 150 .79
46 | Fort Worth, Tex 4,789 | 27.33 285 1.63 405 R.31 490 2.80 7 .16 R43 1.39 R46 1.40 1R3 .70
47 | Youngstown, Chio- 5,552 | 33,03 261 1.55 390 2.32 329 1.96 19 .11 381 2.27 158 .94 70 .42
48 | Hartford, Conn,-——=mm=———m—me—e 10,013 | 60435 655 3.95 923 5.56 787 4.74 77 .47 508 3.05 503 3.03 213 1.28
49 ) Nashville, Tenn, ——-———=—=-w——mof 3,855 23,24 257 1.55 459 2.78 527 3.19 45 .R7 187 1.13 190 1.15 114 .69
50 ) Jacksonville, Fla.- 4,926 | 30.11 336 2.05 518 3,17 529 3,23 69 a2 453 2.77 408 2,49 183 1.12
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich. -~ 5,130 [ 31.59 244 1.50 404 2.49 490 3.02 36 .R2 194 1.19 206 1.27 139 .85
52 | New Haven, Conn,---- 8,370 51.99 489 5,04 879 5.46 774 4.81 37 W23 445 2.76 245 1.52 147 .92
53 | Long Beach, Calif,—e- 6,837 | 42.62 462 2,88 589 3.67 567 3,53 83 +39 394 2.46 427 R.66 93 .58
54 | Des Moines, Iowa~-— 4,956 ( 31.48 246 1.57 365 2,33 485 3,00 37 .23 415 2.65 225 1.44 91 .58
55 | Miami, Fla,-—w—-- 5,284 ( 33,76 681 4,35 548 3.50 405 2.58 81 .52 460 2.94 97 1.90 105 .67
56 | Springfield, Mass.- — 10,282 | 68.73 584 R.57 738 4.94 863 5.77 60 .40 645 4.31 570 3.81 137 8
57 | Flint, Mich, 5,413 3%6.38 182 1.22 394 2.65 339 2,28 33 .22 468 3.15 197 1.32 102 .68
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah 4,575 | 30.87 339 2.29 352 2,37 266 1.79 31 .21 456 5,08 92 .62 95 .64
59 | Bridgeport, Conn. — 7,187 | 48.86 387 2.63 634 4,31 750 5,10 21 .14 779 5.29 439 2,98 116 .79
60 { Tulsa, Okla.-- 3,537 | 24,91 182 1.28 274 1.93 335 2.3%6 20 .14 44 1.71 80 .56 27
61 { Norfolk, Va. 3,887 [ 27.41 447 3.15 461 3.25 461 3.25 51 .36 148 1.04 268 1.90 83 .58
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. 12,238 | 86.67 904 6,40 1,004 7.11 638 4,52 83 .59 511 3.62 1,393 9.86 209 1.48
63 | Scranton, Pa. — 4,344 | 30.83 243 1.72 360 2.56 431 3,06 16 .11 287 2.03 261 1.85 57 .40
64 | Paterson, N. J ~ 5,746 | 41.19 278 1,99 647 4.64 624 4,48 38 .27 158 1.13 382 2.74 126 +90
85 | Albany, N. Y,-—— - 7,253 | 55.79 454 3,49 836 8.43 543 4.18 51 .39 452 3,47 591 4.54 156 1.20
86 | Xansas City, Kans.- 2,861 | 22.54 192 1.51 232 1.83 351 2,77 85 «51 Q7 1.63 47 .37 107 .84

1No data for county government are included.

For explanation see p. 8.
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TABLE 17.-~COST PAYMENTS FOR CPERATION, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA, BY MAJOR FUNCTIONS: 1938—Continued

(Total amounts expressed in thousands.

For text discussion, see p. 118)

I.~GENERAL AD-
IV, —~SANITATION
ALL MAJOR FUNC- MINISTRATIVE, - — V.—CONSERVA~

. TIONS LEGISLATIVE, II.—~PUBLIC SAFETY III.~—HIGHWAYS A&ggﬁi’!ﬂ TION OF HEALTH

@ AND JUDICIAL

5 cITY

e Police department | Fire department All other

I Per Per Per Per Per

5 Total capita Total capita Total Per Total Per Total Per Total capita Total capita Total capita

capita capita capita
GROUP IIT.-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
67 { Chat ga, Tenn. $3,002 | $23.69 $120] $0.95 $280 | $2.21 $417 | $3.29 $10 | $0.08 $224 | $1.77 $142 | $1.12 $37 $0.29
68 | Trenton, No J,-—————m—m—mmmmmed 5,520 | 44.34 223 1.79 566 4.55 536 4.3 25 .20 363 2,982 279 2.24 102 .82
69 | Spok y Wash. 3,701 ] 30.61 184 1.52 274 2.27 309 2,55 33 .27 296 2.45 281 2,33 60 .50
70 [ Fort Wayne, Ind,-——— 2,955 25.08 89 .76 279 2.37 334 2,83 26 .22 s .98 176 1.49 47 .40
71| Camden, N, J,ememm -1 5,307 | 45.09 429 3.85 445 3.78 378 3.21 24 .20 205 1,74 198 1.68 72 .61
72| Erie, Pa,—w———- ] 3,633 30,25 245 2.10 R70 2,351 311 2,67 15 .13 264 R.26 Q19 1,87 79 .68
73! Fall River, Mass.— 4,871 41.96 177 1.52 370 3.18 332 2.86 15 .13 322 .77 80 .69 77 .67
74| Cambridge, Mass. - 7,167 | 63.26 331 2.92 540 4.78 524 4.82 42 .37 578 5.10 387 3.42 102 .80
75 ) Wilmington, Del.- ~ 3,541 31,75 201 1.80 383 3,43 347 3.11 19 .17 147 1.32 287 2,58 52 47
76| Elizabeth, N. J.~ 4,654 | 42,04 218 1.98 540 4,88 479 4,32 31 .R8 289 2.43 226 2.04 83 .75
77| Reading, Pa,----- = 3,681 32.35 222 2.01 37 .77 159 l.44 12 <11 239 2.16 191 1.73 97 .87
78| Knoxville, Tenn A 3,019 { R7.30 148 1.33 318 2.85 333 3.01 ], 15 .14 144 1.30 117 1.06 78 .68
79 | New Bedford, Mass = 5,743 S2.11 245 2.22 408 3,70 349 3.17 33 .30 323 2,93 218 1.98 80 .73
80] Gary, Ind.--~- — 3,573 ( 30.75 126 1.15 360 3.28 342 3.12 20 .18 154 1.40 297 2,71 5§ .51
81 ] Tacoma, Wash. 3,477 ( 31.80 193 1,77 261 2.40 480 4.41 21 .19 232 2.13 246 2.26 58 56
82! Canton, Ohio-- 3,065 | 28,41 167 1.55 290 2.69 191 1,78 13 .12 348 3.23 104 .96 40 .37
83 Wichita, Kans. 3,255 | 30.28 10 ] 231 R.15 295 R.74 26 24 122 1.13 125 1.16 45 .42
84 | Tampa, Fla.- 2,984 | 28,28 261 2.47 208 1.97 207 1.96 17 .16 276 2.61 199 1.88 64 .60
85 Peoria, I1l. 3,766 | 35,84 196 1.87 276 2,83 305 2.90 21 .20 228 .17 246 R.34 56 .53
86| South Bend, Ind.- 2,773 | 27.24 87 .86 R51 2.46 301 2.95 18 .18 R73 2.68 90 .89 36 .36
87 | Somerville, Mass. et 5,599 | 55.05 239 2,35 381 3.74 412 4.05 39 .38 301 2.96 340 3.35 64 .83
88 | Duluth, Minn,- =~ 3,820 37.79 329 3.26 R93 2.89 370 3.66 R6 .26 295 2.92 116 1.15 64 .63
89 | Lowell, Mass — 5,650 ] 55.94 ?33 2,51 343 3,39 355 3.52 121 1.19 547 5.42 161 1.60 83 .82
90| Utica, N. Y,— 5,183 51.47 308 3.06 371 3.68 485 4,81 16 .16 397 3.94 218 2.17 85 .84
91 | Waterbury, Conn.-: 4,720} 47.48 307 3,09 411 4.14 565 5,69 19 .19 393 3,95 190 1.91 57 «57
92| Lynn, Mass.--- ~ 5,651 57.03 211 2.13 385 3.88 522 5.27 30 .30 290 .92 250 R.52 61 +61
93 | Evansville, Ind 2,888 29,47 94 .96 300 5,06 355 3,62 R0 .20 228 R.33 100 1.02 57 .58
94 | E1 Paso, Tex.-— 2,240 | 22.90 114 1.17 173 1.77 251 2.57 9 .10 74 .76 125 1.28 60 .62
Honolulu, Hawaii ? —weeeecamem—df 5,380 | R1.64 861 2.26 891 2.78 352 1.41 85 .34 1,193 4.80 428 171 325 1.3
2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 17.-~COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA, BY MAJOR FUNCTIONS: 1938—Continued

(Total amounts expressed in thousands. For text discussion, see p. 118)

VL.—HOSPITALS |VIT.—CHaRrrIEs |VITI+OORREC- | yy _gopoors |y.—irsmanres [ *T-— HECREA- XII.—UISCELLANEOUS

. Contri-

butions
‘g crry Per Per Per Per Per Per Pen— Per to Per ALl Per
& Total cap- | Total Total cap~ | Total Total cap- | Total cap~ cap- | public~ | cap— cap~
- 1ta capita ita capita ita 1ta | %1908 | sto |service | ita | W | iya

a2 enter-

© prises
Grand totale-——-——-—m---| $105,004 | $2.78 |$380,910 | $10.08 | $22,220 | $0.59 | $625,052 | $16.54 | $25,519 | $0.68 |$64,946 | $1.72 | $95,661 | $2.48 |$70,158 | $1.86 | $21,818 | $0.58
Group I-— 77,641 | 3,51 | 204,521 | 13,31 | 18,407 | .83 | 393,360 17,78 | 14,985 | .68 | 43,428 | 1.96| 71,152 | 5.22 | 56,022 | 2.53| 15,575 | .70
16,736 | 3.18 | 44,300 | 8.42 | 2,906 .55| 81,323 ] 15.46| 4,260 .61| 8,069 | 1.55| 9,455 | 1.80| 7,569 | 1.44| 1,820 .35
Group ITI---— 10,627 | 1.02 | 42,090 | 4.04 907 | .09 | 150,329 | 14.44 | 6,276 | .60 | 13,449 | 1.29| 13,054 | 1.25| 6,567 | .63 4,416| .42

GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. ¥,--——em $30,576 | $4.15 |$158,512 | $21.55 | $4,989 | $0.68 | $161,075 [$21.88 | $3,123 | $0.42 |$12,751 | $1.73 | $33,777 | $4.59 | $36,290 | $4.93 | $3,275 | $0.44
2 | chicago, T11.-= 6,499 | 1.94 | 38,080| 11.37| 2,2aa| .67 | 47,299 | 14.08| 1,522 .a5| 8,863 | z.84| 12,018 | 5.61| 3,255| .o7| 2,005 .62
3 | Philadelphia, Pa.— 4,100 | 2.12 885 | .48| 3,017 | 1.56| 27,648 | 14.29 e84 | 35| 2,278 [ 1.18| 4,310 2.23| 10,763 | s.56| 2,267 | 1.17
4 | Detroit, Mich,—--— 8,570 | 5.33 | 11,081 7.02 756 | .48 | 26,787 | 17.04| 1,378 | .e8| 2,189 | 1.39| 1,930 | 1.23 78| .24 | 2,157 | 1.%7
5 | Los Angeles, Calif. 4,647 | 3.19| 15,344 | 10.53| 1,454 | 1.00] 26,270 18.02| 1,296 | .89 | 2,571 | 1.63| 1,759 | 1.19| 1,354 | .95 727 | .50
6 | Cleveland, Ohto—— 2,682 | 3.04| 10,318 | 11.70 457 | .52 | 14,990 | 18,99 1,785 | 2.02| 1,041 1,18 1,785 | z.02 17| .17 67| .70
7 | Baltimore, Mds———m—e—-——- 1,941 | 2.28| 6,709 | 7.90 393 | .46| 9,598 | 11.30 $90| .e9| 1,337 | 1.57| 1,672 1.97 79| .56 698 | .82
8 | St. Louts, Mo, 3,025 | 3.70| 1,220] 1.49 420| .51| 12,065 13,54 83| 59| 1,557 | 1.91 s84| 71 179 295 .36
9 | Boston, Mass.- 3,950 | 5.04 | 15,248| 19.39| 1,099 | 1.40| 16,063 | 20.43| 1,571 1.74{ 2,559 | 3.25| 2,808 | 3.59 647 822 | 1.0
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.—- 1,001 | 1.49| 4,613} 6.87 801 | 1.19| 12,244 | 18.22 72| 1.15] 1,423 | 2.12| 2,147 | 3.20 264 48| .70
11 | San Francisco, 2,114 | 3.33 6,158| 9.70 306 | .49| 9,209 | 14.51 asg| 72| 2,199 | 3.47| 1,936 | 3.05| 1,060 43| .68
12 | Washington, D. 4,020 6,52 | 3,357 5.31| 1,705 | 2.70| 10,477 | 16.87 532 .8a| 1,504| 2.38| 2,728 4.31 1,159 | 1.83
13 |Milwaukee, Wis.- 2,564 | 4.38 | 7,734] 1320 346 | .59 | .9,5% | 16,28 aso| 77| 1,861 3.18| 1,149 1.96| 1,208 243| .41
14 |Buffalo, N, Y.—-—-——————1 2,042 | 3.55| 15,212 26.44 as| .73 11,120 19.32 539 | .94 | 1,516| 2.83| 2,59 4.13 | - 38| .55
GROUP TI.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000

15 | New Orleans, La.=— $86 | $0.18 $202 | $0.41| $175 [$0.38| $4,380 | $8.97 $93 [$0.19 |  $497 [$1.02| $311 |g0.64 | $e8a [$1.81 |  $342 | $0.70
16 | Minneapolis, Minn 4 1,364 | 2.80| 9,535 | 19.56 238 | .49| 8,270 16.96 555 | 1.14] 1,187 2.39| 1,108 2.27 18| .24 se| .12
17 | Cinctnnati, Ohio-—- 1,961 | 4.24 | 4,809| 9.97 25| .54| 8,576 | 18.58 504 | 1,08 420| .01 1,157 2.46 19| .26 141 .3
18 | Newark, N, J,-—--— 2,503 | 5,79 | 6,234 | 14.43 484 | 1,12 9,873 22.88 539 | 1.25 644 | 1.43| 1,487 | 3.44| 2,294 5.3 20| .28
19 | Kansas City, Mo.-— 1,254 | 3.14 32| .76 200 73| 5,338 | 13.% 285| .71 978 | 2.45 97| .24 189 | .47 08| .26
20 | Indianapolis, Ind,--—-v———| 909 | 2.3 | 3,918 | 10,23 12| .20| 5,167 | 13.49 31| .92 466 | 1.22 30| .86 s6| .15 13| .3
21 | Houston, Tex. $68 | 1.54 538 | 1.46 169 <46 4,275 11,61 102 .28 270 B2 B I 711 | 1.93 61 .17
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TABLE 17.——COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA, BY MAJOR FUNCTIONS:

(Total amounts expressed in thousands.

For text discussion, see p. 118)

1938—Continued

XI.—RECREA-

VI.—HOSPITALS | VII.—CHARITIES | TTL--CORREC- | 1y, sehoors  |X.—~LIBRARIES ad XTT. —MISCELLANEOUS

. Contri-

9 butions

‘g cIry Per Per Per Per Per Per Pen- Per to Per Al Per

g Total cap~| Total Total cap- | Total Total cap— | Total cap- cap~ | public- | cap- cap—

o ita capita ita capita ita sta | S2988 | ibo |serviee | ita | OYT | 1ta

H enter-

© prises

GROUP II,——CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 T0 S00,000~—Continued
22 | Seattle, Wash. $1,027 | $2.79 $182 | $0.50 $211 | $0.57 $5,920 | $16.09 $327 | $0.89 $546 | $1.48 $677 | $1.84 $729 [ $1.98 $42 | $0.11
23 | Rochester, N. Y. 1,374 4.22 7,788 | 23,93 235 .72 6,932 | 21,30 400 [ 1.23 758 | 2.27 1,203 | 3.68 913§ 2,81 418 | 1,28
24 | Louisville, Ky 733 2.31 904 2.85 176 «56 4,157 | 13.11 184 .58 461 | 1.45 156 .49 25 .08 83 .R9
25 { Denver, Colo.- ] 596 | 1.88 5,323 | 16.82 118 -1 4,815 15.21 241 .76 895 | 2,20 4851 1.53 149 .47 42 .13
26 | Portland, Oreg. 360 | 1.18 1,004 3.29 94 .31 4,122 | 13.53 265 .87 391 | 1l.28 438 | 1.44 1,023 | 3.36 99 .33
27 | Jersey City, N. J. 3,965 | 13,05 2,484 8.17 320 ( 1.05 5,954 { 19.59 279 .92 706 | 2,32 1,441 4.74 82 <27 5 .02
28 | Columbus, Ohio® 34 .11 1,275 4.20 35 .12 3,546 [ 11.69 136 .45 92 .30 585 | 1.93 77 .91 161 . 5%
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

29 | akland, Calif —— $1| (3) $20 | $0.07 | - | ———- $6,036 | $20.19 $288 | $0.96 $590 | $1.97 $176 | $0.59 | $1,251 | $4.19 $39 | $0.13
30 { Atlanta, Ga 799 | $2.69 280 .95 $311 $0.10 3,662 1R.34 126 .42 228 77 355 | 1.20 39 .13 49 .17
31 | Dallas, Tex,~—-— -1 202 .70 199 .69 8 .03 3,349 [ 11.60 59 .20 311 1,08 119 .41 100 .35 2 .01
32 | Memphis, Tenn. e 497 | 1.74 21 .07 16 .06 1,812 6.34 94 .33 314 | 1.10 89 31 104 .36 R4 .08
33 | St. Paul, Minn R57 .80 1,152 4,05 64 .23 3,516 12.34 226 .78 426 | 1.50 346 | 1.21 78 .27 54 .19
34 | Toledo, Ohio——~~ 47 .16 2,220 7.82 44 .15 4,224 | 14.88 267 .94 175 62 586 | 2,07 27 .10 144 .51
35 | Birmingham, Ala.— i rd 17 .08 121 .48 8 .03 2,375 8.91 110 .41 230 .87 159 .60 36 <14 64 R4
36 | San Antonio, Tex.-———=--=——d —~m——ce—e | oo 35 .14 23 .00 2,615 10.46 21 + 36 311} 1.25 2R3 .89 3 0l 42 W17
37 | Providence, R. I 2.11 2,191 R N 4,691 | 18.82 75 .30 660 | 2.65 557 | 2.24 82 .33 58 .23
38 | Akron, Ohio~- .59 748 3.03 30 W12 4,173 | 16.92 163 .66 95 .38 359 | 1.46 139 .56 79 .32
59 | Omaha, Nebr.- 04 2 O | - — 2,737 | 12.32 7 .32 184 .83 502 | 2.28 79 .36 4 .02
40 | Dayton, Ohio-- 0L 1,212 5.80 96 .46 2,642 | 12.64 246 | 1.17 199 .95 338 | 1.62 15 .07 24 .11
41 | Syracuse, N. Y. .32 3,646 | 17,65 | mmmmwem | mmeee 3,941 19.08 139 .67 401 | 1.94 651 | 3.15 171 .83 242 | 1.17
42 { Oklahoma City, Okla,————=m-—o 12 .06 24 .12 28 W14 2,780 13.87 77 .38 247 | 1.23 60 .30 193 .96 201 | 1.00
43 | San Dlego, Calif.—w—m——meed wommmme | o 5 02 ] - —— 3,231 | 16.88 144 .74 385 | 1.99 203 | 1..05 557 | 2.87 58 .29
44 | Worcester, Masa. - 901 | 4.68 4,006 | 20.80 1 .0 3,767 | 19.56 174 .90 240 1.24 388 | 2,01 | w—ermm | e 163 .85
45 | Richmond, Va.- S— 379 | 1.98 673 3.52 22 12 2,419 12.65 78 .41 198 | 1.03 »s .66 204 | 1.07 141 .74
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. —— 79 .45 264 151 | e | == 2,192 | 12.51 47 27 61| 1.49 15 .09 57 33 54 .31
47 | Youngatown, Ohio. e e ef 100 .59 19 .11 3 .01 2,792 [ 16,61 | ———=—=m | woe— 217 | 1.29 250 [ 1.48 499 | 2,97 64 .38
48 | Hartford, Conn.- 2341 1.41 1,489 8,98 38 .R3 3,444 | 20.76 130 .78 407 | 2.45 279 | 1.68 195 | 1,18 132 .79
49 | Nashville, Tenn. 239 | 1.45 57 .35 62 .38 1,288 7.80 44 W27 1791 1.09 114 .69 30 .18 45 27
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50 | J 1lle, Fla. 69 .42 34 .21 30 .18 1,800 9.78 80 .49 251 | 1.53 176 | 1.7 117 .72 75 .46
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich,—- 160 .98 169 1.04 3 .02 2,657 | 15.75 154 .95 192 | 1.18 95 58 | e | e 88 .54
52 } New Haven, Conn,-—— 213] 1.3 1,287 8.00 7 <04 2,848 ( 17.70 134 .83 362 | 2,25 254 | 1.58 66 41 182 1,13
53 | Long Beach, Calif.- —— 25 .16 32 .20 2,917 | 18.19 152 .95 481 | 3,00 31 .19 572 | 3.57 32 .20
54 | Des Moines, IoWg——w=————m=-n| —m=c=cew | —omem 6 W04 | mmmmme | e 2,371 15.12 106 .67 125 .80 153 .98 37 R4 274 | 1,75
55 | Miami, Fla,-—e-v—— 645] 4.12 91 .58 32 WR1 1,343 8.58 25 .16 2431 1.5% 63 .40 155 .99 110 .70
56 | Springfield, Mass. 19| 1.46 2,727 | 18,R3 1 .01 2,907 | 19.43 192 | 1.29 471 | 3,15 278 | 1485 | mmrme—e | e 81 .61
57 | Flint, Mich, 686 | 4.61 79 1. [ 2,603 | 17.49 98| .66 135 | .91 72 .49 (%) ) 25| .17
58 | selt Lake City, Utah———e—mq 9 B B A 15 210 2,330 | 15.72 93 .63 236 | 1,60 66 .45 7 .05 188 | 1,27
59 234} 1.59 932 6.34 4 .03 2,134 | 14.51 175 1.19 217 | 1.47 260 1.77 5 .03 99 67
o] 2 .0R 14 .10 39 .28 1,938 | 13.65 65 .48 137 .96 36 .25 66 .46 87 .47
&l 78 .55 252 1.77 85 .60 1,270 8,96 43 .30 86 .60 78 .55 1 (®) 75 .53
82 4737 3.35 1,707 ; 12.09 9 .06 3,796 | 26.89 85 .80 284 | 2,01 740 | 5.24 214 | 1.51 187 | 1.33
83 11 208 [ —ememm el e —_—— 2,200 | 16.25 44 .31 103 .73 2251 1.60 3 .02 14 .10
64 | Paterson, N. J.~- 164 | 1.18 365 ReB2 | mmmmmmm | e 2,490 | 17.85 83 .58 7?7 .85 264 | 1,89 = | —— 49 .35
65 t Albany, N. ¥,—— - 229 1.76 678 5.22 1 .01 1,867 | 14.36 112 .86 347 | 2.67 309 | 2.38 4.26 73 .56
86 | Kansas City, Kansg,—e— - 4 .03 1 .01 5 .04 1,464 | 11.54 38 .30 56 44 75 .59 ———— 16 .13
&7 | Chattsnooga, Tenn,-—m——-w-wod 276 | .18 148 1.15 27 .21 1,059 8.36 47 .37 94 .74 75 .59 .23 19 .15
68 ! Trenton, N J,————m 112 .90 865 ——— 1,947 | 15.64 1) .89 110 .88 249 | 2.00 4 .03 28 22
69 | Spokane, Wash.- e - 18 .15 12 .19 1,824 | 15.089 84 .70 169 | 1.40 120 .99 9 .07 [ .05
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind,- e IR Il I —— | —— — | —— 1,461 | 12.40 163 1.38 117 .99 a1 W77 45 .38 13 A1
71| Camden, Ne J,-—me=—— ke 1,10 1,186 —— 1,786 15,17 45 .38 103 .88 257 | 2.18 | mmmemmm e 50 4%
72 | Brie, Pa,~—e-— 15 .13 (%) ——— 1,833 | 15.70 62 .53 72 .61 126 1.08 5 .04 15 .13
73 | ¥all River, Mass. %44 | 2.10 1,642 [ 14,14 | mmomeem [ mmeem 1,247 | 10.74 41 .35 74 .64 170 ) 1.47 1 .01 79 .68
T4 | Cambridge, Mass.-— 357 | 3.18 1,651 14.57 1 .01 1,877 | 16.57 87 W77 227 | .01 304 | R.BB | ——mm—em ————— 158 | 1.39
75 | Wilmington, Del e Il e 58 .52 3 .03 1,585 | 14,22 55 .49 112 ¢ 1,00 64 .57 218 | 1.96 10 .09
76 | Elizabeth, N. J,e=—— 79 71 397 3,59 | ~mmemem | mmeme 1,987 | 17.95 79 .71 76 .68 181 1.83 6 .05 3 .03
77 | Reading, Pa. e | r——er—— | ———— —— | —— 1,855 | 16.76 52 .47 196§ 1.77 129 | 1.17 122 | 1l.10 1 0l
78 | Knoxville, Tenn,—w——wmw——ed 256 2,31 104 .94 19 .17 1,285 | 11,61 50 «45 2 .19 124 | 1,12 | emeemee [ e 13 .11
79 | New Bedford, Mass,————m—w=umf 181 1.73 1,892 17.17 (%) (6] 1,475 | 13.39 63 b 88 .77 199 1.81 28 .26 152 | 1.37
80| Gary, Ind., ——— 1 WOl | s | e 1,706 | 15.58 110} 1.00 140 | 1.28 41 W87 | memmmem | e 20 .18
81 | Tacoma, Wash,——wem—mmmm—meed (%) ) 2 .02 2] .01 1,627 | 14,92 69| .63 118 | 2.08 10| .01 54 .50 2| .ol
82 | Canton, Ohio—~—— .59 23 W21 R .02 1,502 | 13,93 41 38 &7 .62 189 | 1.67 | emrmmme | e 42 .39
83 | Wichita, Xans. — 11 .10 11 .10 1,953 | 18.17 57 .53 1188 1.75 37 .35 50 .47 3 .03
84 | Tampa, Fla,- 2.78 34 .32 39 .37 1,094 | 10.37 23 22 106 1.01 74 .70 78 T4 11 .10
8§ | Peoria, Il11. .98 621 Se91 | mmmmmmm | e 1,278 | 12.16 78 75 232 2,21 82 .78 32 .30 13 .12
86 | South Bend, Ind,———- e ac] BB | e | e 2 1,410 13.85 87 .85 89 .88 80 .78 Q1 .20
87 | Somerville, Mass,-——— 4 181} 1.78 1,547 | 1s.21 (%) ) 1,632 | 16.05 88 .87 124 ) 1.22 182 | 1,79 | e | —mem 69 .68
88 | Duluth, Minn,— 53 «52 13 .13 ? 08 1,784 | 17.65 80 .80 165] 1.63 160 | 1.58 .57 28 .28
89 | Lowell, Mass.- ~ 79 .78 1,995 19.75 (%) () 1,282 | 12.69 36 .36 75 .74 191 | 1l.89 .14 135 | 1.34
90 ) Utica, No Yo - 131| 1.31 903 8.96 3 .03 1,686 16,74 78 .78 102 | 1.0R 340 [ 3.38 .40 19 .19
91 | Waterbury, Conn,--— 141} 1.42 575 5,79 6 .08 1,665 16,75 61 .62 132 | 1.33 126 | 1.27 .52 19 .18
B2 | Lynn, Mass, - 1291 1,30 1,640 16.55 2 .02 1,548 | 1s.62 89 .90 197 | 1.99 185 | 1.87 ———e 113 1.14
93 | Evansville, Ind. 16 .10 5 .05 1 .01 1,351 13.79 82 B4 114 | 1.16 83 .85 .40 49 .50
94 | Bl Paso, Tex.——-- 29 +30 11 1 18 .18 1,171 | 11.97 32 .33 8z .84 37 .38 +50 3 .03

Honolulu, Hawais ® —remeermme 192 77 78 .31 58 23 452 1.82 3 .01 374 | 1.50 320 1.29 [ m——e—me | e 271 | 1.09

# Less than $500, 1No data for county government sre included. For explanation see p. 8. 2 Not included in group or grand totals. 3Lless than 1/2 of 1 cent.
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170 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 18

The percent distribution of cost payments for operating general government
in the 94 citles during 1938 1s shown In table 18 under the 12 major functional
activities.

Percent distribution of operation costs.—The percent distribution of
expenditures for operating general government 1s, like per capita costs, sub-
Ject to wide varlance among the individual cltles. For example, school expen-
ditures constituted 60 percent of operating costs in Wichita, but only 22.7
percent of such expenditures In Lowell and 23.5 percent In Buffalo and Jersey
City. For nearly all cilties a larger percentage 1s reported for schools than
for any other purpose shown in table 18, the only exceptlon being the nine cit-
les that made the largest expenditures for charities and relief {see above).
It 1s to be noted, however, that the cities 1n group III report a higher per-
centage of expendltures for schools than the clities in groups I and II, sugges-
ting that expense for this purpose, whlle Increasing with population growth,
does not adjust 1tself to the population factor so quickly as other cost items.
Cities 1in group IIT also spent a relatively larger percentage of total expendi-
tures for public safety, highways, sanltation, health, libraries, and recrea-
tion than the cities 1n group I.

Other interesting variations in the percentage distribution of operation
expendltures are shown under the caption "Highways," which item accounted for
11.4 percent of Canton's expenditures but only 2.7 percent of Philadelphia's
and Paterson's. General administrative, legislative, and judicial costs ac-
counted for only 3 percent of operatlion expense in Fort Wayne and 3.1 percent
in Wichita and South Bend, as against 14.1 percent in Kansas Clty, Mo.

Trend of percent distribution of operation.—As previously indicated,
cost payments have been subjected to so many revisions in compilatilon procedure
that comparisons with previous years are elusive. To present comparative trends
as to percentage distribution of expenditures for operation in the case of six
of the major functions, statistics previously published have Dbeen revised to
conform with the 1937 and 1938 classifications., The figures are as follows:

PERCENT

1926 | 1928 | 1930 | 1932 | 1934 | 1936 | 1937 | 1938

S5cho0lg§-cwmmmmommmmm~d 35.6 | 35.6 | 34.5 ) 33.6 | 30.2 | 31.0 | 29.4 { 28.8

Charities------ 3.1 3.5 3.9 9.8 16.5|15.216.4 [ 17.6

Public safety- 20.1 | 19.7(19.8118.2 [ 17.1{17.2( 16.3 | 16.0

Highways-=ec-ccrommnud 8.2: 8.2, 8,0| 6.8] 6.2| 5.9| 5.2| 5.2
General administra-
tive, legislative,

and judiciml---w--= 4 8.9 9.0] 9.1 8.3 7.8 8.1| 7.9] 7.5
Sanitation and waste

removal----=--=---~ 4 7.7 7.7 7.4| 6.5] 5.3| 5.2 4.9 4.9

As seen from the above filgures, the percent distributlion of expenditures
for the larger major functlions in 1938 did not exceed those for 1937 in any
1tem except charities, indicating the continuation of the heavy burden upon
cities of caring for thelr own destitute and underprivileged citizens.



TABLE 18.—PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COST PAYMENTS FOR OPERATION, BY MAJOR. FUNCTIONS: 1938

SINHWAVd LSOO—INHWNHAAOD TVHEANAD *II 1uVd

II.—PUBLIC SAFETY XII.--MISCELLANEOUS
I.—Gen-
eral IV.~San-
V.—Lon- Contri-
A adminis~- itation Vil.— |VIII.—
2 CITY trative, or.— and serva- ) VI. _}]l_”' Chari- |Correc- SI:. oL ;’_;i‘i' U"“&”’ bu:ions
] legisla- Police Fire ALl Highways waste tion of pitals ties tion chools 83 | reation Pen- ho al
= tive,and depart- | depart- | o). removal | health sions |PUPHe- oo
» Judicial ment ment service
i enter=
© prises
Grand total-————— -~ 7.5 9.5 5.9 0.8 5.2 4.9 1.4 4.8 17.8 1.0 28.8 1.2 3.0 4.5 5.2 1.0
Group I 7.8 9.7 5.2 .8 4.6 4.9 1.3 5.2 18,8 1.2 26.2 1.0 2.9 4.7 3.7 1.0
Group Ilew—— 8.7 7.8 6.1 .8 6.3 4.6 1.6 6.1 16.1 1.1 29.6 1.5 2.9 3.4 2.8 .7
Group ITI-———- 5.5 8.5 8.6 .7 6.6 5.1 1.8 2.7 10.7 o2 38.4 1.6 3.4 3.3 1.7 1.1
GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y.-- 6.8 9.1 4.7 0.6 3.6 5.3 0.8 4.7 24.6 0.8 25.0 0.5 2.0 5.2 5.6 0.5
2 Chicago, Ill.—- = 8.9 10.4 4.3 .9 5.5 5.2 1.1 5.3 19.7 1.2 24.4 .8 4.6 6.2 1.7 1.1
3 Philadelphia, Pa,-—wuewerd 1n.o 13.0 5.0 7 2.7 3.9 1.3 4.6 1,0 3.4 30.8 .8 2.5 4.8 12.0 2.5
4 Detroit, Mich,--- 7.2 12.3 5.7 .9 5.9 5.7 2.1 9.2 12.1 .8 29.3 1.5 2.4 2.1 .4 2.4
5 8.3 8.9 6.8 1.9 5.4 2.8 2.1 5.4 17.8 1.7 30.4 1.5 2.7 2.0 1.8 .8
6 7.4 8.6 5.6 7 6.4 3.7 1.8 5.2 20,1 .9 20.2 3.5 2.0 3.5 .3 1.2
7 6.0 11.3 7.6 .7 8.1 6.6 1.5 4.8 16.7 1.0 28.8 15 8.3 4.2 1.2 1.7
8 10.1 15.5 6.6 1.0 5.2 2.7 2.3 9.1 3.7 1.3 33.2 1.5 4.7 1.8 .5 .9
9 6.9 8.7 5.4 .6 5.4 4.2 1.7 5.8 22.9 1.7 24,1 2.1 3.8 4.4 1.0 1.2
10 Pittsburgh, Pa.-—-—- 13.6 7.9 5.5 1.0 7.2 5.8 1.3 2.4 11.2 1.9 29,8 1.9 3.5 5.2 .6 1.1
11 9.1 9.4 8.1 .6 3.4 2.5 1.8 5.7 16.5 .8 24.7 1.2 5.9 §.2 2.8 1.2
12 5.7 9.4 6.1 2.2 5.0 4.9 1.7 10.5 8.5 4.3 26.6 1.4 3.8 8.9 (6] 2.9
13 6.2 7.7 5.2 .6 6.3 7.8 .9 8.7 20.1 .9 24.8 1.2 4.8 3.0 3.1 .6
14 Buffalo, N, Y, eoommeg 6.6 6.4 5.2 .4 5.1 4.2 1.2 4.3 32.1 .9 28.5 1.1 3.2 5.0 ——— 7
GROUP 1I,—~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 New Orleans, La,——- 13.5 10.5 8.3 3.0 7.8 9.3 1.9 0.6 1.3 1.1 28.7 0.6 3.3 2.0 5.8 2.2
16 Minneapolis, Mimn. - 5.7 4.9 4,1 .6 5.6 2.8 1,2 4.6 32.0 .8 27.8 1.9 3.9 3.7 .4 .2
17 Cincinnati, Chio . 9.1 6.3 4.9 .6 6.8 3.8 1.1 7.5 17.5 1.0 32.8 1.8 1.8 4.3 .5 .5
18 Newark, N. J.-— = 7.4 2.7 5.8 .5 2.8 6.0 2,3 6.8 16.9 1.3 26.8 1.5 1.7 4.0 6.2 .5
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 4 14,1 9.1 4,9 .7 8.8 5.3 1.2 8.0 1.9 1.8 33.9 1.8 8.2 .6 1.2 .7
20 Indienapolis, Ind.-——oe-d 6.4 7.6 10.4 .4 $.0 4,3 1.3 5.1 22,1 .6 29.1 2.0 2.6 1.9 .3 .8
21 Houston, Tex,-~-. 9.7 7.5 7.0 .8 8.8 5.2 1.2 5.1 4.8 1.5 38.2 .9 2.4 e 6.3 5
22 Seattle, Wash,-————-———mdq 11.4 8.0 8.1 .9 11.0 3.2 1.4 6.0 1.1 1.2 54,3 1.9 3.2 3.9 4.2 .2

lless than 1/20 of 1 percent.
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TABLE 18.—PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF COST PAYMENTS FOR COPERATION, BY MAJOR FUNCTIONS: 1938-—Continued

eLl

=
I1.—PUBLIC SAFETT XI1.~—MISCELLANEOUS
T.~Gen~
eral IV~San-
" V.—Con- Contri-
& ory :‘:‘:ﬁzﬁl:‘ L~ | 2800 | Coorva | yI—Hos- ‘C’I] | = [ X—Ld- [ XDeeReo- butions
S le gisla-,— Police Fire al Highways waste tion of pitals ties tion Schools | braries | reation Pen- to Al
= tive, anc depart- | depart- other removal health sions |FY blic- other
i ment ment service
Py Judicisl
b enter—
[ prises
GROUP IT.~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000—Continued
23 Rechester, N, Y, - 6.3 4.3 4,2 4 6.2 5.4 1.7 4.9 27.8 .8 24.8 1.4 2.6 4,3 3.3 1.5
24 Louisville, Ky.— 8.0 8.6 5.6 .7 7.0 5.6 1.9 6.7 8.2 1.8 37.8 1.7 4.2 1.4 .2 .8
25 Denver, Colo.-- T3 5.7 5.8 .5 6.0 2.7 1.0 3.4 30.3 .7 27.4 1.4 4.0 2.8 .8 .2
26 Portland, Oreg. .7 9.2 8.9 1.1 7.6 2.4 1.6 2.7 7.5 .7 30.9 2.0 2.9 5.3 7.7 7
27 | Jersey City, N. 1.2 12.5 5.1 .6 4.3 3.8 2.4 15.6 9.8 1.3 25,5 1.1 2.8 5.7 .3 Q)]
25 Golumbus, Ohio 2 6.1 7.8 7.0 .4 7.5 5.6 1.2 .4 13,5 .4 37.4 1.4 1.0 8.2 2.9 1.7
GROUP III.~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 Oakland, Calif. 3.8 8.7 10.0 0.7 4.9 2.0 1.8 Q)] 0.2 —— 48.9 2.3 4.8 1.4 10.1 0.3
30 Atlanta, Ga.~ 4.9 10.7 8.4 .8 5.6 6.3 1.2 8.9 3.1 0.3 40.8 1.4 2.5 4.0 .4
81 Dallas, Tex.-— 4.9 9.5 10.6 1.3 4.5 5.9 1.7 2.9 2.8 .1 47.5 .8 4.4 1.7 1.4 )
32 Memphis, Tenn 5.4 9.9 10.9 1.1 8.8 6.9 4.9 8.7 .4 .3 31.8 1.6 5.5 1.6 1.8 4
33 St. Paul, Minn. 5.0 8.5 9.7 .7 5.5 3.6 1.8 2,7 12.% .7 37.5 2.4 4.6 3.7 .8 .6
34 Toledo, Chic——- 3.4 7.9 7.2 .3 8.2 4.3 1.2 .4 19.4 .4 36.8 2.5 1.5 5.1 .2 1.3
35 Birmingham, Ala. 5.3 10.6 12,8 1.1 4.7 5.5 2.2 .3 2.2 .2 44.0 2.0 4.3 2.9 .7 1.2
% 6.3 7.8 8.5 1.3 6.1 7.0 3.8 | ~——em .6 o4 46.2 1.6 5.5 3.9 ) .7
37 7.0 8.0 7.6 .7 11.0 5.4 1.2 3.5 14.4 30.8 .5 4.3 3.7 5 .4
38 5.0 5.9 4.5 .3 9.8 4.3 1.6 L7 8.6 48.2 1.9 1.1 4.1 1.6 .9
39 4.9 10.0 13,1 .9 6.4 5.5 1.2 .1 *) 45.7 1.2 5.1 8.4 1.3 .1
40 4.5 8.5 6.6 .5 8.6 6.1 1.7 *) 16.6 36.1 3.4 2.7 4.6 .2 .3
4) 4.7 5.2 6.4 .4 5.6 5.6 2.4 .5 27.5 20,7 1.0 3.0 4.9 1.3 1.8
42 Oklahoma City, Okla. - 5.0 8.8 7.8 .9 4.9 5.2 1.9 ) .4 49.5 1.4 4.4 1.1 3.4 3.6
% San Diego, Calif. - 8.6 8.4 7.1 .9 5.5 3.7 1.9 ] e .1 46.5 2.1 5.5 2.9 8.0 .8
44 Worcester, Kass,-——— 3.5 7.0 6.5 .5 7.9 2.4 12 6.6 29.5 27.7 1.3 1.8 2.9 ——— 1.2
45 Richmond, Va,a——r-- 9.7 8.3 9.0 1.1 4.8 5.7 2.1 5.3 9.4 3 33.8 1.1 2.8 1.8 2.8 2.0
46 Fort Worth, Tex.-—— 5.9 8.5 10.2 .6 §.1 5.1 2.6 1.6 5.5 —— 45.8 1.0 5.5 .3 1.2 1.1
47 Youngstown, Ohio 4.7 7.0 5.9 .3 8.9 2.8 1.3 1.8 .3 *) 50.3 —— 3.9 4.5 9.0 1.2
48 Hartford, Conn,————-— 8.5 9.2 7.9 .8 5.1 5.0 2.1 2.3 14.9 4 34.4 1.3 4.1 2.8 1.9 1.3
49 Nashville, Tenn.~ 8.7 12.0 13,7 1.2 4.9 5.0 3.0 6.2 1.5 1.6 33.5 1.2 4.7 3.0 .8 1.2
50 Jacksonville, Fla.-— 6.8 10.5 10,7 1.4 9.2 8.3 3.7 1.4 .7 .6 52.5 1.8 S.1 3.5 2.4 1.5
51 Grand Repids, Mich,-—~—d 4.8 7.9 9.5 .7 3.8 4.0 2.7 3.1 3.3 .1 49.9 5.0 3.7 1.9 | ——e 1.7
52 New Haven, Conn,-—=——uw-—uf 5.8 10.5 9.3 .4 5.3 2.9 1.8 2.5 15.4 .1 3.0 1.6 4.3 3.0 .8 2.2
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174 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 19

Interest payments on general government debt® during 1938 are shown In
table 19. These payments are segregated as to those made on bonded indebted-
ness, on short-term loans, and on speclal assessment debt. They are excluslve
of payments In error later repaid to the citles, and they are exclusive also of
interest payments which balance amounts prevliously received as accrued interest
on the obligations when issued. Interest payments are dlscussed in a general
way in the Introductory part of this section on cost payments.

Interest payments on general government debt.-—— Payments of interest
in the amount of $207,135,000 were made In 1938 on debt incurred for general
governmental purposes. Of this amount, $192,005,000, or 92.7 percent, was paid
on bonded indebtedness, and $6,540,000, or 3.2 percent, was pald on short-term
loans; the remainder represents Interest payments on speclal assessment debt.
Comparative figures for recent years are not available because of the fact that
the Bureau in former years did not segregate interest payments as between gen-
eral government debt and public-service enterprise debt.

Special interest payments by Massachusetts cities.—The Commonwealth
of Massachusetts has established for the benefit of a number of citles and
towns a metropolitan district in and about Boston for the purchase and improve-
ment of parks and for the construction and maintenance of sewers and waterworks.
The cities beneflted are required, in additlon to sharing the costs of operat-
ing and malintalning such propertles, to make payments to the State to reimburse
it for interest on loans made to finance the construction or acquisition of
these improvements. Simllar payments of Interest are made to the State on the
advances by it 1in financlng the cost of grade crossing elimination, and such
interest payments by the citles are included in table 19.

TABLE 20

Payments for capltal outlays by the major <functions, shown In table 20,
comprise the amounts pald by the 94 cities for the acquisition and construction
of more or less permanent properties and public Ilmprovements, including addi-
tions to those previously acquired or constructed. They are exclusive of pay-
ments offset by recelpts from the public on outlay account, the most important
of which are derived from sales of real property and from insurance adjustments.
These excluded payments and the counterbalancing receipts are classified as
noncost payments and nonrevenues, both of which are excluded from the scope of
this report.

The reporting of outlays and the exclusion of debt retirement.—Cap-
ital outlays are reported by the Bureau as a cost payment in the year the ex-
penditure is made. Thls procedure is followed rather than classifylng as a cost
payment the amount paid directly for maturing bonds or placed in a sinking fund
for the retirement of Indebtedness incurred for outlays. Debt retirement is
recorded as a noncost payment, and duplication in cost payments—to the extent
that outlays are financed from Incurrence of debt—1s thereby eliminated.

Payments for capital outlays.— Caplital outlays, totaling $377,171,000,
constituted 13.7 percent of total expenditures for general governmental pur-
poses In 1938. The largest outlay was $147,331,000 for highways, substantially
greater than 1n 1937. Schools were next 1n importance with a total of $79,-
397,000, The item "All other" under "Public safety" represents in large part
capltal outlays for flood control 1in Los Angeles and New Orleans. The 1tem
"A1l other" under "Highways" constitutes for the most part bridge and tunnel
construction in New York, Chlcago, and Pittsburgh.

SFor debt of public-service enterprises, see part III.
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TABLE 19.-~COST PAYMENTS!® FOR INTEREST: 1938

{Expressed in thousends)

PAYMENTS FOR INTEREST ON BONDED DEBRT OF—

PAYMENTS FOR INTEREST ON SHORT-

PATMENTS FOR INTEREST ON SPECIAL

TERM LOANS OF— ASSESSMENT DEBT OF—
“ City corporation Qther governmental units City corporation " Other
3 cITY Total Other govern~
2 SCh::]i' czu_ City cor- School govern- Payable ::?::E_
3
poration district mental | Contingent | only from _
E. General Revenue general General Revenue units general special con:tn
o assessments | 8°
general
Grand totaL——mmmmmmm e ] $207,135 $145,289 $463 2419,758 $22,926 $3,570 $3,215 2,940 $385 $6,534 $1,310 $745
GrOUpP T—mmmmm e ot ] 133,269 92,576 156 8,559 17,320 3,570 2,328 2,809 258 4,557 420 721
Group II-- 31,597 20,212 236 4,027 5,404 ——— 239 35 124 1,084 228 7
Group IIl-—---- —————— ] 42,269 32,502 7n 27,171 200 ——— 653 97 3 894 661 17
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y.-—- $44,391 $36,170 ——— B ————amaem e $3,263 $950 ——— — $4,009 ————— ——mmanm
2 Chicago, Il1l.-—--— 20,846 4,879 —— $1,579 $10,568 ——— 438 $2,762 $200 —————— $420 ——————
3 | Pniladelphia, Pa 17,485 14,360 | me-mem 2,755 | mmmmmmmn | e 347 21 | e
4 Detroit, Mich,—— 11,565 11,170 $132 r—— 115 e emion 4 ————— ——— 34 ——m——— $10
5 Los Angeles, Calif ~ 6,142 1,927 ——— 2,684 1,506 23
6 Cleveland, Chio——- -~ 5,477 3,402 ———— 583 656 ———— 57 26 3 141 —————— 611
7 | Baltimore, Md,——--=--—=--—— 4,886 4,879 | e I T
8 | St. Louis, Mo 3,076 2,940 24 113
8 | Boston, Mass,——-- 4,392 3,626 | mmewme 460 | —mmmmmm | —e—— 306 | —mememew | e
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.-—— 5,443 2,003 | - 84S 2,567 15 12 | e | e
11 San Francisco, Calif, 2,239 2,224 15
12 Washington, D. C ——

13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 2,189 1,182 995 | —mmmrmam (] 4 8 | e | e
14 Buffalo, N. Y.~ 5,138 3,814 ———— 912 307 52 13 41 ——— ————
GROUP II1.-~GITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TQ 500,000
15 New Orleans, La,~--~=--——--—- $3,468 1,795 $205 3204 $960 ————— $10 » ———— mmmmem— | R00 | emee——-
16 Minneapolis, Minn. 2,360 2,071 —— ——————— 87 e 6 —e— ————— $190 $7
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio 3,034 1,884 | =wmmem 518 L R B 3 | R 148 | wemmmmen | cemeeee

18 | Newark, N. J.-——— 4,514 3,654 | memm—m | eeeeceen 858 | wmwme—e 1| eme——e - | ——
18 Kansas City, Mo. 2,500 879 ————— 883 567 ———— 29 ——————— s s 28 ———
20 Indianapolis, Ind.,——~— 1,248 587 ——— 430 211 ———— 6 5 9
21 Houston, Tex.-——--— 2,078 1,190 31 485 362 10 ———— ———
22 Seattle, Wash.—-- ————] 1,551 598 ————— 420 329 —————— 142 (%) 63

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 19.—COST PAYMENTS® FOR INTEREST: 1938—Continued

{Expressed in thousands)

PAYMENTS FOR INTEREST ON BONDED DEBT OF—

PAYMENTS FOR INTEREST ON SHORT-
TERM LOANS OF—

PAYMENTS FOR INTEREST ON SPECIAL
ASSESSMENT DEBT OF—

“ City corporation Other governmental units City corporation Other
4 CcITY Total Other govern~
E sc"::i’c:“- City cor- School govern- Payable ':::::1_
2 poration district mental Contingent | only from -
E- General Revenue general General Revenue units general special c;z;in
° e assel general
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000-—Continued
23 hester, N. Y. 32,206 F1 9> T R [ — YR —— $9 | mm—me—m 4 273 | e | e
2¢ | Louisville, Ky,————mmmwmw———m 1,690 1,679 Y —— 1
25 Denver, Colo,=~— 782 235 $339 —— 209 —— —
26 Portland, Oreg. 1,543 568 296 511 e 3 $7 22 136 ———— ———
27 | Jersey City, N. J.=~— 3,264 2,588 e 653 | mmmmmomm 1 | ———— 12
28 Columbus, Ohio 2 ———-—-—m——f 1,357 856 363 10 | —eme—~ b 13- J [— ——
OROUP II1.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 $607 $120 $484 4| —
30 536 531 (%) [EUNURRRA, eI 8 | m————— | e
31 1,284 1,284 —
32 947 930 —— 17 ——— ———
33 1,646 1,368 $2 $255 ——
34 1,630 1,025 583 [ I [ — 14 | - PO
35 1,064 1,004 12 ————— ———— 49 e e
36 1,084 711 332 i ————— 27 14 ————
37 | Providence, R. I. 1,643 1,547 | —emeee 97 | e | mmeeme
38 Akron, Ohlo~——— 1,493 1,053 | —m-=—- 283 e ——— 4 b G [p— 138 ——— —
39 Omzha, Nebr.---——- 1,011 322 ———— 403 ———— R 10 ———— (*) 275 ———
40 700 360 ——— 299 ———————— ———— 8 e 33 —————— —
41 1,172 1,038 ——— 65 —— 73 —————— ———
42 585 364 —— 218 PR s 2 — ——
43 252 58 —— 194 ———
u“ 224 202 | m~——— 22 | emmmamnn | ccen
45 1,349 1,517 | = 32 | e | cmmeem
46 1,024 699 | ——-— 2306 19 | ———
47 Youngstown, Ohio——-— 397 292 ——— 78 2 —— 24 ———— —
48 Hertford, Comn,--———- 761 703 e —— $56 =
49 Nashville, Tepn,-—-—m-—=m——wi 508 505 ——— 3 —— e
50 Jack ille, Fla. 478 255 —— 185 — ———— 4 ————— ——— 33 — e
51 Grasnd Rapids, Mich,——————e—— 518 318 ———— 132 ——— 69 ——————— ————
52 New Haven, Conn,——-———-~=—=-—) 530 5§30 | —wm—- (%) —— ] mm—

9Ll
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Long Beach, Calif,-~————e--=o 549 172 —— 369 8 ———— ————

Des Moines, Iowa- 537 215 ——— 310 12

Miami, Fla,---—- 1,494 1,198 $15 256 2 3 — 20 e —————
Springfield, Mass. 310 298 it 13

Flint, Mich,~—~=-- 688 312 R 303 . e 1 4 66 e

Salt Lake City, Utah——— 338 148 —— 164 v e e i 14 2 9 | cmma—

Brid t, Conn. 618 611 8 ———— ———

Tulsa, Okla.-—-~-—=-——mw——————r 690 429 254 ————— ——— 4 2 ———

Norfolk, Va.- 1,195 1,185 ()

Yonkers, N. Y.———r=—m— 1,316 1,219 12 —— 85 | wmmm—mmn —————
Scranton, Pa. 377 82 241 ———————— —————— 24 1 28 —————— ——
Paterson, N. J 764 764

Albany, N. Y. 672 643 3 ————— 26 e ————
Kansas City, Kans,——=— 320 155 85 58 ————— 3 ————— ——— 8 e $10
Chattanocoga, Tenn,-—————— 753 670 64 ——————
Trenton, N. J,=——————————nr 823 773 ————— 47 — ———— 3 PR —————
P » Wash. 144 los 33 ———

Fort Wayne, Ind. — 117 21 96

Camden, N. J.-—— — 1,116 1,082 24

Erie, Pa,--—- - 461 235 224 (%) ——— 1 1| mmmeem
Fall River, Mass.—— -~ 237 227 10

Cambridge, Mass,-~——-- ~ 344 302 10 —— —— 32 ————— —
Wilmington, Del.—~———mw—n=mu-m 271 271

Elizabeth, N. J.—————m——m=—q 536 534 2

Reading, Pa,————=~=—m—————u-— 445 141 285 1 ——— | e———— 18 | ————m
Knoxville, Tenn.— 961 957 2 -— ——— 2 PSSO
New Bedford, Masg,——————ww 254 235 19 ———

Gary, Ind.----—- 238 90 L L 3 1

Tacoma, Wash.-— 176 92 1 6l | mwmmemeee | wemmemae iF3 10 *)

Canton, Ohiow——=—w— 472 101 —————— 246 7 - 28

Wichita, Kans 304 105 —————— 93 19 ———— (%) ———iom ——rn 87

Tampa, Fla.— 708 534 5 B S e 2 [ E—— 2

Peoria, T11,~-——m—n 196 [ —— 29 67 | ~mmcmemae R e, S [, 48 8
South Bend, Ind,-—w———w———mam-i 200 89 — 108 P (—— —— 2

Somerville, Mass S 185 143 25 18 ————

Duluth, Minn.- -~ 314 178 125 e e 2 6 e

Lowell, Mass.~—— == 175 133 42

Utica, N. Y.~ ] 400 398 9 ——— —— 2 ——— PR
Waterbury, Con St | 438 437 s 1

Lynn, Mass,——=—— 225 188 | mm—e R N 15 | mmmewmmm | e
Evansville, Ind.—-— 158 45 34 7 ————

El Paso, Tex.————m=—=—m————a—a 316 284 13 19

Honolulu, Hawaii * -———mmm—mof 230 207 | ——— PE I ——

*Less than $500.
crued interest on original issue of debt obligations.

“Not included in group or grand totals.

2 Includes $2,000 interest on revenue bonds.

1The payments reported are the gross payments for interest on city debis less (1) amounts paid in error and (2) amounts paid which balance receipts from ac-

3No data for eounty govermment are included. For explanation see p. 8.

11 Iuvd

SINAWAVd LSOO—INIWNHAAOD TVHANHD

LLY



Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

#Lless than $500.

1 No date for county government are included.

For explanation see

p. 8.

178 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 20.—~COST PAYMENTS FOR CAPITAL
{Expressed in
General PUBLIC SAFETY HIGHWAYS
“ aduin-
3 mo
2 oITY func~ 1egiai Police | Fire
tions de- de~ Al ¥ All
) 5’ h:i;e' part- [part- |other Ro Y8 | other
S fudicial ment ment
Grand total-—————mmme e $377,171 || $20,636 | $3,586 | $4,399 | $6,221 | $103,122 | $44,209
Group I 289,927 16,659 | 2,066 | 2,457 | 3,434 78,902 | 41,529
Group II 37,947 2,890 660 595 | 1,808 12,690 807
Group IIT 49,298 1,086 860 | 1,347 979 11,530 1,872
GROUP I.—~CITIES HAVING A
1 New York, N. Y,-=——me———smme—eeeeeeed $160,161 $9,394 $535 990 $30 | $51,693 | $30,372
2 Chicago, Ill,-—we—m—om—cmmmcmemaeeed 34,064 1,401 192 44 494 7,596 2,293
3 Philadelphia, Pa. e e 5,829 97 17 6 4 287 10
4 Detroit, Mich,—ame——mam oo 18,364 55 130 236 1 4,448 515
5 Los Angeles, Calif,—————w—omommeu. 17,323 144 398 548 | 2,361 3,325 939
6 Cleveland, Ohig~---— e e 5,493 pal 138 14 | wmmeme 1,403 1,836
7 Baltimore, Md,——=~—-em—we e e 4,919 849 13 132 | =—memm 432 1,360
8 St. Louls, Mo, —~———=mmwemam ey 6,684 374 280 6 515 602 819
9 Boston, Mass. - 3,736 2,791 36 — 61 87
10 Pitteburgh, Pa.~=—--— ——m] 9,297 139 72 39 4 3,620 2,311
11 San Francisco, Calif.--— ~ 3,157 102 82 365 | (%) 954 | wmm—mee
12 Washingten, D. C.——-- 8,300 1,139 54 71 1 2,400 393
13 Milwaukee, Wis,-——e-— 3,320 96 23 | mre— 25 306
14 Buffalo, N. Y.-=————ememm o] 9,278 67 86 7] (% 1,275 289
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A
15 New Orleans, L&,——————wwwoo—ae————d  $4,570 $1 11 $9 | $1,538 847 $5
16 Winneapolis, Minn, ———-—-——m—mamenad 3,888 228 99 € 1 1,050 2
17 Cincinnati, Ohio——————ereevccaacaa—y 4,930 26 78 64 24 2,825 258
18 | Newark, N. J,—caammomom e e 2,816 49 21 45 | oo 1,886 19
19 | Kansas City, Mo.————————wmemee el 4,307 1,828 79 29 108 945 | wmm e
20 Indianapolis, Ind.——————e~=———————— 2,246 s 31 | —mmmm 16 570 17
21 | Houston, Tex.-— e 4,066 634 37 121 22 1,066 210
22 Seattle, Wash.-———rm———em e e o 1,758 37 32 39 2 927 118
23 Rochester, N, Y.———emw——commeeanaea 2,411 35 37 128 28 1,149 3
24 | Louisville, Ky.——-=—m—m-m———mm ———med 1,782 1 52 13 | mmeemm 545 96
25 Denver, Colo,-=—w 1,939 14 53 18 22 149 | e
26 Portland, Oreg. e 679 17 8l 84 2 410 3
27 Jersey City, N. J. 1,769 (| ——==—um 9 8 32 265 | w—————
28 Golumbus, Ohio 3 ——-——- 786 5 41 29 1 56 76
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A
29 Oakland, Calif.,~—wr————=me—————d  $1,401 10 82 $54 f $568 $33
30 Atlanta, Ga. T2 || —emm—m 24 14 | = 88 | mem—ee
31 | pallas, Tex. 1,932 2 30 8 1 183 15
32 Nemphis, Tenn,———————-m-————a—— ey 3,143 S 21 11 6 850 4
33 St. Paul, Minn,-—e-———-— 1,388 2 18 | —mom | mmem e 195 14
34 Toledo, Ohio 1,726 1 9 8| (% 145 257
35 Birmingham, Ala,—--—=--——mme—em o] 208 5 10 2 | m—emm— 142 7
36 San Antonio, Tex.—-—— 628 9 88 11 1 78 28
37 Providence, R. I.=——~———mm——e—e 2,921 6 4 21 1 192 | weweemw
38 Akron, Ohio 1,888 1 16 7 | ————— 630 88
39 Omaha, Nebr. 1,208 (*) 43 221 (%) 15 | —mmsee
40 | Dayton, Ohi 1,230 12 9 36 867 [T J [ES—
41 Syracuse, N. Y. | 1,266 7 10 4 | e—— 107 50
42 Oklshoma City, Okla.—-- 883 2 4 15 | e 54 55
43 San Diego, Calif.-—- 629 256 8 23] (%) 22 17
44 Worcester, Mass,———-——e-w—- 600 j| ~——=~—m | e 2| 111 17
45 Richmond, Va,—-=—==—==-m- - — 1,290 12 13 71 1 415 5
46 Fort Worth, Tex,———--—- 1,659 425 17 1| =emne 227 3
47 Youngstown, Ohio-- 364 2 22 4| ———— 114 73
48 Hartford, Conn.-- 1,052 7 22 37 | mm——— 2% 1
49 Nashville, Tenn.— 239 2 8 5 = 108 5
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OUTLAYS, BY MAJOR FUNCTIONS: 1938
thousands)
SANITATION AND WASTE
REMOVAL
Conser— ]
s Waste vation Hospi~ Chari- | Correc- Libre- | Recres- |Miscel-
and" collec- m of tals ties tion Sehools ries tion laneous E
tion health by
sevage and other =
disposal dsposal [E)
$50,333 | $3,950 | $882 | $1,070 | $12,394 | $1,059 | $1,405 | 79,387 | $2,278 | $20,646 | $4,584
41,659 | 3,431 | 551 653 9,267 416 | 1,210 | 60,152 | 1,329 | 22,906 | 3,306
8,256 277 51 41 2,457 315 91 3,561 97 2,550 800
9,418 242 280 376 670 328 104 15,684 852 3,190 478
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$8,197 | $2,492 | 55 $610 $6,502 $48 $275 | $31,525 $756 | $15,591 $896 1
8,528 - 5 | e 648 91 40 8,798 540 2,651 943 2
283 — 2 50 *) 181 4,676 | ~mwmme 205 2| 3
8,791 756 | ——— 7 97 17 4 1,997 41 920 1,178 4
990 131 170 6 63 47 24 7,617 15 470 73 5
1,585 12| —e- | - 8 (¥ 46 37 10 365 6| 6
1,614 10 18 568 | ————==m 52 50 7
1,632 22 2 1 1,021 13 12 415 | 958 12 8
483 | e | s [ e 18 1 262 12 2 | e ]
824 2 54 2 42 13 20 1,043 31 957 7| 10
651 20 16 113 € 2 455 18 360 1 11
1,288 | ~——om— [ ——m—m 4 616 2 172 1,675 B84 376 2| 12
520 | (% 1 - 57 24 8 1,079 | =mmmmem 366 9| 13
6,271 15 33 4 1z 34 416 206 22 441 99 | 14
POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
41,370 $8 e 270 o115
1,942 »{— % 17 $17 E1 156 ®R1 223 90 | 16
231 46| (%) 4 30 21 29 387 12 882 13| 17
366 | m—mmwem | e | 205 18 (%) 125 24 58 18
302 1 $10 2 81 2 3 77 194 7119
67 36 9 (*) 323 4 — 1,054 4 108 1] 20
771 10 | === | —rmme 407 209 37 150 382 10| 21
458 - 3 ? (*) 38 6 87 (#) 2
508 187} (%) 3 10 24 12 203 7 80 17 | 23
734 %) 1 82 5 2 165 8 57 12 | 24
909 | ——— 25| (% 1 2| (#® 57 | wmemmee 50 640 | 25
31 1| (%) 12 14 12 (*) (*) — 10 (%) 28
25} - —_— 9 1,280 9 132 27
541 7 8 1 - 1 1 5 5 7 2| 28
POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
$64 ——— $13 $516 2] $51 | e | 20
314 $22 1 169 | wmemm 80 | —=m——— | 30
527 —— (*) n3 -3 (%) 75% 30 358 ~ | 31
905 1 29 308 66| (% -7 P— 10| (% 52
942 ? f43 170 2 13 05 | 33
67 | —-—— 22 1| ™ (%) 747 416 52 11 34
5 | m———— —— 4 | —————— | ————— | e | e 2] | we—=mm— | 35
50 9 6 2 184 - 27 36 | 36
807 3 w—— 1 17 176 | =—meeme 1,881 61 43 | 37
797 30 pisi) 59 80 | ~——— | 38
201 | ——e—m 10 | m——m—ee 1 (*) 738 14 29 | ~wee—— | 39
196 L m— 1| -— ——— 1 23 23 8 40
174 1 1| (% ———- 838 | —me—m— 43 30| 41
58 | mmmem— | — (%) 601 | ~——— €9 23| 42
17 (&) — 1 241 1 19 25§ 43
43) |~ | 1 17 20 1 4
100 (%) 11 | = 7 30 1 375 (5] 179 59 | 45
2R | e | e | (%) 65| - ———ee 721 92 87 1| 46
9 7 18 115 | —weme—e | 47
322 | mmm—ee 2 1 - 15 - 356 - 38 16 | 48
18 | e | e | ee— | () - (%) se |l (% 40 | e 49
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TABLE 20.~—COST PAYMENTS FOR CAPITAL

{Expressed in
General PUBLIC SAFETY HIGHWAYS
& istra-
— tive,
2 CITY fune~ legie~ Police | Fire
tions de- de~ a1 Aal
B h:x" part- |part- |other | BOMWTS | yon
a sudictal nent ment
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION
50 | Ji ville, Fla. ®81 $34 | eomrm ® $6 $43 -]
51 Grand Rapids, Mich.-- et 680 1 0 44 4 288 50
52 New Haven, Conn.—=—s——eer—recoe——e— 682 2 [ 19 | (%) 288 45
53 Long Beach, Calif. 1,471 20 38 55 1 177 1
54 Des Moines, Iowa: 940 ] 17 270 | wm—mm— 239 21
55 Miami, Fla. 695 3 12 23 | mmmme 109 | —e~e=mm
56 Springfield, Mass, —w————————a— e 1,077 8 6 3 1 275 21
57 Flint, Mich. 38 1 3 141 (%) i | e
58 Salt lake City, Utah—————swecwccaaad 298 6 13 3 1 18 2
59 Bridgeport, Conn. 197 13 10 38 1 36 1
60 Tulsa, Okla. 1,401 3 6] (% — 58 10
61 Norfolk, Va. 892 55 18 3 209 112
62 Yonkers, N. Y.—=secommm e oo oo 492 1 2 1 8 264 (%)
63 Seranton, P, =eeee—e— e e 48l || ==m——e— 28| (% ——— 58
64 Paterson, N. J. —— e ] 407 1 8| (% — 356 | wewem———
65 Albany, N. Y. e e ] 347 1 16 28 1 122 7
66 Kansas City, Kans,——--———-wramu— 1,126 98 1 2| 640 | ~—mmemm
87 Cha ge, Tenn 490 3 10 | ——— 25 | ~—mm——
68 Trenton, N, J.——=m—eemm— ey 120 14 21 | m——— 38 | ———m——m
€9 pokane, Wash. 374 6 25 18 1 205 13
70 Fort Wayne, Ind,—————m————o ey 188 || ~———r 2 2 | e 41 | e
71 Camden, R. J.~——r—r—r—— e 770 4| ——— 2 | ———— 285 131
72 Erie, Pa. 149 1 6 2| (%) 55 10
73 Fall River, Mass.—————we—e—e— 153 4| ————— 2 27 2
74 Csmbridge, MBgg, === —m et 1,038 6 14 63 1 609 28
75 Wilmington, Del. e i o - 242 || oo n 18 92 | m——e—e
76 Eligzabeth, N. J. 393 (| ~me——— 7 | m——— 2
77 | Reading, Pa. 347 8 [ 9 1 16
78 Knoxville, Tenn,—me———m——um e — 955 || ~=———mm 6| (% ——— 31
79 New Bedford, Mass.~——————r-=e=wa— 265 4 1| (%) 1 142 | m——mee
80 | OGary, Ind. 245 (%) 13 20| % 7 4
8l Tacoms, Wash, - g 334 2 5 1| = 157 1
82 Canton, Ohi 153 (*) 1|~ | e 26 | ~mm———
83 Wichite, Kans,-—e—coem et 633 and [ 15 8 248 | wmmemmm
84 Tampa, Fla. 401 2 13 3 38 154 9
85 Peoria, I11. 931 || mmmwmme 10 22 2 473 3
86 South Bend, Ind.-=——m-——e——ve—euend 91 1 5 4 1 3| m—————
87 Somerville, Mass.——————————ee—o 470 3 3 35 1 222 | mm———
88 Duluth, Minn,==——- 503 4 14 14 1 11¢ 4
B8 Lowell, Mass,~———r——r——=—e————— e 194 = | mm— ———— [ —— 92 | e
80 Utica, N. Y. 449 (%) 5 41 9 132 16
81 Waterbury, Comn.-———————————emery 471 17 7 21 [ (%) 123 2
92 Lynn, Mass. 614 S | = | e 15} | wm—emee
93 Evansville, Ind,=-=————==erm=—w—o——— 347 1 15 [ 1 134 | ==mmemm
94 El Paso, Tex.—————————————— ] L e 5[ (%) ——— 9 [
Honolulu, Hawali? —————emeeeeemeeed 1,811 7 74 5 700 134 16

#Less than $500.
2 Not included in group or grand totels.
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QUTLAYS, BY MAJOR FUNCTIONS: 1938-—Continued

thousands)
SANITATION AND WASTE
REMOVAL .
Conser— 2
Waste vation Hoaspi- Chari~ | Correc- Libra- | Recres- |Miscel- ; §
S::Z" collec— A1 of tals ties tien Schools ries tion laneous i
sewage t::g other | HeALtH ]
L&
disposal Haposal
OF 100,000 TO 300,000-—Continued
$67 —— $80 $35 [ 50
92 k3 $2 $5 $4 (%) 20 2 84 31| 81
137 (%) 13 1 168 9| 52
67, (%) (*) 1] wemm—— | (%) (%) €94 59 116 43 | 53
245 (*) 2 (¥) [ {%) 70 4| 54
2 48 1 1 17 [€))] e 265 8 208 24 58
667 1] (% 1 (%) $5 | oo 38 | wemeemme 51 | —ema—ee | 56
(*) (%) 2 (%) 3 P 4
94 | wmmmmm | o 2 152 | cemmmne 1 6| 58
» 46 (%) 1 3 § | me—m— 19 2 9 1| 58
34 3 | () 1,281 4 | emamme | 60
49 6 1 2 (%) 4 345 | (%) 43 2] 61
A 2 1 2 | o 115 |~ 38 22} €2
8 ———— 378 5 3 | ~masmnmm | 63
G e e % 1 A
61 24 e 36 g | mmmaee 65
40 ——— 2 208 | =—eee 68
5 Rl 293 | wmmmem 80 29 (%) &7
15 e 38 1 88
€9 € 2 1 (€] oo | s 16 1 69
—— 16 | - 27 | mmeme—— | 70
———— { o e e | e 341 | mermmm | et 81 7%
44 g 7 (%) 1 | e | 16 |~ 3 (%) 72
23 ——— 1 15 2 2 Sy 73
170 34 | ~rmm— hi 42 1| e 18 15 34 4! 74
86 ——- | 73— 75
—— 350 31 7%
7 1} = 1 189 1 77
20 | mmrm— | i | e 17 | e | e 174 | —eemvme ki)
29 4 7 1 28 1 (% 18 30| 79
3| mmmmmens | e 1 80
97 — 81
43 ——— 82
161 2 83
32 12| - 12 38 84
44 7 7 1 75 85
1| e 4 | ———mm— {*) 86
165 | wmrmen | e (%) (%) 87
FL L — 20 1| (® 88
40 ———— 89
49 | ————m —— (%) ——one | —v———— a7 5 90 | ~w=m=mm | 90
80 {*) 2 3 1 S| mmem— | 91
151 40 184 7 37 39 ] 92
] T} e (*) 166 | mw—meem 8 2| 93
18 22 | | m—— (*) ————— | e 15 1 9 (%) 94
314 14 28 2 493 | —mammae 25 | m————
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TABLE 21

Table 21 presents data relating to the methods by which the cities financed
their capital outlays and 1s as accurate as compllation from the individual
city records permitted. In some cases 1t was impossible to report anything ex-
cept a total for bonds issued or current funds drawn upon. This 1s due to the
fact that capital improvements frequently are not completed within the report-
ing year, and a variety of local funds may be drawn upon before the improvement
1s completed, the source of all of which may have been unrecorded. Also, some
cities have a single capital fund known as the "building” fund, accumulated
from numerous sources. Furthermore, it 1s not always possible to identify the
designation of a bond issue with the purpose for which the proceeds were used.
For example, part of a "general improvement bond" may have been used in connec-
tion with sewers, parks, or even a publlic-service enterprise.

Capital outlays financed by issuance of bonds.,—0f the total capital
outldys for general governmental purposes, approximately 32 percent were financed
by proceeds from general obligation bonds, 7 percent from revenue bonds, and 14
percent from the lssuance of speclal assessment bonds., Only 7 cities reported
the financing of capltal outlays through the 1ssuance of revenue bonds, and the
bulk of such issues was In connection with the construction of the Lincoln Tun-
nel In New York and the sewer system of the Buffalo Sewer Authority.

Capital outlays financed from current revenues.-—Cash resources in the
general fund financed 23.8 percent of the caplital outlays for general govern-
mental purposes, speclal assessments 4.4 percent, and grants and donations 18.3
percent. The larger part of the latter item of current revenue consisted of
PWA grants received under the Federal publlic works progran.
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TABLE 21.—METHOD OF FINANCING CAPITAL OUTLAYS: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
§ BONDS CURRENT REVENUE
: cIry Total Special Special | Grants
pd General |Revenue | assess- | General | assess- | and do-
< ments ments | nations
Grand total-—————————— $577,171 || $121,573 | $26,124 | $53,796 |$89,871 | $16,611 | $69,197
Group I [ 289,927 85,909 ( 25,927 | 52,725 | 61,195 | 12,887 | 51,284
Greoup II 37,947 16,683 - 68 | 12,072 2,433 6,691
Group IIT 49,298 18,981 198 1,003 | 16,604 1,291 | 11,222
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N, Y,—-——m—o- — $160,161 $56,401 | $24,208 | $52,633 | $9,178 | $8,075 | $9,667
2 Chicago, Ill,————rwee—- ~| 34,064 5,578 | ~—emmam 92 9,722 1,426 | 17,245
3 Philadelphia, Pa.~—~—e=——cew——m -~ 5,829 683 | wm——m [ e 380 224 4,542
4 Detroit, Mich,—- ——e——e—eei 18,364 633 | meeman | woseeen | 11,789 | wee——e 5,942
§ Los Angeles, Calif,———r-—veeee——d 17,323 5,208 | —r== | ===—e— | 11,220 48 846
8 Cleveland, Ohio=—————r——e—mewmwmm 5,493 2,378 | emmmee | 1,318 1,114 685
ki Baltimore, Md,———-———=————————mmee] 4,919 5,375 — 3,545
8- | St. Louis, Mo.-womrm——mme e 6,604 2,760 571 | ———meme 1,404 910 1,238
9 Boston, Mass,==rw————rr—e—eo————— 3,736 2,070 | ——— |~ 286 1,380
10 Pittsburgh, Pa. 9,297 5,181 | m=rmmes | mmmeee 731 3,434
1 San Francisco, Calif,-—————rr— 3,157 1,058 | ~—o—m | e 1,071 87 941
12 Washington, D. C. ] 8,500 1,190 | —=ee—m | 6,529 452 129
13 Milwaukee , Wis. 3,320 2,947 325 48
14 Buffalo, N. Y, ——mwmame e 9,278 1,442 1,348 | ———— 1,076 227 5,186
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 New Orleans, La. $2,084 | e | - | $2,433 - $104
16 | Minneapolis, Minn,——-—-=-- 2,049 | e $68 1,181 | ~—— 590
17 Cincinnati, Ohiow———ereceau—mem 4,930 984 | ~m—m | —e— 1,951 | $1,925 70
18 Newark, N, J,-—e——a 2,816 ———— 1,943 | —oe— 47
13 Kansas City, Mo. 4,307 13 275 1,008
20 Indianapolis, Ind 2,246 449 1,173
21 Houston, Tex,-——-—-————r 4,066 3,226 | === 170 | ———eeme 670
22 Seattle, Wash. e me] 1,756 250 | wmmmmme | e 391 €8 1,047
23 Rochester, N. Y.———r—r———eeeeerme 2,411 1,533 | =mmmm— | o 492 41 346
24 Louisville, Ky.-- 1,782 80 | e | e 1,419 23 260
25 Denver, Colo.——=—=e————- 1,939 93] | ———m=e | = 612 17 379
26 Portland, Oreg. 679 855 24 -
R7 Jersey City, N, Jo—————— 1,769 1,218 | ——rmeme | e 36 | =~ 516
28 | Columbus, Ohio* ————mm e meemed 786 77 | m——— | —— 227 2 480
GROUP IIX.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif.-———m~-—ememememued  $1,401 $1,307 | 394
30 Atlanta, Ga,=——=———————rm e 722 $391 | ——m | e 331 | e | e
31 Dallas, TeX,~————m——me=—me——aee ] 1,932 1,185 $108 |~ 241 398
32 Memphis, Tenn. 3,143 452 |~ R,892
33 St. Paul, Minn.-~——e—em e 1,388 202 | ———mmem | e 79 $132 774
34 Toledo, Ohiom-——sm—em o] 1,726 1,445 | ~———uem $15 81 1635 20
35 | Birmingham, Ala,---——--m 208 5 | e 119 J——
36 San Antonio, Tex.-— 628 e e 76
37 Providence, R. I.m=-—=——mmum—w———| 2,921 2,426 | eeem—om | e 339
38 Akron, Ohi 1,888 497 | mmem— | e 492
39 Omaha, Nebr.--—-——me—m e 1,208 414 | = | —e— 632 4 159
40 Dayton, Ohiom—mmomrm oo ef 1,230 —— 1,018 ————
41 Syracuse, N. Y,—=—m-=— Sm— 1,266 23 999 et
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.-— ] 883 ——— 850 -
43 San Diego, Calif,— e 629 403 227
44 Worcester, Mass,———————w———m———— 800 8§97 | e~ | ——m—m 3| ——
45 Richmond, Va,~—~—s——smmm oo 1,290 480 [ =—wm—ee 5 195 39 572
46 Fort Worth, Tex,—— 1,659 647 62 | wmeeem 493 | —mmmemee 458
47 | Youngstown, Ohio-— 361 L 11 45 2
48 | Hartford, Conn,=—-- 1,052 756 —— 153 2 122
49 Nashville, Tenn,-—=——-—-ww—em—mri 239 15 | memeemn [ oo 18 | —wmemm 105

*No data for county government are included.

For explanation see p. 8.
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TABLE 21.—METHOD OF FINANCING CAPITAL OUTLAYS: 1538-~Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
£
,§ BONDS CURRENT REVENUE
]
[ cIre Total Special Special | Grants
b1 General General 3. and do-
© ments ments |nations
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000--Continued
50 Jacksonville, Fla,-—————eumed $281 $155 $45 $80
51 Grand Rapids, Mich. 680 58 622
52 New Haven, Conn,-—- 682 240 | = | e 379 $16 48
53 Long Beach, Calif.-—— 1,471 108 871 491
54 Des Moines, Iowa-—- 940 71 | e | e _32 35 3
55 Miami, Fla,—-— 695 328 $25 154 188
56 Springfield, Mass,-— 1,077 710 367
57 Flint, ¥ich, ————————m e 38 38
58 Salt Lake City, Utah=—— ] 298 R02 96 | ————mme
59 Bridgeport, Conn,—=———— — 197 158 12 27
60 Tulsa, Ckia,~—w—-———————em e 1,401 970 431
61 Norfolk, Va,—— 892 b e 71 23 374
62 Yonkers, H. Y. 482 442 50
63 Scranton, Pa. 481 33 40 409
64 Paterson, N, J.—————emmemmme e 407 308 99
85 Albany, N, Y, em—emem g 347 275 ————— 57 15 | ==
65 Kansas City, Kans. 1,126 953 $146 27 | e | mrm——
67 Cha’ ga, Tenn. 480 432 22 36 o | m————
68 | Trenton, N. J.e=—=—rmmmmmmmmee! 129 85 24
69 pok » Fash. 374 153 208 16
70 Fort Wayne, Ind,-—--—- 188 83 | mmmeee 35 70 | ~————m
71 Camden, N. J.———-—m e 770 424 [ 341
72 Erie, Pa. 149 149
73 Fall River, Mass.-——-———mm | 153 151 2
74 Cambridge, Mass,-———~———=m=——n———— 1,038 936 . BC 21
75 Wilnington, Del.-———— 242 242
75 Elizabeth, N. J.- 293 350 37 €
77 Reading, Pa.—— 347 188 58 100
78 Knoxville, Tenn. 955 19 |~ | e 59 11 866
79 New Bedford, Mags,-——-—-—- 265 38 227
80 Gary, Ind. 245 57 4 183
81 Tacoma, Wash,-——-———————————— 334 96 | ————m [ e 217 1 19
82 Canton, Ohio===rer—o-— 153 128 | ~~———— 2 26
83 Wichits, Kans. e ) 633 169 | ————em 401 64 - | ———
84 Tamps, Fla,———————eem e 401 316 84
85 Peoria, 111, ——————=———— 931 || —————— | ———— 188 373 247 147
86 91 91
87 470 2 2 67 400
88 503 196 | —~———mr 72 157 | = 28
89 Lowell, Massg, ———————ww——mm—e ] 194 47 1 135
20 Utica, N. Y, ~——————————e 449 443 6
28 Waterbury, Conn,-——- 471 106 | evmome | e 325 40 | ——eme
92 Lynn, Mass,———————m———m— e e e} 614 569 46
93 Evansville, Ind,———=—e————m—me—— 347 122 | e [ e 121 104 |
94 El Paso, Tex,——————-=wme——ame 86 8 78
Honolulu, Hawaii?® ——-- 1,811 806 798 406

2Not included in group or grand totals.



Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

PART Il: GENERAL GOVERNMENT--DEBT AND SPECIFIED ASSETS 185
SECTION C. DEBT AND SPECIFIED ASSETS (Tables 22 to 26, inclusive)

The preceding analyses of revenues and cost payments have an intimate con-
nection with the data presented In this sectlon, which is a study of the trend
of Indebtedness in the 94 cities during 1938 and of the status of cash and spec-
ified assets of the administrative, sinking, public trust, and lnvestment funds
of these citles.

When revenues are comfortably In excess of expendlitures, the retirement of
debt may be accelerated, cash balances accumulated, and holdings of sinking and
investment funds increased. On the other hand, when local governments incur ex-
penses beyond the level of revenue available within the year, borrowing may be
resorted to, cash or investment resources drawn upon, or sinking funds neglected.
The nature of the expenditures usually determines whether the borrowing will be
on a long-term or a short-term bagslis and also is related to other characterisg-
tics of the obligations issued. For example, current defliclts may be temporar-
11y financed by short-term tax anticipation notes or may be funded by long-term
general obligation bonds; capital outlays for income-producling properties may be
financed by revenue bonds; and cost payments for storm sewers, paving, and side-
walks may be flnanced by special assessment bonds. Accordingly, the fiscal op-
erations of general government in 1938 as presented in the two preceding sec-
tions are largely reflected In the data presented In this section on debt and
specified assets.

The classification of debt, beginning with the 1937 report, was changed from
that used in prior reports, as was the classification affecting revenues and
cost payments. The present classification applles some of the old terms dlffer-
ently and Introduces a few new terms. To ald in comparing items in the present
debt classification with those in the former, figure 6, presented on the follow-
ing page, shows the changes made In the 1937 debt classification as compared
with the one for 1936.

Beglnalng with the 1937 report all activities of public-service enterprises
have been segregated and are reported separately in part III.

Definitions.— At the close of this volume (see pages 294-298) may be found
definitions of the terms used 1n this report.

Trend of indebtedness.~—— Despite the heavy financial demands upon local
government, the volume of gross indebtedness of the 94 citles has declined stead-
i1y since the beginning of the depression period, and at the close of 1938 it
was approximately 14.1 percent less than In 1928 based on total amount and 20.4
percent based on per capltas. The decline in gross indebtedness, both in volume
and in per caplta, 1s shown in the follwing comparisons:

Gross debt

(In thousands) Per capita
1926 $5,299,000 $157.23
1928 8,207,000 177.19
1930 6,080,000 166.79
1932 5,823,000 154.31
1934 5,797,000, 154.23
1936 5,448,000 144.68
1937 5,359,000 142.24
1938 5,329,000 141,01

A similar comparison for net indebtedness cannot be presented, owing to the
fact that in previous years sinking-fund assets for general governmental debt
were not segregated from such assets for publlic-service enterprise debt, and
therefore net debt for general government alone was not computed.

A further discussion of gross and net debt of the 94 citles in 1938, total
and per capita, Is presented 1In table 22, with particulars as to character of
indebtedness and units of government lssulng it.

407809 O—41—13
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FIGURE 6.-—CHART COMPARING DEBT CLASSIFICATIONS FOR 1937 AND FOR 1936

NOTE: Numbers following names of functions and activities show corresponding classifica-
tion in the other year.

1937

1 Gross debt at close of year 1
11 Classified by the governmentel unit
by which incurred 11
111 City corporation 111
112 School district 112
113 Other governmental units 113
12 Classified by character 1211, 122,
1231
121 General obligation bonds for:
1211
1211 Capital outlays 1211
1212 Funding bond anticipa-
tion notes 1211
1213 Funding current
expenses 1211
1214 Refunding 1211
122 Revenue bonds 1211¢
123 Short-term obligations 1231
1231 Bond anticipation 1231
1232 Tax and revenue
antieipation 1231
1233 A1l other 1231
124 Speclsl assessment obliga-
tions 122
1241 Long-term losns 122
12411 Contingent
general obliga-
tions 122
12412 Payeble only
from special
assessments 122
1242 Short-term losns 122
12421 Contingent
general obliga-
tions 122
12422 Payable only
from special
assessments 122
2 Net debt 2
3 Incresse during year 3
3l Gross bonded debt 31
32 Sinking-fund assets 32
33 Net debt 33
4 Bonded debt for general municipal
purposes by purpose of issue 4
4] General administrative, legislative
end judicial 41
42 Police and fire departments 42
43 Highways 44
44 Sewers and sewage disposal 43
45 Conservation of health 49A
46 Hospitaels 45
47 Charities 45
48 Correction 45
49 Schools 46
494 Libraries 47
49B Recreation 48, 49
49B1 Parks and playgrounds 49
49B2 All other 48, 49A
49C Miscellaneous 484
49D Combined and unreported 49B
49D1 Bonded 49Bl
49D2 Speclal assessment 49B2

1936

1 Gross debt at close of year 12
11 Classified by the governmental unit
by which incurred 11
111 City corporation 111
112 School district 112
113 Other governmental units 113
12 Classified by character 121, 123,
1242
121 Funded or fixed 121%
1211 Genersl purposes 121,
122
1212 Public-service enter-
prises and invest-
ments
12121 Revenue®
12122 Other thamn
revenueP
122 Special assessment bonds and
certificates 124
123 Floating 1232
1231 General purposes 123
1232 Public-service enter-
prises?
12321 Revenue?
12322 Other than
revenue?®
13 Classified by creditord
131 The publict
132 City funds?
14 Classified by purpose for which in-
curred®
141 Genereal departments®
142 Public-service enterprises
and investments®

2 Net debt at close of year 2
3 Increase during year 3
31 Funded or fixed debt 31
32 Sinking-fund essets 32
33 Net debt 33
4 Debt for general purposes classified by
purpose for which incurred 4
41 General goverrmment properties 41
42 Police and fire departments 42
43 Sewers and sewage disposal 44
44 Highwsys 43
45 Charities, hospitaels, and correc-
tions 46, 47, 48
46 Schools 49
47 Libraries 49A
48 Art gallerles and museums 49B2
49 Parks and playgrounds 49B1
49A Miscellaneous 49C, 45, 49B2
49B Combined and unreported 49D
4981 Funded 4%D1
49B2 Special assessments 49D2

5/ Part of this item in 1936 consisted of public-service enterprise debt, which ia separately re-

ported in 1937.

3/ Not included in the 1937 classification, since public-service enterprises are separately reported.
¢/ In 1936 this item was included in 1211 but was indicated by a footmote.

4/ Not included inm 1937.
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An analysis of the data presented in each of the five tables comprising sec-
tion C appears below.

TABLE 22

The term "gross debt," as used in table 22, 1s the designation of the aggre-
gate of all outstanding debt obligations, while the term "net debt™ 1s used as
the designation of total funded debt less sinking-fund assets accumulated for
its amortization. Sinking-fund assets accumulated for the amortization of spe-
clal assessment debt, where they could be ldentified as such, have been excluded
from the calculation of net debt.

Gross debt.-— Of the gross indebtedness of $5,328,848,000 reported for 1938,
approximately 78 percent was issued by city corporations, 10 percent by school
districts, and 13 percent by other governmental units. Included in the data ap-
pearing under "Other governmental units" are portions of the debts of the coun-
ties in which certain cities of groups I and I1 are located, the basis of ap-
portionment and the objects contemplated by such inclusion having been discussed
in part I of thils volume. Also Included are the debts, or a percentage of in-
debtedness, of other 1independent units of municipal government, such as park,
sanitary, and improvement districts.

As is Indicated in table 22, per capita gross lndebtedness 1is relatively
larger for the cities in groups I and II than In group III. However, 5 of the
14 cities in group I, and 2 in group II, had a lower per caplta gross debt than
the average for the citles In group III.

General obligation bonds.—O0f the gross indebtedness outstanding at the
close of 19338, approximately 86 percent was In the form of general obligation
bonds, 1. e., bonds payable from recourse to general property taxes. Issues for
capital outlays were 55 percent of all general obligation bonds outstanding;
20.1 percent were issued to fund bond anticipation notes, mostly in New York,
7.5 percent for the funding of deficits in current expenses, and 17.5 percent
for refunding purposes. Attentlion 1s directed to general obligation bonds 1n
the amount of $1,565,000 reported as outstanding in Washington, D. C., for cap-
ital outlays. This was an indebtedness created and authorized by the Congress
in connection with certain PWA projects. The indebtedness is not evidenced by
any formal negotlable instrument, but for lack of a better classification it is
shown as general obligation bonds. The clty has no statutory authority to incur
indebtedness of any kind.

Revenue bonds.—O0nly 14 of the ~94 cities reported outstanding in 1938
funded obllgations which the Bureau classiflies as revenue bonds, and, in the ag-
gregate amount of $108,782,000, such issues comprised only 2 percent of gross
outstanding indebtedness. Revenue bonds are c¢lassified by the Bureau as those
obligations payable exclusively from the revenue of a specified income-produc-
ing property or system for the acquisition, construction, or improvement of which
the obligations were issued. It is expressly understood that the obligation is
not a general debt of the mumicipality and that there 1s no recourse to any tax-
ing power for payment.

Special assessment bonds.—Special assessment debt constituted 4.2 per-
cent of outstanding gross indebtedness in 1938 and was made up almost entirely
of funded oblligations. These obligations include all so-called bonds, certifi-
cates, or other short-term obligations incurred with the understanding that they
are to be patd wholly or In part from the proceeds of special assessments levied
upon benefited properties. This type of indebtedness 1s segregated in table 22
to show that portion of speclal assessment debt which is a contingent general
obligation of the issulng municipality and also that portion payable exclusive-
1y from speclal assessments.

Special assessment obligations payable exclusively from assessments to be
made against benefited properties were much 1in favor during the early 20's for
financing paving, sidewalk, storm sewer, and similar improvements. They were
used extensively to finance lmprovements In speculative subdivisions during the
building and land boom. ‘With the collapse of this boom, however, assessments
levied in these subdivislons became uncollectible, and many of the assessment
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bonds were thrown into default. As a consequence, this type of obligation either
came to be regarded with disfavor by investors, or its distribution became re-
stricted to the immediate area of the origlinating municipality, where the merits
of the 1ssue could be more readily investigated. Since 1930, however, there has
been a wider use of the type of speclal assessment bond which is a contingent
liability of the originating municipality, It will be noted that approximately
82 percent of special assessment debt outstanding at the close of 1938 was in
the form of contingent general obligations.

Short~term debt.—Short-term indebtedness, popularly called "floating
debt," was outstanding 1in the amount of $403,400,000 at the close of 1938 and
constituted 7.8 percent of the gross indebtedness of the 94 cities, This group
comprises for the most part temporary indebtedness evidenced by either tax an-
ticipation notes and interest-bearing warrants to be repaid from current tax
levies or levies of a succeeding year or by short-term bonds or notes to be re-
deemed from the proceeds of long-term bonds. It also includes all final judg-
ments against the city that are outstanding at the close of the year.

In the earlier years of the depression the volume of floating indebtedness
reached huge proportions, owing to large deficits in current operations which
could not be funded. In recent years, however, municipalities have made a de-
termined effort to avold the practices which cause this fiscal situation, and
the larger part of floating Indebtedness comprises temporary tax indebtedness
issued to cover current operating expenses occurring prior to recelpts from cur~
rent levles.

Net debt.—The net indebtedness of the 94 cities was $3,953,288,000, or
$104.61 per capita, at the close of 1938, There was a decrease of $21,024,000
in the bonded indebtedness during the year, $20,983,000 of which was accomplished
by a net reduction in sinking-fund assets. In connection with thie decrease in
total net indebtedness, it is to be noted that 37 of the cities reported an in-
crease in net debt during the year,

TABLE 23

The bonded indebtedness of the 94 cities and the purposes for which such
indebtedness was Incurred are shown in table 23.

Purpose of issue.—The largest single purpose for which bonded indebted-
ness was incurred was for schools, which item accounted for approximately 24
percent of the total bonded indebtedness. Highway indebtedness was responsible
for 21 percent of the total, and sewers and sewage disposal accounted for 13
percent. The smallest indebtedness reported was for purposes of health conser-
vation, an item reported for only five citles.

Difficulty of distribution.— The figures include all general obligations
and spectal assessment debt of a funded character. The classification by pur-
pose of issue 1s more or less imperfect for several clties because of methods
used by them in recording the purposes for which indebtedness was issued. When
indebtedness was 1incurred for a varlety of purposes through the 1issuance of
"general improvement" bonds, the amounts have been distributed so far as pos-
gible under appropriate captions; and only when such distribution was impossible
were such items tabulated as for "Combined and unreported.”



Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

TABLE 22.-—GROSS AND NET DEBT, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA; GROSS DEBT BY UNIT OF GOVERNMENT AND BY CHARACTER; AND INCREASE DURING THE YEAR IN DEBT AND
SINKING-FUND ASSETS: 1938

" (Amounts expressed in thousands)

GROSS DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR

Classified by the governmental unit by
which issusd Classified by character
i cITY General obligation bonds for-
Total Per capita
g City corpora- | School dis- 0::_::;::{ Funding Fundin Revenue
S tion triet Capital out- |bond antic- e bonds
8 units 1ays 1pation current Refunding
© notes expenses
Grand total $5,328,848 $141.01 $4,151,035 $512,902 $684,910 $2,528,479 $922,087 $344,120 $801,099 $108,782
Group I 3,529,343 159.56 2,721,357 266,032 541,953 1,243,937 883,823 204,403 610,675 100,350
Group II. 766,247 145.69 542,078 87,578 136,591 560,547 32,934 50,206 55,122 5,591
Grovp III 1,033,258 99.25 867,600 158,292 6,366 718,996 5,300 89,501 135,303 2,841
GROUP I,~—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y. $1,295,006 $175.88 $1,207,008 $88,000 $62,664 $18,000 $36
3 | Chicago, I11. 550,817 163.89 205,490 252,017 56,537 48,350 296,560
3 Pniladelphia, Pa.————mme——eeommm 420,199 217.18 341,788 ————— 595,440 12,650 ——————
4 Detroit, Mich. 286,784 182.48 279,480 7,504 2,444 11,602 257,311
5 | lLos Angeles, Calif.———mm—m—memmwommmmee| 125,967 85,04 36,289 30,403 117,219 6,748 | ——mmeen
6 | Cleveland, Ohi 150,523 147,95 89,193 80,062 12,656 16,304
7 { Baltimore, Md. 129,460 152,58 129,460 122,021 (%) 4,515
8 | St. Louis, No. 77,800 95.21 74,688 72,109 ——— 4,891
9 | Bosten, Mass. 121,368 154,33 121,368 74,292 24,106 | ——memseem
10 Pittsburgh, Pa. 150,372 224.00 58,507 22,437 69,428 117,347 17,787 5,790
11 | San Francisco, Calif.———mmmmrorm—oeeedf 50,481 79,56 50,481 | ~—meeeeq 43,450 | ~ooemeee 7,08 | e
12 | Washington, D. C,—-——moommemmermmemee ] 1,565 2.48 1,565 1,565
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 52,289 89,25 25,2351 41,943 [ 1) S —
14 Buffalo, N. Y. 139,210 241,94 100,860 57,044 87,255 25,466
GROUP 1I,-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF
15 | New Orleans, La. $76,598 $156,86 $47,172 $6,334 $23,090 $44,347 $150 $22,179
16 | Minneapolis, Mimm,——-ee——meme—mmmmmem 68,476 140,46 66,458 | ———e————e 2,018 48,843 15,054 750
17 | Cincimnati, Ohi 72,395 156,67 49,136 12,441 10,818 61,621 3,284 1,656
18 | Newark, N. J. 95,490 221,04 75,618 | —mommen 19,872 63,283 4,248 —
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 62,887 157,49 28,383 19,804 14,700 57,499 3,169
20 | Indianapolis, Ind.———-——memmmommemommee 2,366 84,51 14,769 10,1259 7,458 23,425 6,509
21 | Houston, Tex. 47,740 129,59 26,981 10,373 10,385 45,466 e
22 Seattle, Wash. 41,526 112.90 22,759 8,203 10,584 26,544 939
23 Rochester, N. Y. 69,688 214.09 58,485 ————e e 11,208 59,8438 14,079 ———————

% Less than $500.
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TABLE 22.--GROSS AND NET DEBT, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA; GROSS DEBT BY UNIT OF GOVERNMENT AND BY CHARACTER; AND INCREASE DURING THE YEAR IN DEBT AND
SINKING-FUND ASSETS: 1938-—Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

GROSS DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR
Classified by';::hgi:::':nd:ental unit by Classified by character
E cITY General obligation bonds for-
Total Per capita
E City corpora- | School dis- O:h!;:eﬁo‘;i Funding in Revenue
- tion trict Capital out~ | bood antie- | runding bonde
ke, units current Refunding
P lsys ipation
[} notes expenses
GROUP II,~—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,00
24 | Louisville, Ky. $41,485 $130.83 $41,485 | —mmemome $54 $5,003
25 Denver, Colo. 18,525 58.55 11,500 $7,025 150 _——————e
26 Portland, Oreg. 34,572 113,43 186,587 6,111 1,122 359
27 Jersey City, N, J ——oree 73,327 241.29 58,738 e 2 20,671
28 | Columbus, Ohio * 31,175 102,75 24,026 7,149 1,047 263
GROUP ITII,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF
29 | Oakland, Calif. $11,867 $29.69 $2,431 $9,436
30 | Atlanta, Ga, 12,203 41,13 12,208 | - - $915 $1,872
31 Dallas, Tex. 30,861 106,90 30,861 2,433 | e
52 | Memphis, Tenn. 21,671 75.77 21,671 222 978
33 St. Paul, Ninn. 43,698 153,38 43,698 8,017 | ——ermeme
34 Toledo, Ohi 38,882 137.01 24,485 3,151 7,890
35 | Birmingham, Als 23,657 88.80 23,637 2,782 2,596
36 San Antonio, TeX.-————— oo moe e 22,251 89.04 15,200 e 1,180 802
57 | Providence, R. L.—mr—cmooommoom e 51,824 207.96 51,824 | comemmmee 1,500
58 | Akron, Ohi 31,585 128.08 25,685 ———— 556 7,898 | ~—wmem
%9 | Omaha, Nebr. 21,005 94,57 12,719
40 Dayton, Ohi 15,166 72.56 8,827 1,172 1,872
41 Syracuse, N. 1, 35,357 171.14 35,357 | e 7,654 11,783
42 Oklshoma City, Okla. 12,593 62.62 8,185 184 | —meee —
43 | San Diego, Calif,—————o. 4,885 25.22 1,118
44 Worcester, Mass. 14,022 72.80 14,022 | ——emmemme 6,597 ——
45 Richmond, Va. 32,554 170.17 32,564 359 1,831
46 Fort Worih, Tex. 23,288 132,92 15,804 e 1,853
47 | Youngstomn, Ohi 11,728 69.77 9,651 1,878 3,542
48 Hartfora, Comn. 21,490 129,54 19,008 1,570 e
49 | Nashville, Tenn. 13,542 82,07 13,542 88 944
S0 J ville, Fla. 9,771 59.73 6,195 95 2,688
51 Grand Rapids, Mich,—-——ecmomomom e d 10,508 64.67 7,888 e 1,320
52 New Haven, Conn. 14,847 92.22 14,847 1,500 ———————
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Long Beach, Calif. 11,132 69,40 5,568
Des Moines, I 12,610 80. 42 5,667
Miami, . 30,726 196,33 25,066
Springfield, Mass,——-———cmmemm 13,800 92,30 13,809
Flint, Mich. 13,565 91,17 7,674
Salt Lake City, U 8,560 57.76 4,799
Bridgeport, Conn,——--—. 14,842 100.90 14,842
Tulsa, Okla. 13,386 94.27 8,288
Norfolk, Va. 24,540 173.08 24,540
Yonkers, N. Y. 31,881 225,79 51,881
Seranton, Pa. 9,969 70.75 3,325
Paterson, N. J. 18,650 119.35 16,650
Albany, N. Y. 19,745 151.88 18,745
Kansas City, Kans. ——--———eemme ] 9,411 74.16 5,085
Chattanooga, Tenn.—-——n--ee—mwem e 15,698 128.90 15,698
Trenton, N, J. 18,655 149.84 18,655
Spokane, Wash. 5,086 25,52 2,425
PFort Wayne, Ind. 3,150 26,74 568
Camden, N. J. 25,586 217.39 25,586
Erie, Pa. 11,021 94.35 5,576
Fall River, Mass,———e——e—eee—o — 8,220 58,58 6,220
Cambridge, Mass,——— . 13,166 116.20 13,166
W imington, Del.---e-mmmmmmemmm o] 5,899 52,91 5,899
Elizabeth, N. J. 11,691 105.81 11,691
Reading, Pa. 1,324 102.30 5,940
Knoxville, Temn. 21,176 191.46 21,178
New Bedford, Mass.--—-——rem | 8,786 79.78 8,786
Cary, Ind. 5,821 53.07 2,240
Tacoma, Wash. 4,355 39.96 2,686
Canton, Ohi. 8,987 83,57 4,343
Wichita, Kans. 8,802 81.88 5,423
Tampa, Fla. 13,374 126,76 10,262
Peoria, I11. 4,856 46.23 2,371
South Bend, Ind. 4,524 42,47 2,133
Somerville, Mass.————eommm e 7,513 71,91 7,513
Duluth, Minn. 8,465 83.73 5,671
lowell, Mass. 6,674 66.08 6,674
Utica, N. Y, 11,829 117.47 11,828
Waterbury, Conn. 13,419 135.00 13,418
Iynn, Mass. 9,104 $1.87 9,104
Evansville, Ind. 4,062 41.45 2,039
El Paso, Tex. 6,360 65.08 6,360
Honolulu, Hawaii ® ~—--. 8,623 54,69 8,623 | —eemomee | e 8,180

1No data for county government are included,

2 Not included in group or grand totals.

For explanation see p.
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TABLE 22.—GROSS AND NBT DEBT, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA; GROSS DEBT BY UNIT OF GOVERNMENT AND BY CHARACTER; AND INCREASE DURING THE YEAR IN DEBT AND
SIFKING-FUND ASSETS: 1938—Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

GROSS DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR—Continued NET DEBT * INCREASE DURING THE YEAR IN-—*
Classified by character—Continued
Short-term obligations Special assessment obligations
CITY Long«term loans S)é:rt— Groes S
" — Total Per capita | bonded M“ﬁ:g;’ Net debts®
3 ‘ Bond Tax and Payable 41 debt ®

'§ anticipa- | revenue an- | A1l other | Contingent |only from |7 tn-

a tion ticipation general special g;:r a1

= obligations | assess— gbliga—

8 ments tions
Grand total. $22,796 $372,704 $7,900 $186,102 $59,522 $295 $3,958,288 $104.61 -$21,024 ~$20,983 -$41
Group I. 7,050 208,342 6,247 140,470 24,046 | ——v 2,482,657 112.23 -10,631 -15,682 5,052
Group II 9,148 21,612 1,170 25,870 4,546 | —eee 626,308 139,09 -5,425 -2,165 -%,260
Group III 6,597 42,750 484 20,262 10,9350 295 844,425 8l.11 4,969 -3,136 -1,853

GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | Mew York, N. Y. $123,900 - $119,195 | —e—m— | ——— $739,568 $100. 44 $62,620 $9,080 $53,540
2 | Onlesgo, I11. 118,856 $6,188 | ——e—— | $24,046 | ——— 559,127 106.95 ~38,656 -16,663 -21,993
5 | Philadelphia, Pa. 12,050 %59 | —omeemee RN - 290,350 150,07 2,518 427 2,086
4 | Detroit, Mich. 8,998 | -~ 2,043 | e | ——— 274,261 174.51 -10,875 4,940 -5,736
5 | Los ingeles, Calif. (%) J— 117,251 80. 44 6,609 -688 -5,921
6 | Cleveland, Ohi 5,555 15,966 | —————- 98,884 112.09 3,301 1,1%0 2,171
7 | Baltimore, Md. 3,000 124 | e 99,208 116.88 -2,514 807 23,520
8 8t. louls, Mo. — 73,374 89.80 5,129 304 -5,433
9 Boston, Mass. 22,970 ——— 87,817 111.67 2,855 -647 3,300
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. $7,050 [ Y [— 1,177 | ————emm | o—ee 120,054 192.24 -6,3758 -2,704 -3,669
1n San Francisco, Calif. 48,970 77.18 -2,841 431 ~5,272
12 | Washingtom, D. C. — 1,455 2.5 B ' Y —— -1,000
13 | Milwankee, Wis. 2,028 | ———m— 9 | —mmmeem | —— 40,152 68,53 -4,611 -531 4,260
14 | Burfslo, K. T. 10,220 | ———mm— 975 | ——eem | e 122,998 23,76 -3,309 -1,887 -1,422
GROUP II,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 TC 500,000

15 | New Orleans, La. $1,008 | —romem | e $4,101 | comem $68,504 $141.11 $15¢ $55 $99
16 | Minneapolis, Minn, $5,820 | <o | e 61,380 125.91 4,008 742 4,840
17 | Cincimnati, Ohio $68 [:1:7: 2 [——— 5,005 | emmomeee | oo 50,525 108.95 35 -§32 565
18 Newark, ¥. J. 1,41 25 75,158 178.92 -5,698 376 ~4,074
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 1,774 | ——meen — [7 55,855 138.63 -758 -1,493 755
20 Indianapolis, Ind. 469 28,820 75.25 241 183 78
21 Houston, Tex. - 41,780 113.41 9% 92 2
22 | Seattle, Wash. 12,294 $,170 | oo | e | e 27,754 75.40 -1,525 -312 -1,014
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23 | Rochester, N. Y. 7,759 2,160 | wememee 5,568 - 51,352 157.76 952 163 790
24 Louisville, Ky. 14 34,166 107.75 304 417 =113
25 Denver, Colo. 3,955 14,556 46.01 578 -246 -332
26 | Portland, Oreg. 1,851 | —meemee 5,890 26,890 88.22 -1,802 558 -2,360
27 Jersey City, N. J. 842 66,066 217.39 -2,185 -76 -2,119
28 Columbus, Ohio §15 ————— 3,014 725,857 78,57 ~964 ~588 -376
GROUP III.~-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,00¢ TO 300,000
29 Qzklend, Calif. $11,149 $87.29 -$619 -$5 -$614
30 Atlanta, Ga. $44 10,952 36,91 -769 210 -979
31 Dallas, Tex. 28,217 101.20 1,235 66 1,168
32 Memphis, Tenn. 588 19,655 68,72 77 -468 544
33 | St. Paul, Mimn. $129 JR—— 23,791 83,51 -700 -111 -589
24 | Toledo, Ohi, $252 1,060 511 54,106 120,18 -1,171 =702 ~469
55 Birmingham, Ala. 900 2,043 19,364 72,74 223 15 208
36 San Antonio, Tex. 228 20,470 81.91 -599 -113 -486
57 Providence, R, I.———emeoomom e 3,808 5,450 32,842 131.7¢9 -492 —462 -30
38 Akron, Ohi 535 | e | e 2,050 27,037 109.64 ~1,340 -1,046 -285
39 Omaha, Nebr. 1,282 14,753 66.43 -1,040 344 -1,383
40 Dayton, Ohi 80 443 ————— 689 12,701 60,77 -620 -345 =276
41 | Syracuse, N, Y. 1,375 | —meemm 1,654 32,250 156.10 3057 T [—— -2,270
42 | Oklshoma City, Okla. $18 | —memee 7,974 39.65 -785 -521 —214
45 | San Diego, Calif. 4,632 23,91 445 -1 —430
4 Worcester, Mass. 3,551 10,471 54,37 1,127 —434 1,561
45 Richmond, Va. 131 509 19,128 99.99 791 771 18
46 Fort Worth, Tex. £55 21,258 121.34 525 12 312
47 Youngstown, Ohi. 1 ——— 837 10,699 63.65 2,893 74 2,819
48 Hartford, Conn. 1,233 500 16,497 99.44 -89 -15 -75
49 Nashville, Tenn. 73 12,080 73.21 912 149 765
50 Jacksonville, Fla. 727 8,387 50.96 -55 -13 -42
51 CGrand Rapids, Mich, 1,566 8,813 51.19 -1,758 -8%8 -920
52 New Haven, Comn. 12,774 79,34 906 -168 1,072
53 long Beach, Calif. 10,578 65,93 -556 -81 —475
54 Des Moines, I 172 | e 12,182 77.69 -138 57 -104
55 Miami, Fla. 50 ——— 13 29,508 188.58 -173 -5 -170
56 | Springfield, Mass. 2,161 11,648 .86 2,217 2,217
7 Flint, Uich. 153 1,098 10,283 69.11 -1,011 117 -1,128
58 Salt Lake City, Utah 1,460 —_—— 1s¢9 6,601 44.54 ~293 22 ~318
59 Bridgeport, Conn. 900 13,942 94.78 671 | —mmmme 671
60 Tulsa, Okla. 16 42 e 9,108 64.13 -838 293 ~1,151
61 Norfolk, Va. 15,486 109.21 563 284 279
62 Yonkers, N. 1. 406 1,202 215 1,853 28,205 199.75 58 | ———e— — 53
63 Scranton, Pa. 302 35 691 8,895 63.12 917 ~-11 928
64 Paterson, N. J. 15,319 109.81 ~406 ~76 -330
65 Albany, N. Y, 500 ————— 408 17,288 132.97 1,284 -7C 1,354
66 Kansas City, Kans. 205 234 7,464 58.82 1,069 186 884
67 hattanooga, Tenn. 1 1,227 13,633 107.60 105 68 37
68 | Trenton, N. J, 84 1,169 | ~——-mmm - 15,934 127.98 -1,432 -183 ~1,208
69 | Spokane, Wash. 5,051 25.07 -177 -4 -172

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 22, —~GROSS AND NET DEBT, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA; GROSS DEBT BY UNIT OF GOVERNMENT AND BY CHARACTER; AND INCREASE DURING THE YEAR IN DEBT AND

SINKING-FUND ASSETS:

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

1938 -Continued

GROSS DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR—Contimed NET DEBT * INCREASE DURING THE YEAR INww*
Classified by character—Continued
Short-term obligations Special assessment obligations
CITY Long-term loans 32::— Gross sinkin
5 Toone— Total Per capita | bonded |, WPETET iNet debt®
8 Bond Tax and Payable contin— debt
g anticipa- | revenue an- | A1l other | Contingent |only from ent
tion ticipation general special & 1
jed obligations { assess- genera
A ments obliga-
tions
GROUP III.,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind,——————mmmmmememm—omemd e | e | e e | e | e $3,011 $25.56 $264 -$10 $274
71 Camden, N, J, 24,039 204,24 48 -3 -44
72 Erie, Pa. $1 | - ————— $433 10,148 86.89 -213 -48 -165
73 Fell, River, Mass. 878 4,851 41.78 -831 -55 -576
74 Cambridge, Mass. 2,700 8,265 72.95 1,275 -107 1,381
75 Wilmington, Del. 5,211 46.7% -428 -18 -410
76 Elizabeth, N. J. $70 132 10,807 97,63 ~696 7 -702
77 Reading, Pa. 357 ————— 356 10,178 91.93 -141 -74 -67
78 | Knoxville, Tenn. 150 $47 | e 18,817 168.33 -546 “ -590
19 New Bedford, Mass. 1,776 6,116 55.50 76 5 71
80 Gary, Ind. 1 5,739 52,31 388 -1 389
8l | Tacoma, Wash. 1,065 2,971 27.25 -512 —40 -273
82 Canton, Ohi 21 R - 427 e 5,850 54.27 -488 148 -636
83 | Wichita, Kans. 1,882 | ————emm 6,869 63.90 463 463
84 | Tampa, Fla. 199 26 | —emm——m 10,490 99.43 -381 -678
85 Peoria, Ill. 645 [ ceomoom | e - 1,041 3,170 30.18 -291 -291
86 South Bend, Ind. 24 3,988 39.18 -308 ~309
87 Somerville, Mass. 3,199 4,114 40.45 32 32
88 Duluth, Minn. 340 e 8,096 80,08 316 368
89 | Lowell, Mass. 2,378 4,296 42,54 454 454
90 Utica, N. Y, 550 | e—mmee 121 e 11,080 110,03 ~543 -110 ~234
91 | Waterbury, Conn. 1,250 12,166 122,39 281 ~154 435
92 Lynn, Mass. 3,181 5,846 58.99 300 -28 837
93 Evansville, Ind. 3,925 40,05 2 63 61
94 E]l Paso, Tex. 336 ————— 5,034 51.47 -303 -45 -259
Honolulu, Hawaii-® 443 —— 8,132 32.71 201 -2 203

ing-fund assets.

*Less than $500.

1No data for county government are included.
“Minus sign (-) indicates decrease,

For explanation see p. 8.
® Includes only general obligation and revenue bonds,

71f there were special assessment sinking-fund assets, they are included in offset to debt.

?Not included in group or grand totals.

2Net debt is bonded debt less sink-
® This amount represents indebtedness to private trust accounts.
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TABLE 23,—BONDED DEBP AT CLOSE

OF YEAR, BY PURPOSE OF ISSUE: 1938

{Bxpressed in thousands)
General COMBINED AND
H adainie- | POLL% sewors | Co8- RECREATION UNREFORTED
[} trative, | ;ire and BeTve~ | Hompi- | Chari- | Correc- Libra- Miscel-
g crry Total legisla- | "5 Bighways sewage tion tals ties tion Schools | .y, | Parkse laneous | General | Special
>. tive, of and Al
kY part- disposal obliga- | assess—
3 and ments health play- | other tion ment,
Judicial grounds
Orand total $4,925,152 || $152,555 | 868,523 | 81,012,501 | $638,605 | $4,893 | $144,082 | $114,751 | $20,846 51,177,278 26,251 349,958 857,727 $186,510 912,490 | $58,565
Group Tmeemmee—ammwemd 3,207,704 || 109,380| 47,177| 716,212 | 588,080 4,834 | 97,814 53,206 | 17,126 | 706,008 | 21,861 | 276,902 | 41,834 | 119,695 | 575,672 | 51,007
Oroup IIe—mmm—em—mment 734,516 || 25,262| 6,134 | 152,434 | 100,040 | —-—- | 36,886 | 35,563 5,082 | 162,860 | 1,084 | 51,242 | 97154 42,508 | 134,455 | 14,845
Group TIT-- ] es3iis2|| 17.691| 15,232 163,895 | 149,585 59| 9,382 27.882 633 | 308,402 | 3,527 | 41,813 | 6,738 | 24,809 | 202,363 | 11,815
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y.————— $1,171,106 || $64,510( $14,579 | $266,502 | $16,685 |$4,624 | $62,459| 5,389 | $8,416 | $371,463 [p15,183 | $78,366 10,264 | $46,708 $207,768 |  $350
2 | Chicago, I11l.-— 425,274 || wmmeme | 1,774 49,562 1093 | ——mmmee 569 | e | e 36,620 | memm | 115,702 | mmmmemm 470 | 96,428 | 24,046
5 | Puiladelphia, Pa. 408,000 8,820 8.928| 128,645 | 57,096 203 77,161 | ——mmm- | 28,944 | 8,194 | 9,548 | 82,541 | ——o
4 | Detroit, Mich,———wwe—me 277,767 |{ ——u| 3,258 14,557 | 67,240 3,427 | ——— | 2,026 49,174 1,907 | 12,779 | 3,328 | 32,406 86,720 886
5 | Los Angeles, Calif.—- 123,967 5,788 | 2,892 15,757 | 8,349 170| 8,128 | meteee | 57,896 | 2,117 | 5,934 | ~mmmm | 18945 EL1) p—
6 | Cleveland, Chio————w——el 124,988 1,541 1,018 38,511 17,373 124 6,455 11,975 1,885 9,109 | 1,259 5,025 | 9,228 1,088 1 13,774 6,625
7 | Baltimore, Wd. 126,460 5.095| 1,851 41,851 | 45,566 | ——— 165 | m—mmoomm | ~eieee | 220968 | 2,485 | 1,500| 898 | 2,647 | 5,387 | emoumm
8 | St. Louis, Mo.- 17,800 4,100 1,472 14,816 15,920 | ———— 8,822 6,150 | wm—aemm 3,112 | =—w=w—m | 15,142 | 5,868 2,418 | —meemee | e
9 | Boston, Kass.—w—w—m—mn- 98,308 2,452 2,711 36,045 | 12,840 | mwemmm 5,972 105 385 8,028 | 458 | 3,822 744 | 24,581
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,——=-—— 142,536 5,757 854 82,074 5,262 | e 1,078 5,599 817 22,490 | ———- | 4,986 269 | 1,85%| 13,717
11 | San Francisco, Calif.—| 50,481 4,602 3,940 8,35 | 5477 |——| 2,625| 8,026 700| 11,789 | =288 | 1,646 2,800 243 | -2 .
12 | Washington, D. C. 1,565 228 | e 1,235 ——— e | e 103
13 | Milwaukee, Wis.—— 50,261 3,274 1,227 5,384 | 22,106 400| 5,778 281 5,602 2,717 | ———| 1,085 | 2,402
14 | Butfalo, K. Y.— -4 128,990 7.430| 2,574 16,813 | 13,845 86| 4,235 2,050 | 2,518 30,590 | 169 | 4,358 987 | 1,528 | 42,329
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La.———--  $75,593 $495 | —v $8,917 | $15,275 — $2 $6,534 | —enmm $65 | ~—— | $22,862
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.-——-~—v 68,476 82 $284 9,485 12,518 $1,124 13,491 $517 16,513 $353 2,779 | $1,151 515
17 | Cincinnati, Qhio——o—v 71,661 2,436 874 24,790 7,857 5,347 2,160 477 14,656 35 9,615 500 2,562
18 | Newark, N. J. —— 94,124 5,943 610 16,576 | 12,034 6,943| 4,684 652 | 19,212| 104| 5,908|——| 3,554
19 | Kansas City, Mo.~——-—] 61,113 7,582 | 1,590 13,265 | 4,092 | ——— | 2,428 —lo T |ae | 200027 303 | 4,4%| 1,892
20 | Indianapolis, Ind,-—-~—= 31,897 884 308 1,671 3,739 | ~——ee 2,167 4,707 |~ 9,924 | e 2,323 | e 3,998
21 | Houston, Tex.——————-m 47,740 2,144 716 18,747 7,571 | —mem 1,425 30 306 10,373 232 | 1,002 1,018| 1,194

1Includes general obligation, revenue, and long-term special assessment bonds.
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TABLE 23.-—~BONDED DEBT® AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY PURPOSE OF ISSUE: 1938--Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

General COMBINED AND
% sdninie- | FoLice sewers | OO0 RECREATION et
5 trative, | pie and 8TV | Hospl~ Chari~ | Correc— Libra- Miscel-
: oIy Total 1:53:‘1‘- de- Highways sewage ti:n tala ties tion Schools ries P:‘;s Al laneous | General | Special
2 ’ part~ disposal obliga- | assess-
Pl and ments health play- |other tio ment
© Judicial grounds "
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000-Continued
22 | seattle, Wash,—-—-—| $28,062 $2,054 $622 $7,494 $2,018 | ——— $1,640 $1,200 $8,208 | ~———n $768 $720
23 | Rochester, N. Y,————o 59,789 120 133 4,523 2,231 | wemeem 1,384 4,800 14,339 | mmem—e 1,119 | ~———o
24 | Louisville, Ky, 41,471 169 | ~=—mmem 1,673 20,418 | ——v 1,735 | ———~eemm 11,192 $311 1,984 750
25 | Denver, Colo,-- 18,525 IR ) — 30 2,033 | comem 20713 [ [ P
26 | Portland, Oreg.— 32,722 || wmmmm— 66 17,641 | —ree— ————— 1,122 $200 6,111 279 600
27 | Jersey City, N. J 72,485 1,741 25 2,408 | ——mem— 12,693 802 857 12,326 | wewmem 4,855
28 | Columbus, Ohio® ——vmmd 30,660 1,315 886 5,219 | 11,054 — 664 13 6,634 30 LI p——
GROUP III.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif,-———--—{ $11,867 $491 $19 | ———m—o $902 | —-— $10,089 | ———— $223 $172
30 | Atlanta, Ga.—— 12,203 621 | ——mmmme $1,010 3,358 [ wmemm $100 4,278 | cmme [ | e $50 | $2,787 | ————emm
31 | Dallas, Tex.— 30,861 446 380 6,899 7,474 | e—m—— 379 7,757 $113 4,065 &89 227 2,433 | ———emee
32 | Memphis, Tenn 21,671 83 522 3,709 2,532 | e 837 5,935 75 1,215 | wemm— 1,577 4,598 $588
33 | st. Paul, Minn,-—- 43,569 1,200 859 1,750 9,030 | wwvmem 149 10,185 650 1,133 | 1,073 555 | 10,275 6,000
34 [ Toledo, Ohio—— 37,591 312 882 6,069 4,415 80 16,118 | ~==-vm 1,900 159 242
35 Bimingham Ala.~——-—— 22,626 || mm—mm—— 702 1,739 3,001 ———— 9,668 518 1,361 | ~~meee 446
36 | san Antonio, Tex.-—----- 22,024 182 702 5,039 2,641 87 7,003 388 847 643 2,708
37 | Providence, R, I.-———- 42,568 220 451 10,351 7,132 815 42 [ ———- 16,724 | emeeem 1,578 | w—mawe 555
38 | Akron, Ohio~—— 31,050 424 56 6,807 10,039 5,639 | ————m 161 | ——-m 11
39 | Omaha, Nebr.—-~————n~— 21,006 || ~=—mm—mmm 257 6,364 4,686 8,286 1,389 23
40 | Dayton, Ohio— — 14,634 15 165 3,339 2,003 [ 414 118
41 | syracuse, N. Y.——e 33,904 4 223 5,231 2,795 | ————— 118 8,004 |~
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. 12,575 368 213 503 | 3,151 | meeeme | mememmee | mmmeee 100
43 | San Diego, Calif,-—-—- 4,885 || ————eemm 34 74
44 | Worcester, Mass,-——~——-— 10,471 || ——————m | ——mm—— 1,006 586 4,372 | —m—memee
45 | Richmond, Va.-——-——r—= 31,914 390 345 7,050 85 36
46 627 6,811 L 73—
47 37 3,574 — 20
48 | Hartford, Conn,———--—~= 284 3,524 150 [ ===
49 Nashville, Tenn. — 360 2,686 587 | e
50 | Jacksonville, Fla.——-— 3 1,900
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich. 10,502 || mmmmmmme | e 1,966 b3 1) [N —
52 | New Haven, Conn. 13,647 1,085 34 4,263
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Long Beach, Calif.——-
Des Moines, Iowa- -
Miami, Fla.
Springfield, Mass.
Flint, Mich,——emm=m———d
Salt Lake City, Utah—-
Bridgeport, Conm,=w—m—ew
Tulea, Okla.—e————wnn

Norfolk, Va,-——w—m—————e
Yonkers, N. Y.
Scranton, Pa.-—————o—u
Paterson, N. J,w-~e—m-q
Albany, N. Y.——————-
Kansas City, Kans.-———u
Chattanooga, Tenn.,—--
Trenton, N. J,—remmm—e—d

Spokane, Wash.wmwmm——
Fort Wayne, Ind.
Camden, N. J.=-
Erie, Pa.-mwm—
Fail River, Mass,-
Cambridge, Mass.
Wilmington, Del.
Elizabeth, N. J.———mmmd

Reading, Pa.———————omnd
Knoxville, Tenn.
New Bedford, Mass.
Gary, Ind.—=———
Tacoma, Wash,-—————-———
Canton, Ohio——--
Wichita, Kans.- —
Tampe, Fla.,-—
Peoria, Iil.-——-

South Bend, Ind.————-—

Waterbury, Conn.-———-——+
Lynn, Mass,———m-
Evansville, Ind.-=-m—~v
El Paso, Tex,-——w—m—~m

Honolulu, Hawaii® —w——-

11,127 [
12,438

30,676 589 | ——wm——
11,648 408 | —
13,412 890 74
7,100

13,942 40 600
13,328 P p—
24,540 || eewmeeem | 1,083 | 8,335 | 2,875 | commem | wommeme | comee
30,058 —— 5,879
9,633

16,650 12 235
19,245 18 | e
9,206

15,696 1%) [——
17,402 45 589
3,086

5,150

25,586 9 5
11,020 79 38
5,544 80 | —mmmmmm
10,466 844 830
5,899

11,489 10 408
10,967

21,026

7,010 ——- 1,404 927 | e 7 2,034
5,820 90 25 250

3,290 286 766 293 | —mmmmm

8,966 169 1,308 2,087 | e | o 50
8,751 124 657 740

13,174 15 4,353 838 | womem 1,217 |~
4,211 99 1,129 2,138 | —emeem

4,300 || ———memmms | e 590

4,114 35 135 382

8,465 633 | ~mmmeme 465

4,296 || —e————o 5 170 1 1,777
11,233 125 207 2,778 54 | e
12,169 420 87 2,718 185 1,500
5,923 || —m—mmm—m 96 8§55 35 480
4,062

6,023 17 225 m

8,623 1,000 | === ——m [ | e 1,200 5,980 443

lIncludes general obligation, revenue, and long-term special assessment bonds.

2No data for county government are included.
3 Not included in group or grand totals.

For explanation see p.
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198 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 24

Bonded indebtedness classiflied by rate of interest paid is shown in table
24. 0f the seventeen specified rates, four rates predominated, being paid in
the aggregate on 60.7 percent of all interest-bearing funded indebtedness for
which rates are reported. As expressed In approximate percent of total bonded
debt, these rates were, in order of importance: 4 percent interest, 22.4 per-
cent of total; 4-1/2 percent, 17 percent of total; 4-1/4 percent, 14.5 percent
of total; and 5 percent, 6.9 percent of total.

Nominal and effective rates of interest.—By nominal rate of Interest
1s meant the rate percent stated In the obligatlon itself, and by effective rate
is meant the net interest cost incurred 1n issulng the obligation after adjust-
ment for premium or discount. When an obligation 1s sold at par, the effective
rate 1s, of course, the nominal rate.

There are many elements that determine the rates of interest that cltles
pay for the use of money, one of the principal ones belng the condition of the
money market at the time money 1s borrowed. Thus, a clty may find its cost of
borrowing subjJect to great varlance from time to time, but such fluctuations
will not necessarlly be evident In the nominal Interest rates that the obliga-
tions bear. For example, a municipality may wish to offer a large block of 4-
percent bonds because of certaln local considerations—perhaps because they al-
ready have been voted or otherwise authorized. If comparable obligations are
quoted in the Investment markets at a price substantlally below par, the pro-
ceeds accrulng to the city naturally will be substantially less than the amount
of indebtedness created, and the effective rate will exceed 4 percent. Con-
versely, a high premium quoted for comparable obligations will bring proceeds
much greater than the debt Incurred, resulting in an effective interest rate of
less than 4 percent. Consequently, since the Interest rates shown in table 24
are nominal rather than effective rates, they do not necessarily measure the
credit rating of the various cities.

Average rate of interest.—The average rate of Interest for each city,
shown in the last column of table 24, needs explanatlon as to method of compu-
tation. These flgures, which are the average 1interest rates borne by funded
obligations of citles at the end of the fiscal year 1938, are obtalned by the
use of the formula f{?,where r is the nominal rate of Interest and d 1s the
amount of interest-bearing debt at that rate. Noninterest-bearing debt and also
indebtedness for which no rates are reported are excluded from the computations

The average rate for the citles as a whole was 4 percent, the highest indi-
vidual average being 5.6 percent and the lowest being 2 percent. With respect
to geographic divisions, it appears that municipalities in the northeastern sec-
tion, especially New England, generally are able to market obllgations at inter-
est rates lower than citles In most other areas, this clircumstance reflecting
the favorable aspects of greater wealth concentration.

Noninferest-bearing bonded debt.-~The items included under this column
comprise for the most part bonds that have matured or have been called but have
not been presented for payment; they are, of course, no longer Interest-bearing.
For example, Chicago has $2,937,000 outstanding of a sanitary district lssue
which is due and called but not presented. Retirement is provided for by cash
in a sinking fund. In the case of Milwaukee and Cleveland, different clircum-
stances prevall. These citles 1n a time of cash shortage issued "baby bonds"
(Milwaukee) or "notes" {Cleveland), which were noninterest bearing. In effect,
these obligatlions were scrip; Milwaukee used 1ts "baby bonds" to pay a percent-
age of municipal employees' wages, recelving them in return for payment of taxes
or other indebtedness due the clty.

TABLE 25

The amount of indebtedness issued and retired in 1938 is shown in table 25.
There was a net decrease of $21,024,000 1In the bonded indebtedness of the 94 cit-
ies. General obligation bends retired exceeded the amount issued Dy $41,648,000;
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revenue bonds issued exceeded the amount retired by $20,624,000; special assess-
ment obligations issued exceeded by $9,030,000 the amount retired; and short-term
indebtedness was retired in amount exceeded by $6,379,000 the amount issued.

Issue of debt.-—The transactlions relating to debt here reported are the
par value of the obligations issued.* The receipts from this source in 1938
amounted to $1,091,818,000, approximately 67 percent of which was derived from
short-term loans. This kind of temporary indebtedness has no particular bear-
ing upon the debt structure of the clties except In those cases where the rate
of retirement is conslderably below the rate of issue, resulting In an unwieldy
accumulation of unfunded indebtedness. When the backlog of floating indebted-
ness’?eaches the point where current recelpts are not avallable 1in an amount
sufficient to retire the loans as originally anticlpated, the debt structure is
affected, since 1t probably willl be necessary to convert such indebtedness into
long-term obligations. Normally, however, short-term loans are simply a flscal
convenlence employed temporarily to finance current operations until the taxes
levied for such purposes are actually received.

Retirement of debt.-—The transactions relating to debt here reported are,
as in the case of debt issued, the par value of the obligations redeemed. The
total amount redeemed was $1,110,189,000. It 1s to be noted that only in the
case of revenue bonds and speclal assessment obligations were the amounts paid
to redeem such obligations less than the amount of new issues. The amount pald
to redeem short-term loans was well In excess of the proceeds recelved from new
loans, suggesting that the use of this type of flnancing was restricted to sound
fiscal practice during 1938,

1Prior to this 1938 report the net proceeds of the obligations issued were shomn, that is, the par
value of the obligations plus premiums and less discounts,
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TABLE 24.—BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF

{imounts expressed

h
Q
a
g 2 2-1/4 |2-1/2 |2-3/4 3-3/4
= cITY Total per- | per- | per— | per- 5 5-1/4 | 3-1/2 per-
3? cent cent cent cent percent | percent | percent cent
o
Grand total-—-—-{§4,699,528 |[$46,920 [$50,198 §78,704 #80,391 §207,872 $116,704 $340,943 [$65,554
Group I 3,043,188 4,271 | 21,397 | 44,289 | 48,717 | 164,425 | 96,252 {287,150 | 32,447
Group IT-- 704,400 || 13,917 | 11,477 {11,567 | 17,847 | 13,866 | 11,047 | 17,933 | 21,138
Group IIT~em—-——~~—--={ 951,940 | 28,732 | 17,325 | 22,848 | 15,828 | 29,581 9,405 | 35,860 | 11,949
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A
1| New York, N, Y,==— 5061,012 (| —=mwem | e 10,874 | -~ [§115,308 | $64,716 (164,475 | $6,692
2| Chicago, Il. =t 401,227 || wmermmes | o $406 | 28,788 | ~—mom—=m [ 39,973 | ~mmmem
3| Philadelphia, Pa.——-— 408,090 —
4 | Detroit, Mich. - 274,844 $727 15,475 4,633 | 12,773 | 28,639 | 6,961
5| Los Angeles, Calif.--~ 123,967 —— e 9,648 2,803 | 3,212
6| Cleveland, Ohio-- 109,022 || === | $1,775 | 4,176 | 3,781| 1,763} 3,281 3,375| 3,324
7 | Baltimore, Md,—===-v-v 126,336 || —=—=== | —emem 750 575 | mmm—ame | 27,421 | wmeeee
8| St. Louis, Mo,==-ww~—-| 77,800 || 1,800 849 | 5,350 | 4,888 | 7,254 | 3,500 | w=—ew-| 1,380
9 | Boston, Mags,--— 98,398 || ~==---| 5,053 | 13,516 | 13,260 1,428 1,835 | 11,219 | 3,559
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,=w--e=f 141,359 || ~—-mw- 113,720 | 6,065 | 10,157 | 1,277 500 ] 2,701] 3,401
11| San Francisco, Calif.- 50,481 R 3,400 526 385
12 | washington, D. C.—-= 1,565 || ~——= ————
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. { 50,171 1,744 358 98 | —mememr
14 | Buffalo, N, Y.~=——~==ef 128,015 || === | m=m==e | 3,950 | wmemvm | morrrmms | e 5,832 3,534
GROUP II.~~CITIES BAVING A
15 | New Orleans, La.———=-- $71,492 | =-veme —— $150 | $4,096 | $1,377
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.-— 64,647 || $2,286 | $2,970 | $2,217 —— 48| 2,084 2,157
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio=——-—o 66,568 3,872 726 | 2,970 | $3,486 $991 1,728 1,241 861
18 | Newark, N. J.=—=—==mmi 94,124 [ =em——e | e 1,814 | =mmmmum 5,010 2,905 | 8,700
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 60,668 738 | ~==—~ | 2,810 | 5,637 2,935 1,285 1,196 | 1,442
20| Indianapolis, Ind.--—- 31,897 2,738 2,52¢ 173 -3 1,658
21 | Houston, Tex,~——=——=-- 47,740 || =~-=== | ====—| 1,620} 1,957 5,562 180 | —=wmmmm | e
22 | Seattle, Wash,———=—-—- 28,062 || =wm—e= | m————
23 | Rochester, N. Y.———-- 54,201 || 4,286 | 2,580 447 | eome 899
24 | Louisville, Ky 41,471 || = 580 | 1,905 | 1,489 -| 2,088 250
25 | Denver, Colo.-— ~ 14,570 2,677 750 618 500
26 | Portland, Oreg.-—----- 28,832 25
27 | Jersey City, N, Jow=ed 72,485 || —mavm | cominme | oo 897 200| 1,118{ 1,080| 5,577
28 | Columbus, Ohio? ——-=eef 27,645 || ——mem | wmmem [ meeme | 1,532 | 2,622 634 | 1,635 | mewem
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A
29 | Oakland, Calif.—==—==n| $11,867 || ==v=m=e [ == .=
30 | Atlanta, Ga,~-—————=m 12,159 || ==mwm~ | ommwem | emeeme § 1,510 | $1,658
31 Dallas, Tex,-——m—=—v 30,861 || ===-— | $1,350 | $1,186 3,600
32 | Memphis, Tenn. -] 21,083 ———— 205 206 1,808 $492 | wommen | e
35| St. Paul, Minn,———=r-— 37,569 3731 1,179 1,189
34 | Toledo, Ohio---—~--—- 37,079 ——e-— | 3,024 1,113) 1,301| 1,683 $647 | $739
35| Birmingham, Ala,-———-- 20,583 ——— ———— 298 1,276 750
36 | San Antenio, Tex,——- 22,024 14 120 6806 360 | —=mmmmm 280
37 | Providence, R. I.~—— 42,568 ———— —— 4,148 | ————-- 5,344 | w—memm
38 | Akron, Ohio———--—=—i 28,999 —— §9 | —womm
39 | Qmaha, Nebr,-=---=---d 16,812 —— 500
40 | Dayton, Ohio——=—-memnd 13,945 - 223 435 324 716 | —mmemm 230
41 | syracuse, N. Y.-~-——-. 22,250 || 2,635 2,080 | ~vemor |~ 95t 1,067 | 1,593 657
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.-~ 12,575 188 | —mmem | mmmmes | mmemem | 1,053
43 | Sen Diego, Calif. - e S B
44 | Worcester, Mass.~————- 10,471 || =~—=a— 845 103 968 | ———omm
45 | Richmond, Va,-—-- — 31,914 [ 375 | cemee | 1,120
46 | Fort Worth, Tex,——-——o 22,634 e et It 98 181 1,499 633
47 | Youngstomn, Ohio~—---- 11,380 —— 290 8687 1,027 | wmmww—m| 4,055 | —mmemm
48 | Hartford, Conn.- 19,757 695 400 | ==m-m 1,556 | ——=wm—m 2,550 | =—memm
49 | Nashville, Tenn, 13,469 80§ mmrmm | 1,673 | e 391 | —mmemem 2,166 250
See footnotes at end of table,
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YEAR, BY RATE OF INTEREST: 1938

in thousands)

Non~
Rates fn—
4 4-1/4 | a-1/2 | -3/4 5 5;{.‘_‘ ﬁi{f 5;2{‘_‘ pgr_ mm ’;‘e’f ter- ﬁ'g‘:‘
percent |percent | percent | percent | percent cent | cent cent cent rates | port- b:::- rate
ed ing
51,053,888 {679,086 $797,020 $131,415 [$324,767 {9,676 [$49,619 [$10,072 (856,274 [5589,643 [$3,615 (47,187 | 4.0
766,303 | 476,708 | 598,814 | 46,219 | 108,810 {2,100 | 19,829 215 | 19,916 | 498,447 | (*) |6,878| 4.0
149,547 | 78,760 | 181,217 | 36,005 | 68,896 | 4,239 | 7,015 | 7,613 | 12,783 | 37,488 | 1,949 96 | 4.1
158,037 | 123,617 | 216,988 | 49,193 | 147,062 | 3,337 | 22,775 | 2,244 | 23,575 | $5,708 | 1,665 | 212 | 4.1
POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
$305,646 lxzsv,vsa [$107,890 | ~e—mvem 8299 | wmmmm | e | e $5 | $18,249 | —~mmw | =emem | 3.7
213,267 | 27,694 | 61,511 | $6,052 | 14,043 | —=~—v | ~~———e | —— | 1,447 | 2,000 | -—-~ [$5,047 | 4.1
——— e P40B,081 | e 9! 4.3
36,714 | 47,466 | 207,559 627 | 5,523 11,753 | $3,188 | ~m—-m | 2,607 | ——| 127 4.1
10,670 | 7,186 | 16,911 | 18,892 | 41,518 | 171 | 6,323 $80 | 4,252 | 1,776 [ -——=-| 336| 4.6
21,423 | 13,479 | 24,921 | 3,449 | 5,043 | 175 (10,127 135 | 6,735 736 | ~—— | 1,324 | 4.3
82,908 3,411 10,411 | =moem | mmome [ mmee | e 860 | (%) |——| 4.0
27,184 | 8,525 | 17,070 | —e—=——n | mmrmmme | mmmmm | mvmeom e | e | e | e | e | 3.8
20,494 | 13,927 6,372 | 7,000 786 | mmmme | momme e eemeee | (%) | memee [ e | 3.6
18,514 | 62,8711 7,414 | 2,747 4,818 67 | mmwmrm | wmmm | 7,053 | mesmmm 55| 3.8
5,174 950 | 20,498 150 | 19,398 | =———n R e B e R R e B )
1,463 et e e | e | e | e | 103 | 4.0
4,500 | 7,278 | 19,683 | 4,203 | 5,938 | —=wm~ 124 | ~mmmmm B70 | 3,420 | wmmew | 1,872 4.2
18,256 | 29,580 | 5,575 [ ==—=-m | 1,082 | wmemm oo | wme——— | 4,000 | 56,201 | ~——o 6| 3.8
POPULATION OF 300,000 10 500,000
$22,021 | $1,532 | $25,556 | $5,722 | 9,542 | wewom | oo [ e | 211 o= 191,274 | $11| 4.6
16,170 | 4,453 5,859 | 2,498 | 4,899 | 435 $62 | mmemem 30 | $18,499 | ~=m=m | ~mem- | 3.4
17,649 | 6,673 | 14,732 | 2,308 | 4,704 | ~—w— 583 | $3,737 39 459 | ~——mm 12 4.0
17,885 | 19,610 | 23,454 | 2,589 | 1,399 |3,862 | 1,176 | 3,326 | 2,096 299 —— 4.3
9,500 | 6,468 | 20,645 [ 1,639 | 6,238 | —mewm | ememme | wmcmn [ coeee 115 20| 4.0
3,892 | 3,170 | 9,500 | 5,605| 2,326 64 209 | ———-~ 187 | 1,733 | ——— 5| 3.9
2,054 | 2,148 | 11,1271 7,252 | 13,325 65 79 2,147 213 30 | -——— | 4.4
1,882 | 5,198 | 9,740 | 5,876 | 3,722 150 26 93 2,171 | 1,195 | wemem | weaee | 4.6
10,177 | 7,007 | 7,434 798 | 5,541 | ~=—— 168 200 280 | 14,365 | ~——- 19| 3.3
16,274 | 11,359 | 6,555 [ ——=—=== | 1,000 | ~m==n | mcemmmn —maee | 4,0
2,500 |~-——m—= | 5,583 | wmmemam | 1,442 | e | e ——— | 3.8
6,341 | 2,645 | 12,772 1,688 | 2,999 |-——v 668 29| 4.6
16,599 | 7,756 | 22,891 | 3,549 | 8,251 | me=== | 2,903 | ~==e= | 1,557 110 | =~ | i——-= | 4.3
6,604 42| 5,369 498 | 3,507 64 [ 1,131 12| 2,649 | ~=m—==| 645 | ~—-=| 4.3
POPULATION OF 100,000 TG 300,000
R3] |—mmmmme | $1,917 $160 | $9,355 4.9
5,352 2,664 4.0
1,209 | $4,666 | 12,212 | 2,733 1,902 4.1
975 | 1,682 | 7,559 | 2,271 | 3,617 4.3
6,943 | 6,886 | 7,512 | —wew—=| 1,566 3.6
4,527 | 6,044 | 8,078 | 2,747 | 3,563 4.2
1,180 435 | 7,045 | 1,952 | 7,335 4.6
76 | 4,308 | 4,383 | 2,795 9,114 4.6
18,926 | 4,800 | 2,250 | =m—w-m ——— 3.6
2,444 | 2,065 | 10,550 | 5,030 | 5,327 4.7
1,360 | 3,157 | 6,488 | —————= | 2,341 4.8
1,154 | 1,966 | 3,522 | 2,126 841 4.4
5,385 | 1,633 863 457 281 3.0
2,653 | 1,775 | . 3,341 | ===-mmm 3,455 4.3
475 | == | 1,665 |—w—=-= | 2,669 4.7
779 2.0
9,531 | 4,897 | 12,965 | wmmmmem | 1,940 15 4.2
3,781 | 2,230 | 6,847 | 2,703 | 4,162 |-——m 4.4
310 534 999 201 1,104 84 4.1
5,755 { 3,170 | 3,789 | ~wmrmmem 272 | —ere 3.7
so2 | 12| 3,107 518 | 3,496 33 4.1
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TABLE 24.--BONDED DEBT* AT CLOSE OF YEAR,

{Amounts expressed

1
o
2
g 2 2-1/4 |2-1/2 |2-3/4 3-3/4
= cITY Total per- per- per- per- 3 5-1/4 &-1/2 per—
5’ cent cent cent cent percent | percent | percent cent,
<
GROUP IIT,—~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION

50 | Jacksonville, Fla.———j $9,040 $610 | wommm— $100 | ———
S1 | Grand Rapids, Mich 8,936 §57 | e 40 $290
52 | New Haven, Conn.—w—-—- 13,647 —————e $11¢ 100 | ——e—em
53 | Long Beach, Calif.-—- 11,127 27
54 | Des Moines, Iowa~—---+ 12,438 154 414 243 442
55 | Miami, Fla,-—— ————et 50,545
56 | Springfield, Mass.——+ 11,648 wemmmn [ e 740 726
57 | Flint, Mich,~m - 12,314 96
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah~—| 5,941 J—
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.—--— 13,942 - —— 40 | ————-
60 | Tulsa, Okla,w——-—m——nq] 13,328 e D 308 | mmeemm
61 | Norfolk, Va,-—— 4 24,540 1,000 e
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. =~ 28,208 1,333 850 579 | 1,130
63 | Seranton, Pa.--—mmnm—- 8,952 1,579 34 244 101
64 | Paterson, N. J.- ~ 16,650 252 | me——— 782 170
65 | Albany, N. Y,~—=~re—— 16,837 ————— | —— 776 633
66 | Kansas City, Kans 8,784 18 87 [SE [p—
67 | Chattenocogs, Tenn 14,470 24
68 | Trenton, N. J. 17,346 85 | mwmemmee 2,847 | a=——mm
€9 | Spokane, Wash,——=w—e-o 3,086 332 | ==
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.-——-— 3,150 ———
71 memmed 25,586 ——
72 10,586 200
7% | Fall River, Mass. 5,544 ——
74 | Cambridge, Mass.,————- 10,466 211
75 | Wilmington, Del,—-—-- 5,899 —— ——
76 | Elizabeth, N. J. 11,489 — 304
77 | Reading, Pa.-—— 10,612 —— 1,500
78 | Knoxville, Tenn.~-—— 20,979 |} ——— | ———- JRe—
79 | New Bedford, Mass,--— 7,010 82 §90 | 1,831 125 302 | == 118 105
80 6,820 || wmmmmm | mmmmm | e | e | e 500 |. 45 | wmenmw
81 3,290 || mmemme | mmmee | e 204
B2 8,539 || —ooman [ [ [— 605
83 | Wichita, Kans. 6,869 541 858 588 59 241 185 58 263
84 | Tampa, Fla,-~————=weeed 13,138 || ——memn | —mmmee
85 | Peoris, Iil.-- 3,170 || =——=w= — ——
86 4,300 || —mm——— 580
87 4,114 543 169 876 78 | ——————e 581 26
88 8,125 80 | —mm 90 360 100 918 360
89 4,298 83 795 9 1,156 B85 | mmmwmmn | e 73
90 11,113 423 | —mnem ————
91 12,169 1,000 44| 1,209 2,405 el I I B
92 5,923 606 30 232 | ~meaem 344 19 229 763
93 | Evensville, Ind.-=--—- 4,082 || wmemma | wm——e— 463 270 | wmeen | e
94 | E1 Paso, Tex.w—w——-—o 6,023 || w—mame | e | mmmem | v 32 48 105 | wweem—

Honolulu, Hawaii *-——- 8,180 || —mwmmm | mme | e | e 500 | ~=m==-=| 1,200 | ~—---

#Less than $500.

1 Includes only general obligation and revenue bonds.

2 Not segregated, only aversge rate for entire debt obtainable.

2 No data for county government are included. For explanation see p. 8.
“Not included in group or grand totals.
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BY RATE OF INTEREST: 1938-—Continued
in thousands)
Rates ;ﬁ;x_:-
4 4+1/4 | 4172 | 4-3/¢ 5 5;;3 s;zf S;Zf p:p g Dot ] ter- | A
percent | percent | percent | percent | percent eent { cent cent cent rates | port~ b::xt- rate
ed ing
OF 100,000 TO 300,000~Continued
$319 $266 $4,386 | ——— | §1,074 | ———- | 41,681 $173 | $96 | ~~— | 4.9
1,467 | $1,942 1,929 | $1,574 637 | e | s | e [ s | aemimnie | e | e | 4,3
2,582 5,041 3,062 | - 930 | marmme PR [ [ o)) 2| 4.0
2,921 866 547 | mmeeeee | 5,908 | woeem [ 3 E— 712 | —oeemee | e 2| 4.7
1,547 | 2,265 | 4,162 380 | 1,705 | ~——e T E— [P ey (- 5| 4.3
4,803 - | 2,329{ 2,200| 16,364 | $10| 1,056 | =ww== | 1,651 138 | e 31| 4.7
3,445 270 102 |~ 164 | ——— | e | e e 2,8
1,225 | 1,784 | 2,998 | 1,148 | 3,715 | —-— 10 | e 74| 4.7
1,967 | 1,430 386 275 | 2,742 | o | oo [ —eem | 4.5
1,672 | 4,432 2,387 328 | 2,127 | —m—ee 278 | —— 4.1
7 639 | 2,967 | 3,004 | 2,673 |~-—— | 2,082 |=mweme 416 7
3,720 13,057 - | 2,881 6
2,980 | 4,148 | 4,460 96 ? ———— 1,946 3
86 | 5,651 535 182 | e ——— ] s 9
429 | 2,108 | 10,864 101 105 | wmeme 545 | —m——mm | 1,293 5
2,359 | 5,226 | 2,515 8 54 15 50 | meemmerm | mmamme | e | mmmme | e | 3,5
162 674 1,089 508 1,817 | —=emm | e | e 277 57 | mmmee | e | 3,8
1,208 | 1,848 | 4,099 3,036 2,217 | e—m—v 906 | $284 709 139 | mommm | e | 4,7
3,092 9,968 520 | —eemr 561 | mmmmmm | mmmmm | | o | (%) 4,3
505 25 | 1,147 135 L3 I I — 384 | wmmme 389 | mmmeme | mmmee | 4.5
55 €604 1,119 | =m—emmm e | e | 4,0
6,039 | 7,366 | 4,222 —-—-— e | e | 402
469 | 5,546 | 1,047 | 1,144 —— 4.2
1,611 562 1,122 68 —— 5.7
1,514 413 787 | mmm———— —— 3,0
480 509 3,924 | wmmmeen —— | —— 4,3
2,183 | 2,307| 2,815] 3,028 e | e | 404
2,614 | 3,245 653 - JRENE DU B
1,770 |—~——- | 8,643 | 3,538 R P Y
2,583 221 243 13 e | e | 3,3
635 | 2,382 781 | 1,176 e | == 4.3
587 | 1,375 sl4 97 e [ o | 403
—— 62 1 1,886 61 150 | «=--- | 5.6
328 1,872 891 498 94 | w—=e | 3.7
4,425 455 e e | 4,7
500 1,521 676 | ~————— 169 | ==mem | m————— el e e ——— 4,1
—— 428 | 2,397 565 | —mmmmmme | mmme 190 | —mmem 120 | wmeeme | 4.5
1,102 35 231 28 | ———=—me 135 | wmmemn | e e 508 | ~mmmm [ —emem | 3.1
183 | 1,698 | 1,740 360 695 | ——m— L7 pm—— 28| 1,340 | emmee | —aem | 3.9
362 259 143 50 271 3 ———— 440 | ~=——m— 17| e~ | | 3.4
1,034 | 1,321 7oy J) e—— 37 27 305 | me—eme | 7,022 —me | ——e | 3.3
688 | 1,604 | 1,747 857 962 | —=vmm RN P, 500 5| emm{ 3.5
1,874 138 297 122 34 | ——mem JROSIEIR |- 1,235 | e | —mmem | 3.1
2,020 622 446 240 | s | e PRSI, PRSI A 1| ——— 1| 3.9
401 |~ 556 | 1,443 | 3,425 | ~ommm | mmmeon | memee 12 | e | s [ e | 4.8
500 —— o | e [ e [ 5,980 | e | 1.4
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TABLE 25.-~ISSUE AND RETIREMENT OF DEBT: 1938

(Expressed in thousands)

P
g ISSUED RETIRED
i‘ o General Revenue Short-term |Special as- General Rev Short~t Special as-
8 Total bonds bonds loans sessment Total bonzs bo:g:a liansam sesament
© obligations obligations
Grand totale———————wom—e—e—o $1,001,816 $270,242 $32,168 $733,286 $56,120 $1,110,189 $311,890 $11,544 $739,865 $47,090
Group I 817,260 156,747 580,863 48,649 834,108 187,278 11,100 604,836 30,894
Group 17 99,859 42,190 62,756 4,914 97,976 47,264 350 40,385 9,977
Group ITI 174,698 71,305 99,667 2,557 178,105 77,348 94 94,444 6,218
GROUP I1.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y.- $516,250 $82,156 $31,000 $357,910 $45,185 $445,570 $39,4356 $11,100 $369,725 $25,310
2 | Chicago, I11,-- 90,798 2,647 88,059 92 154,528 41,304 112,023 1,202
3 Philadelphia, Pa.— -1 33,559 17,509 16,050 33,996 14,996 18,000 —— e
4 | petroit, Mich,-—- 9,638 643 8,996 16,677 11,318 5,001 358
5 | Los angeles, Calif 1,069 ————— 1,069 9,449 6,609 2,841 | —eeemmee—e
[ Cleveland, Ohio- 36,320 13,618 19,892 30,244 10,316 —————c 16,620 3,307
7 Baltimore, Md. 12,610 1,610 11,000 12,192 4,124 e 8,000 88
8 | st. Louis, Mo. 5,129 5,129
9 Boston, Mass,-———- 52,598 12,886 59,712 ———mee 57,596 10,233 —————— 47,185 177
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.- 22,768 10,440 11,766 562 21,103 16,813 3,930 360
11 San Francisco, Calif.--— 7,547 547 7,000 ————— 10,388 3,388 7,000 [ w————me—me
12 Washington, D. C. 1,000 1,000
13 | Milwaukee, Wis,———— 6,385 4,350 2,036 | —ememmmae 10,189 8,961 1,190 57
14 Buffalo, N. ¥,-——o 27,717 10,343 17,374 ————— 26,048 13,652 12,321 75
GROUP II.~-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orieans, La.——=—mmmmmm $8,814 $7,554 $1,260 | s—mmmem — $9,430 $7,050
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.- 10,956 9,282 1,500 $174 7,861 5,184
17 Cincinnati, Ohio— 10,417 5,089 5,285 43 11,033 5,056
18 Newark, N, J.—————-—m 2,961 1,649 1,32 5,348 5,348
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 6,018 2,800 3,218 6,221 3,538
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. 7,028 2,256 4,772 6,367 2,015
Q1 Houston, Tex,——-~ 5,420 3,368 2,052 5,542 3,275
22 | Seattle, Wash.—- 11,698 250 11,448 10,344 1,575
235 | Rochester, N. 1. 20,779 7,380 13,399 13,242 6,427
24 Louisville, Ky 3,790 326 3,465 3,538 22
25 Denver, Colo.- 3,879 4,900 578
26 | Portland, Oreg.- 2,794 [ — 2,719 5,596 1,802
27 | Jersey City, N. J. 1,924 1,325 599 4,276 3,520
28 | Columbus, Chio* =-- 3,379 910 1,727 4,278 1,874

SHILID 40 SOILSILVLIS TVIONVNIJ
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o]
61
62
63
65
67

69

GROUP III.~—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION

OF 100,000 TO 300,000

Qakland, Calif $1,118 || ———mmemeem $1,118

Atlanta, Ga.-~ i 564 $200 360 $4
Dallas, Tex.- 2,450 2,30 | $150 | —mm—mme— — ] emmem——
Memphis, Tenn,-————- 1,492 1,482

St. Paul, Minn 3,590 3,534 57 | ~m——————
Toledo, Ohio———- 4,580 1,922 R,412 246
Birmingham, Ala.=-—me———mra=—w- 3,310 1,260 1,785 265
San Antonio, Tex.— 6,080 505 5,545

Providence, R. I 8,912 2,280 6,632

Akron, Ohio-—— 5,613 1,702 3,538 373
Omaha, Nebr,— 30 || mee———————- 30 ————
Dayton, Ohio-—— ?,511 816 1,686 9
Syracuse, N. Y. - 5,124 1,800 3,035 289
Oklahoma City, Okla.- o 113 113

San Diego, Calif.

Worcester, Mass,———————eomeemmanm 12,587 3,525 | —mmeeeeee 9,062 ————————
Richmond, Va.- ~ 3,226 1,287 1,939

Fort Worth, Tex. — 2,867 727 93 2,047

Youngstown, Chio-—- ! 4,437 3,889 548

Hartford, Conn.-—- - 3,380 1,695 1,665

Nashville, Tenn.-—=mm—=————mee—m 1,593 1,593

Jacksonville, Fla.—meee—wmm——m—— 503 413 | e - 4 85
Grand Rapids, Mich.

New Haven, Conn.-—- 3,050 1,850 1,200

Long Beach, Calif 1,648 108 1,539

Des Moines, Iowa—— 761 589 172

Miami, Fla,-——-—-—- — 2,168 2,083 25 60
Springfield, Mass - 10,058 3,770 6,288

Flint, Mich,-=-—- = 160 ———— 160

Salt Lake City, Utah- = 2,556 1,041 1,460 55
Bridgeport, Conn,-—--—=—=w—wee——e— 1,817 717 | e 900 —————
Tulsa, Okla. 312 8 ——— 307 ———————
Norfolk, Va 1,051 1,051

Yonkers, N. 5,277 2,761 2,176 340
Scranton, Pa.- 2,976 1,400 1,576 e e
Paterson, N. J. 737 717

Albany, N. Y. 3,669 2,669 1,000 ——
Kanses City, Kans. o 2,060 1,776 188 98
Chattanooga, Tenn. - — 226 226

Trenton, N. J. - 3,749 R7B | e — 13,476 ————
pok s Wash.

*Less than $500.
1No data for county government

are included. For explanation see p. 8.

$1,737
1,362
1,215
1,541
4,461
4,705

3,306
6,421
5,646
7,407
1,199

2,978
8,138
973
443
12,439

1,978
2,247
1,618
2,558

697

668
2,143
1,244
2,306

904

2,418
8,286
1,726
3,054
2,387

1,212

638
5,127
2,049
1,310

2,664
970
210

4,782
177

$619
969
1,215
1,415
4,234
3,003

1,037
1,104
2,772
3,042
1,040

1,436
4,070
48
443
2,398

496
495
996
1,785
681

1,758

SLASSY GAIJIDAdS ANV LE3d—INAWNYIAQD TVHANAD :II 1uVd
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TABLE 25.—1ISSUE AND RETIREMENT OF DEBT: 1938--Continued

{Expressed in thousands)

H ISSUED RETIRED
5
= CITY
Special as- Special as-
1 o
et | Reeme | Swrctem | et | tota Tl | Torame | St | sessment
© obligations obligations
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued

70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.-—~—--~ $600 $600 $336 $336
71 | Camden, N. J,—rmm—m—anm 752 752 1,001 798 $298 | mmmm—mm —
72 Erie, Pa. 350 350 604 563 #) $41
73 | Fall River, Mass. 3,080 430 | e $2,650 - 3,464 1,061 2,408 | —mmceneeee
74 | Cambridge, Mass. 8,578 2,678 | meeeo—~ 5,700 7,334 1,404 5,900 31
75 | Wilmington, Del. 428 . 428
76 | Elizabeth, N, J,———- 180 180 709 696 13 | e
77 | Reading, Pa.- 1,084 574 1,105 631 457 17
78 | Knoxville, Tenn. 150 150 716 546 150 19
79 | New Bedford, Mass,----- 5,567 4,311 5,393 1,180 4,218 | e
80 | Gary, Ind.-e—=--——re—ewmemeeemeoe 1,090 520 | —mmm—mmmm 708 182 | mm—mmmmee 523
81 | Tacoma, Wash,——-———-—-—~ 1,065 1,065 | memmemeae 1,372 295 $17 1,080
82 | Canton, Ohio—- 925 775 $1 1,578 638 771
83 | Wichita, Kans.- 1,696 e 410 1,241 823 11
84 | Tampa, Fla. 4,755 212 | —mememeeee 5,612 4,921 688
85 | Peoria, Ill.=———w — 1,071 907 165 1,171 291 566 313
86 South Bend, Ind. 10 10 | =—=——ee —_— 316 308 8 m———————
87 | Somerville, Mass 6,217 5,580 | mm—emmmme 6,337 605 5,714 17
88 | Duluth, Minn,--—— 2,004 469 200 1,741 1,109 582 50
89 | Lowell, Mass.~=rm—mwmm—msm—ammmo] 5,202 1,180 | —emmmmem- 4,142 | me——memem 4,957 696 4,261 | —s+m—mmemem
90 | Utica, N. Y,-—m—rm—mememmem 5,219 1,186 4,015 5,666 1,529 4,065
91 | Waterbury, Comn 2,379 1,129 1,250 2,349 849 1,500
92 | Lynn, Mass.—-— 5,996 1,140 4,856 5,607 831 4,771
93 | Evansvilie, Ind 250 250 248 195 | 53 | —wmeeeee o~
94 | El Paso, Tex,———--——-=- 431 95 336 | —e——em—e 679 385 281

Honolulu, Hawaii? ——e—memmmmmee] 510 500 | ——emememm —————e 10 580 299 | e | 281

*less than $500.
2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 28

Table 26 shows, for each clty, specified assets at the close of 1938 held In
sinking, public trust, and investment funds as recorded on the books of the sev-
eral divisions of government of the municlpality, regardless of whether the funds
were administered by the principal financial offlcer or by separate boards or
commissions; 1t shows, also, the cash held by the general administrative funds
at the close of the year. All cash on hand at the close of the year,except that
which is held in private trust funds, 1s shown in the appropriate four columns.

Basis of valuation.-— The valuations shown as investments 1n government
securities of the various funds are par values as indicated in the column head~
ings. The figures for real property may represent its cost to the fund or its
valuation at a recent appraisal. The data for securltles are usually carried
on the records of the fund at their full par value, profits and losses being
recorded only when the securities are disposed of.

Cash and other specified assets at close of 1938.~0f the $2,033,2%3,~
000 held as cash or other assets in various funds of the 94 citlies, approxi-
mately 37 percent was held in sinking funds and approximately 38 percent Iin
public trust funds. Of the total holdings reported by the 94 cities, 56.2 per-
cent constituted investments in thelr own securities, 3.7 percent 1n Federal
securities, and 4.1 percent in State and local government securities; almost 25
percent was In the form of cash.

Assets in sinking funds.—The sinking funds maintalned by cities and
their independent divisions are of two dilstinct classes: Those with and those
without Investments; the distinction depends largely upon the method of dis-
tributing the loads to be carried by these funds. The sinking funds with in-
vestments are established and maintained primarily for the redemption of long-
term bonds at maturity, the purpose of converting a part of the cash accumula-
tion into securities being to increase the earning power of the funds. The
sinking funds without securities are maintained primarily for the amortization
of debt obligations by purchase prior to maturity, or for the redemptlon of se-
rial bonds, the purpose of the funds usually being accomplished without the ac-
curnulation of assets in large amounts.

Assets in sinking funds of the 94 clitles totaled $748,3982,000 at the close
of 1938, of which amount 76,1 percent represented the cltles' own securities,
3.5 percent Federal securities, 1.9 percent other government securities, 1.9
percent other Ilnvestments, and 18,7 percent cash. The composition of sinking-
fund assets will, over a perlocd of years, nsturally reflect Iimportant changes
in the methods of municipal financing. In past years the "term”" bond was in
popular use, and necessarily required the establishment and malntenance of ex-
tensive sinking funds. Because of the fact that many unfortunate things could
and did happen to dissipate sinking-fund assets before they were actually need-
ed to retire term bonds at maturity, the serial bond with its annual maturities
has been regarded 1n recent years as a more favorable instrument of municipal
borrowing. As outstanding term bonds are retired 1in the future, the need of
large accumulations of sinkine-fund assets will be reduced correspondingly.

Assets in public trust funds.—Public trust funds are establlished by

“clities and their 1independent governmental unlts for the purpose of conserving

and administering moneys and other forms of wealth derlved from donations, be-
quests, or other sources, under such conditions that the recipient becomes a
trustee charged with the administration of the fund, including the disbursement
of 1ts principal or the 1incowe derived from the principal, for designated public
purposes. The usual purpcses for which these funds are created are the support
of educational activities in schools and libraries, of health and hosplital ser-
vices, care of the poor, and pensions for employees of the cities and independ-
ent units.

At the close of 1938 the 94 cities reported holdings of $778,582,000 in pub-
lic trust funds, of which amount 83,1 percent constituted holdings of the city's
own securlties, 5.7 percent Federal securlties, 8.4 percent other government



Digitized for FRASER
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

208 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

securities, 20.2 percent was In other investments, and only 2.8 percent was in
cash. Most donations and bequests provide that only the income from the fund
shall be expended, which accounts for the negligible amount of cash held in pub-
lic trust funds.

Assets in investment funds and miscellaneous investments.-—Although
the term "investment fund” is seldom employed by city officials, it seems to be
an appropriate designation for the funds of the class here described. Under
this heading are shown all assets of funds other than sinking and public trust
funds and all Interest-bearing securities and Investments other than those of
the funds mentioned. The value of real property Incidentally acquired and yleld-
ing little or no Income is not Included as miscellaneous Investment.

In some instances the assets consist of real property held for securing
rents or for the profit that may result from an increase in value. In other
cases they consist of bonds or mortgages recelved In exchange for real property
and held as Iinvestments awalting maturity or a favorable market.

Assets held in investment funds, together with miscellaneous Investments,
totaled $146,626,000 at the close of 1938, of which amount 56 percent consisted
of the city's own securities, 2.9 percent Federal securities, 2.1 percent other
government securities, 30.9 percent other Iinvestments, 5.7 percent real property,
and 1.4 percent cash.

In most cities having investment funds or other investment holdings the in-
vested assets are comparatlively small, and in some instances they are held only
temporarily whlle awaiting a favorable opportunity for the cltles to dispose of
them, at which time the proceeds are turned over to the general treasury. In
some citles permanent funds have been created for the purpose of carrylng their
own fire risks on municipal buildings, usually setting aside each year In a fund,
from which fire losses may be pald as they occur, an amount equal to the preml-
ums generally charged by fire Insurance companies for such coverage. Some of
these Insurance funds are built up by annual appropriations untll the assets
reach a prescribed amount, and In most cases they are profitably invested; ac-
cordingly, they are here classified as investment funds. Funds provided for the
purchase, construction, or equipment of buildings or other permanent properties
of the municipality which are invested durling the period of accumulation are
also treated as Investment funds.

Cash in general treasury and general administrative funds.— General
administrative funds, as the term Is wused here, are all funds administered by
the city and 1its independent units of government, except the sinking, public
trust, investment, and private trust funds. The cash shown in table 26 as be-
longing to the general treasury and general administrative <funds at the close
of the year 1s presented in two columns in order to show separately the amounts
held in private trust accounts.

Of the cash in the amount of $359,834,000 held under <this heading, almost
93 percent was, In accordance with the foregoing explanation, "free cash" to be
drawn upon by the general treasury and general administrative departments.

Cities with largest amounts of assets.-——As a general rule, the cltles
with the heaviest bonded indebtedness are likely to have the largest amount of
sinking-fund assets, although the composlition of the debt will control to some
extent the necessity of maintalning sinking funds and therefore may cause sig-
nificant variations. Assets In public <trust funds, while generally larger in
the more populous citles, have an irregular pattern, because the concentration
of wealth In any glven city has a greater bearing upon the probabilities of sub-
stantial donations and bequests than does the population factor. Assets in other
funds reflect no specific pattern of clrcumstances among the cities; they are
controlled by temporary fiscal circumstances and vary greatly from time to time.
The citles with the larger flscal operatlons are, of course, more 1likely to have
larger cash reserves or more readily convertlble assets to draw upon for emer-
gency requirements than are the smaller munlcipalities.
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TABLE 26.—AMOUNT OF SPECIFIED ASSETS AT CLOSE OF YEAR: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
ASSETS IN SINKING FUNDS
Other
H CITY Aggregate City se- Federal Sz:{e
& curities |BOVEIR | 15cq1 | Other
g Total Cash ¢ ment invest—
= par (par | BOVeIN~ | “pents
- value) ment
i value)
A (par
2] value)
Grend total-- $2,035,233 || $748,392 || $124,972 | $569,513 | $26,532 | $13,964 | $13,611
[Tt R A— 1,598,405 || 560,899 86,950 | 458,456 | 5,261 | 4,051 | 6,181
Group II 201,249 78,512 11,960 | 47,510 | 13,626 | 3,692 1,524
Group IIT—--— 253,579 || 109,181 26,062 | 63,348 | 7,645 L 6,221 5,906
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 $787,128 || $312,545 || $15,910 | $298,435
2 | Ohicago, I11.-- 245,076 42,100 40,139 [ 1) pe——
3 Philadelphia, Pa. 201,831 117,740 5,065 [ 112,660 $15
4 Detroit, Mich.-—-— — 18,851 850 268 265 | ——mme
5 | los Angeles, Calif.--- 59,422 6,716 6,716
6 Cleveland, COhio-- - 18,173 10,139 998 8,832
7 | Baltimore, Md,—----m-mmm. 49,787 27,0359 697 | 23,981
8 St. Louls, Mo, 24,865 4,426 2,628 800 918
9 | Boston, Mass.- - 82,142 10,582 1,349 5,523 | ~mmmmmm
10 Pittsburgh, Pa,--—-—- 32,869 12,305 6,393 5,912
11 San Francisco, Calif, 31,156 1,511 1,511
12 | Washingtoen, D. C. 22,834 110 110
13 | Milwaukee, Wis, 27,889 10,019 2,570 1,610 | 4,328 |~——mn 1,510
14 | Buffalo, N, 16,402 5,017 4,595 422
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La,~ $12,647 $2,588 $2,568
16 Minneapolis, Minn 24,367 3,268 285
17 Cincinnati, Ohio— 37,566 16,233 579
18 Newark, N. J.- 27,893 18,991 375
19 Kansas City, Mo.-— 10,578 5,313 833
20 | Indianapolis, Ind 6,485 3,078 1,360
21 Houston, Tex. 2,418 5,960 3,442
22 Seattle, Wash,-——-. 14,833 528 122 ———— 90
23 | Rochester, N. Y, 12,689 2,848 359 1,521 |~
24 Louisville, K 10,764 7,308 248 ————— 874
25 Denver, Colo — 4,802 13 11
26 Portland, Oreg —1 10,075 2,160 725 1,404 1 12 3
27 | Jersey City, N, J 14,628 6,419 770 5,649
28 | Columbus, Ohio *-—- 4,505 3,808 283 3,091 7 150 277
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 Oskland; Calif,— $4,702 $717 $717
30 Atlanta, Ga. 2,434 1,207 662 $s46
31 Dallas, Tex, 5,585 1,843 1,120 515
32 Menphis, Tenn. 5,844 1,640 302 817 | —emem —————— $1,021
33 | St. Paul, Mimn 16,575 15,778 885 9,345 | $2,781 $767 | —mmem
34 Toledo, Ohio-—-- 3,231 2,534 984 1,850
35 | Birmingham, Ala,- 3,908 1,219 314 12 e 1 892
36 | San Antonio, Tex. 2,112 1,553 1,539 14
37 Providence, R. I 17,562 9,726 53 8,673
38 Akron, Ohio--—- 3,337 2,010 1,150 852 8 ————
39 | Omaha, Nebr. 5,785 3,549 1,219 1,587 5 738
40 Dayton, Ohio ~ 2,385 1,244 119 1,066 | mewmeee | 89 | emmmee
41 Syracuse, N, Y, oo 5,363
42 Oklahoma City, Okla 4,937 4,601 1,526 1,527 476 1,072 | —=memm
43 San Diego, Calif. 3,783 253 253
44 Worcester, Mass.—- 3,510
45 Richmond, Va.-——- 14,308 12,786 331 10,168 2,288 [ —mom [ e
46 { Fort Worth, Tex.-—- - 1,519 1,376 278 1,098

1No data for county government are included.

For explanation see p. 8.
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TABLE 26.-~AMOUNT OF SPECIFIED ASSETS AT CLOSE OF YEAR: 1938—Continued
{Expressed in thousands)
ASSETS IN SINKING FUNDS
Other
State
3 CITY Aggregate City se- Federal and
£ curities | BTSN | jocey | Other
5 Total Cash ment invest-
g (par govern-
(par ments
by value) ment
by value)
A (par
©
value)
GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
47 | Youngstown, Ohio. $5,032 $722 $383 $339
48 | Hartford, Conn. 5,869 3,260 193 896 $378 | $1,587 $206
49 Nashville, Tenn. 5,577 1,425 1,408 17
50 Jacksonville, Fla, - 1,048 703 366 161 | —mmmrm o 185
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich.- 2,%6 1,082 166 781 (%) 155
52 New Haven, Conn.--- 5,694 873 81 [ToJ) NS - 202
53 long Beach, Calif,— 2,3% 581 551
54 Des Moines, Iows. 1,789 256 256
55 ¥iami, Fla,-—— ~ 2,150 1,036 1,011 26
56 Springfield, Mass.-— 4,163
57 | Flint, Mich.—-- = 3,684 2,031 P2 2,006 | ——mmmmm 1
58 Salt Lake City, Utah: —~ 2,621 339 289 50
59 Bridgeport, Conn,- ~ 788
60 | Tulsa, Okla. " 5,214 4,222 3,630 392 70
61 Norfolk, Va.- 10,086 9,083 689 8,329 | ~mmmomm | —m—e 55
62 Yonkers, N, Y.~ ~ 1,276
63 | Scranten, Pa. - 1,386 59 54 5
64 Paterson, N. J. 2,825 1,331 7 1,118 | mormmme | e 209
&5 Albany, N. Y.—— - 3,739 1,551 36 697 818
66 Kansas City, Kans, 2,757 1,320 536 784
87 Chat ga, Tenn. 1,045 837 35 379 2 20
68 Trenton, N, J.-~—ermommmme 1,943 1,426 92 1,274 | v 80
69 | Spokane, Wash, 680 55 52 1 ) (P P
70 Fort Wayne, In 1,570 138 138
71 Camden, N. J,—ecom—unn 3,733 1,548 271 1,249 27
72 Brie, Pa,——————em e 1,130 438 287 132 | —mmmee 9
73 Fall River, Mass 1,144 693 (%) 157 536
74 Cambridge, Mass. 6,261 2,201 27 468 90
75 Wilmington, Del. 2,089 689 21 273 53
7% Elizabeth, N. J. 2,627 682 81 [3S] Y [ [ —— 6
77 Reading, Pa. 1,180 435 46 12 183 | —wm—m— e 185
78 Knoxville, Tenn. ~ 2,999 2,362 23 2,238 | —mmeem 94 8
79 New Bedford, Mass.-— - 1,911 894 65 117 235 21 455
80 | Cary, Ind,---n ] 1,485 82 79 H
81 Tacoma, Wash,-—-. 1,123 319 233 86
82 Canton, Ohio---—- 3,282 2,688 785 1,229 e 485
83 Wichita, Kans - 2,144
84 | Tampa, Fla.—-- 2,437 2,671 1,236 1,334
85 Peoria, I1l.-————- 1,639
86 South Bend, Ind.-- 1,122 312 301 11
87 Somerville, Mass,———— 2,137
88 Duluth, Minn, 6,133 28 29
89 lowell, Mass,~—- s77
90 Utica, N, Y.oe-mo 842 156 110 47
91 Waterbury, Conn.-- 2,228 3 1 2
92 2,721 77 1 77
93 Evansville, Ind.-- 1,514 137 137
94 E1l Paso, Tex. 858 661 453 208
Honolulu, Hawaii ® - 2,247 48 48
+ Less than $500.
2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 26.—AMOUNT OF SPECIFIED ASSETS AT CLOSE OF YEAR: 1938—Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
ASSETS IN PUBLIC TRUST FUNDS
& Other
2 CITY City gﬁz;ﬂ State and
E Total Cash securities ‘ment local Other in-
par (par govern~ | vestments
) value) vag ) ment {
a3 ue valve
$778,582 $19,961 | $491,654 | $44,311 | $65,590 | $157,066
698,225 16,151 168,942 38,533 54,049 | 120,549
50,425 1,422 14,014 3,235 7,222 24,532
29,932 2,388 8,698 2,543 4,319 11,985
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y.— $351,347 $4,631 $346,276 $128 $280
2 | Chicago, I11,——— - 94,229 1,534 45,991 604 30,471
5 | Philadelphia, Pa,—— = 86,020 936 15,436 | —-mmmmmmm 69,647
4 Detroit, Mich,-—-- 3,879 147 2,808 150 279
5 | Los Angeles, Calif. - 19,150 248 5,626 2,411 2,545
6 Cleveland, Ohio—. 42 42 80 277 43
7 | Baltimore, Md,--—- 20,881 312 9,675 5,546 3,608
8 | St. Louis, Mo, 9,310 105 4,193 1,893 1,718
9 Boston, Mass,---—- 60,138 6,734 26,372 7,886 7,524
10 Pittsburgh, Pa,—- = 2,385 207 1,598 128 445
11 San Francisco, Calif - 20,521 305 3,605 400 1,592
12 | Washington, D. C.- . 16,095 587 | cmmmees 15,203 265
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. . 14,116 294 7,279 3,818 2,053
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.— 210 121 8 |3} [ 79
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La.- = $5,136 $142 $1,366 $240 $2,154 $1,234
16 | Minneapolis, Minn . 13,507 455 2,016 1,832 3,574 5,651
17 Cincinnati, Ohio-—— 13,331 173 2,496 481 5353 9,647
18 Newark, N. J.—- — 1,089 76 384 - 828
19 Kansas City, Mo ~ 462 48 48 330
20 Indianapolis, Ind - 568 84 66 121
pas Houston, Tex.-—w—-mm 217 1 198 19
22 Seattle, Wash,-—- 7,438 11 2307 5,624 | wrmmmmmem | meeeeen 1,845
23 Rochester, N. Y, ~ 133 104 | e
24 Louisville, Ky - 1,060 732 45
25 Denver, Colo. — 2,946 55 319 29 9 2,533
26 | Portland, Oreg. 4 2,670 96 289 147 1 2,087
27 | Jersey City, N, J . 1,343 230 1,087 | ——mommmm | e 26
28 Columbus, Ohio ® wommmmmmmmeem ] 527 37 11 13 31 436
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TC 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif. $38 $38
30 Atlanta, Ga.-—. 209 2 $67
31 Dallas, Tex,-——. —~ 117 34 55
32 | Memphis, Tenn.-— - 91 28 26
33 | St. Paul, Minn. = 1,173 18 227
34 Toledo, Ohio. 704 23 168
35 Birmingham, Ala,-—-—- 178 12 127
36 8an Antonio, Tex. = 9 8 1
37 Providence, R. I. | 6,315 83 286
38 Akron, Ohio—- | 348 69 153
39 Omaha, Nebr. ~| 172 55 73
40 | Dayton, Ohio--- 169 73 4
41 Syracuse, N, Y. -—--. 18 5 7 1
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla . 108
43 San Diego, Calif, = 1,227 33 945 108
44 Worcester, Mass - 2,688 20 41 2,584
45 Richmond, Va,—-wwr—meeeemee| 149 1 80 72
46 Fort Worth, Tex. ———— e

1No data for county government are included.

2 Overdraft.

For explanation see p.
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TABLE 26.—AMOUNT OF SPECIFIED ASSETS AT CLOSE OF YEAR: 1938——Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

ASSETS IN PUBLIC TRUST FUNDS

I'n Other
}5‘ cITY City zo ederal | State and
securities ~ Jocal Other in-

= Total Cash par r?ent govern- | vestments

» value) ?u) ment (par

3 value value)

GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
47 Youngstown, Ohio-——- $187 $5 $83 | mwemmmme ————— $130
48 Hartford, Conn.- - 352 3 35 79 11 225
49 Nashville, Temn. - 599 62 63 |~ 10 264
50 Jacksonville, Fla. - 122 109 ] 8| memmmmee | mme—
51 Grand Rapids, Mich,———- 94 33 3 (%) 15 44
52 New Haven, Conn,-——e— 1,497 135 85 461 38 798
53 Long Beach, Calif.——. 26 1 15
54 Des Moines, Iows: 819 &6 177 337 36
55 Miami, Fla,——-— 29 9 20 [ ——mmmem | e _—
56 Springfield, Mass. — 199 7 3 25 160
57 Flint, Mich,——-o——e—- 27 12 2 14
58 Salt Lake City, Utah--—. 297 16 | —emee e 276
59 Bridgeport, Conn. 88 19 68
60 Tulsa, Okla.- 196 196
61 Norfolk, Va,- 2 1 1
82 Yonkers, N. Y. 1,088 50 61 12 34 931
63 Scranton, Pa. 564 159 197 146
64 Paterson, N, J, 74 15 30 30
85 Albany, N, Y.—- 132 7 45 [ o 45 35
66 Kansas City, Kans. 2 2
67 Chatt, , Tenn. 36 2 35
68 Trenton, N. Jo—-———meomme 99 10 | ==~ | = 85|
€9 Spok » Wash. 65 7 57
70 Fort Wayne, Ind.— 215 121 Bl e e
71 Camden, N, J,-—-— 55 8
72 Erie, Pa, ——-— 12 1 pal 1
73 Fall River, Mass, 152 20 52 80
74 Cambridge, Mass,-— 402 (%) 37 346
75 Wilmington, Del.-— 936 12 503 178
76 Elizabeth, N. J.-~— 70 36 33
7 Reading, Pa. 24 2 5 5| ——mmmmeem 13
78 Knoxville, Tenn.— 78 57 2
79 New Bedford, Mass.— 819 4 26 43 435
80 Gary, Ind, ———- 308 78 | —memmme 138 92
81 Tacoma, Wash. 114 16 4|~ 94
82 Canton, Ohiom~————meom—memeee — 188 4 88 19
83 Wichita, Kans,—- 223 20 74 13
84 1 1
85 503 31 73 332 15 53
86 286 13 247 8 2 16
87 Somerville, Mass,—-————oer e 345 9 3%6
88 Duluth, Minn,-——-- 4,274 174 408 683 979 2,029
89 Lowell, Mass,—--——— 203 4 198
90 | Utica, N. Y.—ewem——- 185 82 ) [PV, I —— 102
91 | Waterbury, Conn,— . 307 4 203
92 Lynn, Masg,—--— - 213 3 210
93 Evansville, Ind — 59 22 30 |~ | mmmee e 7
94 El Paso, TeX.———-- 107 45 62
Honolulu, Hawaii ?

* Less than $500,
2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 26.—AMOUNT OF SPECIFIED ASSETS AT CLOSE OF YEAR: 1938—~Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

213

ASSETS IN INVESTMENT FUNDS AND MISCELLANEOUS INVESTMENTS

CASH IN GENERAL
TREASUXY AND GEN-
ERAL ADMINISTRA-

TIVE FUNDS
Other
Exclusive
" CITY City |Federal 5:;“' of | Amounts
2 securi- | govern—|, ., | Real | Other |amcunts fheld in
g Total Cash ties ment = prop- | invest- jheld in |private
8 (par (par | &VED"| ory ments |private | trust
4 P ment 4 P
§‘ value) |value) (par trust | accounts
s vaie) accounts
Grand total-———--—— $146,626 || $2,117 |$82,001 | $4,250 | $4,525 | $8,288 | $45,346 |$334,574 | $25,050
102,609 411 75,053 | 1,549 ;| 1,267 | 1,383 | 22,946 | 218,790 | 17,88%
21,374 562 | 4,532 | 2,182 | 2,500 | 5,162 | 6,458 | 45,574 | 5,564
22,642 1| 1,144 | 2,507 558 749 | 1,743 | 15,941 | 70,210 | 1,614
GROUP I.—~CITIES HAVING & POPULATION OF S00,000 AND OVER
1 $4,154 $15 | $3,592 $92,951 | $6,331
2 | Chicago, I1l.— 81,979 81,755 46,539 228
3 | Philadelphia, Ps — 643 25 541 3 2,832 59
4 | Detroit, Mich.-— 4,446 || —memrm | e 8,011 2,165
S | Los Angeles, Calif 5,556 18 2,293 24,054 5,345
6 | Cleveland, Ohio-. = 6,838 193 4,617 493 261
7 | Baltimore, Md.— = 486 10 385 1,079 283
8 | St. Louis, Mo,-- 1,882 12 35 9,246 1
9 | Boston, Mass.- e 2,049 | e
10 { Pittsburgh, Pa.- 960 16,006 29
11 | San Francisco, Calif. ————— 8,577 547
12 | Washington, D, C.- 6,588 40
13 | Milwaukee, Wis, - 875 2,087 242
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.eemewnmed 5,863 ||  ¥#64 | cucmmem 3,162 | 2,350
GRO NG 4 POPU.
15 | New Orleans, La.——--| $2 $015 $88 | $3,035 $112
16 | Minneapolis, Minn. 3 1 48 6,491 1,038
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio 8 1,797 814 3,379 81
18 | Newark, N, J.—— 52 494 | 107 | 158 | e | mememem 3,662 | 3,365
19 | Kansas City, Mo, 215 3,728 66
20 { Indianapolis, Ind. 371 2,429 2
21 | Houston, Tex,—--—--——o 168 168 2,863 209
22 | Seattle, Wash,—————— 5,229 4,283 1,693 145
23 | Rochester, N. Y.—-— 2,865 34 6,804 38
24 | Louisville, Ky. = 984 165 1,412 3
25 | Denver, Colo, - = 28 28 1,780 35
26 | Portland, Oreg.—————--| 3,260 93 1,560 426
27 | Jersey City, N, J.———- 239 137 6,586 41
28 | Columbus, Ohio L -—] 17 15 152 | —mmmmeem
GROUP IIT.—CITIES A PO
29 | Ogkland, Calif.— $32 $32 X521 p——
30 | Atlanta, Ga.- Ol | TSy [P (USRI, | Svuvi | UV 1,017 $1
31 | Dallas, Tex.~ — 927 434 2,847 (%)
12 | Memphis, Tenn a 14 79 3,996
33 | St, Paul, Minn, YOL-J | PSS IUSNDR . Ty 3 [ U — 1,417 | (%)
34 | Toledo, Ohio———— 43 18 249 | e
35 | Birmingham, Ala. -~ 2,143 2,024 309 62
36 | San Antonio, Tex. — 234 234 314 2
37 | Providence, R, I - 96 |1 221 T4 | e [ e | e | e 1,422 3
38 | Axron, Ohio. 60 47
39 | Omaha, Nebr.- 188 "7
40 | Dayton, Ohic. - 398 (| 23] B3| memeon e | e | e
41 | Syracuse, N, T, 4,035 4,035 1,230 80
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla, PESVRSGHNNENS | USSP VISPV, | UG, §OV—— T [ —— 228 | ——meeem
43 | Sen Diego, Calif.——-d 1,382 1,230 29 243

*less than $500.

1 No data for county government are

3 Overdraft,

included.

For explanation see p. B.
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TABLE 26.—AMOUNT OF SPECIFIED ASSETS AT CLOSE OF YEAR: 1938-—-Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
CASH IN GENERAL
TREASURY AND GEN-
ASSETS IN INVESTMENT FUNDS AND MISCELLANEOUS INVESIMENTS ERAL ADMINISTRA-
TIVE FUNDS
Exclusive
5 e of Amounts
2 Real Other |amounts |[held in
g Total Cash prop- |invest- |held in |private
g erty | ments |private trust
el trust | accounts
o sccounts
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100 300,000

Worcester, Mass,—————o
Richmond, Va.--
Fort Worth, Tex.
Youngstomn, Ohio
Hartford, GConn.
Nashville, Tenn,-

Jacksonville, Fla, - 5
Grand Rapids, Mich, 733
New Haven, Conn,-— 911
long Beach, Calif 304
Des Moines, Iowa—-——- 177
Miami, Fla.— ~ 692
Springfield, Mass 7
Flint, Mich,—---—— 437
Salt Leke City, Utah 751
Bridgeport, Conn,—-- 482
Tulsa, Okla.

Norfolk, Va,-— 296
Yonkers, N. Y. 209
Scranton, Pa.-- 83
Paterson, N. J,-=—=r—i 49
Albany, N, Y,——— 548
Kansas City, Kans —————
Chattanooga, Tenn 33
Trenton, N, J,—————-d —m—ou
Spokane, Wash, v 247 20

Fort Wayne, Ind.-—-

Carbridge, Mass,-——--f 1,174

Wilmington, Del.—-—--~ 56 (%)

Elizabeth, N. J
Reading, Pa.--—-
Knoxville, Tenn.-
New Bedford, Mass.

$786 $13
962 20
143 | (%)

4,135 7
1,943 | ~memmmr
3,676 1
218 | e
280 7
2,407 7
1,446 8
535 H
[T p—
5,957 | (%)

937 251
1,173 [5)
218 | wmmmmem
1. ——
633 101
3236 215
[CTC ) ——
1,361 10
1,453 55
1,435 | —mmmem
139 | —mmeeem
402 16
309 4
1,170 47

1,190 139

Gary, Ind. e T i A e R el Rt 92 966 | ——ememm
Tacoma, Wash. 6
Canton, Oh3g—mm—mmeeeed mommmee ] e | | e | e e e
Wichita, Kans 23
Tampa, Fla, - 25 3
Peoria, I11,ewwmn 298 159
South Bend, Ind.- 204 204
Somerville, Mass,— 891 891 899 2
Duluth, Minn,— (%) (%) 1,823 7
Lowell, Mass.-— 82 82 292 | mmmmmmm
Utica, N, Y.-emmo 49 S 410 43
Watertury, Conn 145 1,772 1
Iynn, Mass,e—- 325 1,863 | cmomeee
Evansville, Ind 77 1,153 1
El Paso, Tex.-- ——— 87 24
Honolulu, Hawaii S Bl e B [ [ 2,199 | crmmmen

+Less than $500.
2Not included in group or grand totals.
2 Overdraft.
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SECTION D. ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES (Tebles 27 and 28)

The assessed valuation of property In the 94 cities subject to general prop-
erty taxes for clty corporation purposes in 1938 was $57,310,999,000, or $1,517
per capita. These valuations for the cities are those upon which the levies
were made that produced the current property tax revenue for their flscal years
ended 1in 1938.

The dates that these assessments were made varied among the citles. Some
were in 1938, some 1n 1937, and some in 1938. In presenting the assessed valu-
ations upon a uniform basis, comparison may be made of the taxes levied for the
year with collectlions on that levy, which are presented 1n table 3. Prior to
1937, it was the practice of the Bureau to report the latest assessment that
had been made in any city at the time the report for a glven year was belng pre-
pared, regardless of the filscal year for which the levy on this valuation was
to be made.

The total valuation consisted of $47,871,923,000 real property, which in-
cludes land and 1mprovements to land; $8,917,694,000 personal property, which
includes both ‘tangible and intangible personal property; and $521,382,000 other
property, which includes largely the valuation of raillroads and other types of
public utility property which, in some States, 1s not segregated as between real
and personal.

The valuation of property within these cities subject %To taxes for State
purposes was $37,810,515,000; for county purposes, $11,425,906,000; and for the
purposes of other civil divisions, $2,722,095,000. Table 27 presents separately
the assessed valuations and tax levies of the clty corporations and each Inde-
pendent unit levying general property taxes. As explained 1in part I of this
study, data for counties contalining munlclipallitles wlth a population of over
300,000 are apportioned to the respective figures of the c¢lty corporation.

The valuations shown are not the full or market value of all property in
the cities, because the basis of assessment Iin many cltles or other local as-
sessing unlts varies from 100 percent of such value. A tabulation showing the
full value of all property 1In the citles, furthermore, would require inclusion
of the assessed valuation of property that is exempt from general property taxes.
A tabulation of the valuation of property exempt from the general property tax
in the 94 clties Is not included in this report.

The total levies for all purposes for 1938 upon the assessed valuations of
the 94 cities was $1,910,088,000, or $50.54 per capita. Of this total, $1,781,-
607,000 was for city purposes, including the city corporation and independent
overlapping districts practically coextensive with the clties, such as schools,
parks, and those counties 1in which are located the citles having over 300,000
population. Of the remainder of the total levies, $53,664,000 was for State
purposes, $66,755,000 was for county purposes, and $8,033,000 was for purposes
of other civil divisions.

The foregoing data as to assessed valuation and tax levies are discussed in
detail below.

Definitions.— Definitions of the terms used in this report may be round
on pages 294-298.

Assessed valuation of property subject to general property taxes.—
Assessed valuations have been sublected in recent years to a variety of influ-
erices, such as the deflation of speculative property values, the partial recov-
ery from severely depressed valuations, the elimination ¢f real property from
the tax roll through homestead and other exemptions, and the active resumption
of bullding construction in some areas. The assessed valuation of property sub-
ject to general property taxes for city purposes (in the 94 cities) increased
$524,000,000 from the 1937 figure., The erratic trend of assessed valuations for
clty purposes, both In volume and per caplta, 1s indicated in the following
flgures:
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Assessed valua-
Year tion (ir thou- | Per capita
sands)
1926 $57,248,000 $1,699
1927 63,328,000 1,855
1928 66,109,000 1,887
19239 68,195,000 1,908
1930 71,333,000 1,957
1931 71,252,000 1,921
1932 66,187,000 1,754
1933 60,778,000 1,622
1934 57,296,000 1,524
1935 56,328,000 1,497
1938 57,013,000 1,514
1937 56,717,000 1,505
1938 57,311,000 1,517
I

As indicated by these flgures, the depression perlod brought a sharp read-
Justment downward in property valuations, most of which occurred in 1832, 1933,
and 1934. By 1935, assessed valuatlons had declined $15,011,000,000, or 21 per-
cent, from the peak reported In 193C. The decline was even more severe on a
per capita basis, the filgure for 1935 being 23.5 percent less than for 1930.

Tax levies.-—Despite the need for revenue by the 94 cities during the de-
pression years, the total levy {of the general property tax) for city purposes
declined sharply from a high of $2,029,838,000 in 1931 to a low of $1,656,951,000
in 1934. As may be seen from the table presented below, the levy 1s still well
below that of the years 1926 through 1932, especially when considered on a per
caplta basis:

. Tax levy
Year (In thousands) Per capita
1926 #1,576,405 $46.77
1927 1,723,537 50.48
1928 1,805,148 51.53
1929 1,896,063 53.06
1920 1,986,260 54.49
1931 2,029,838 54,73
1932 1,930,681 51.16
1933 1,703,849 45.46
1934 1,656,951 44.08
1935 1,662,096 44.17
1636 1,692,574 44.94
1937 1,703,095 45.21
1938 1,781,607 47.15

Assessed valuations reached their peak In 1930 and tax levies, the next year.
Total valuations and tax levies 1in 1938 were slightly in excess of the 1926
level. A return to the 1levies of pre-depression years may be slow, because of
the resistance to tax Increases. It is easier for a city to change its assessed
valuation than its tax rate. The pressure of organized property owners, the ef-
fect of tax limitation laws, the problem of tax delinquency, additional revenue
from State ald, and resort to new sources of revenue—such as the city sales tax
used in a few cities, clty motor-vehicle fuel taxes, and the like—are among the
factors leading to moderation in expansicn of the tax burden on property. The
increased share of the local relief burden borne by the States and the Federal
Government has been of great importance In helping to lessen the need for reve-
nue by the cities.

TABLE 27

The valuations shown In table 27 are those of property subject to the gen-
eral property tax by the 94 citles and alsc of property within their jurisdic-
tion taxed by the States, countles, and other civil divisions. Of the total
valuation for city purposes, $57,310,999,000, 83.5 percent consisted of real
property; 15.6 percent was personal property; and the remaining nine-tenths of
1 percent comprised other property not segregated as between real and personal.
The trend of assessed valuations In the 94 citles has Dbeen considered in the
opening discussion of this section.
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Assessed valuation of property.-—In some cities the valuation taxed by
the city corporation differs from that taxed by the State, county, or other civil
divisions. This is due to statutory provislions affecting the types of local
property to be taxed, to differing assessments of the same property by two units
of assessment, or to geographical factors—some independent units of government
containing less than the total city area, for example.

The extent to which personal property 1s taxed varles among cities. C(Cities
in the States of New York and Pennsylvania, for example, are not taxed at all
on personalty but only on real property. The classification of property belong-
ing to railroads, telephone and telegraph companies, and similar corporations
varises. In some States such property, including the value of franchises, is
classified by the State as real and 1In some as personal. In other States part
of the assessed valuation of such property 1s classifled as real and part as
personal. In still other States thils class of property 1s assessed as a whole
and given = separate classification. In such cases the valuation is apportioned
among the local taxing units and is reported here in the column "All other."

Basis of assessment,— The basls of assessment as provided by law in many
of the States 1is at "cash," "full," "true," or "market" value; In some States,
assessment 1s at a stated percentage of such value;and In other States,no basis
is prescribed. Provision relating to the basls for assessment of personal prop-
erty may vary also from that applied to real property. In Alabama, for example,
the legal basis of all property assessments 1s 60 percent, and, in Washington,
50 percent, of the cash value; in Minnesota, real property 1s classified and
assessed at values from 20 percent to 40 percent, and personal property is di-
vided into five classes with assessment at 25 percent to 100 percent. AsS a re-
sult, the reported valuation of citles In States not prescribing 100 percent of
cash value 1is not comparable with that of citles in States having a legal basis
of 100 percent unless such varilations are recognized and adjustments made in the
analysis. The Bureau, however, does not report the legal basis of assessment in
the citles,

In addition to the absence of data as to the legal basls of assessment in
these cities, the Bureau has discontinued 1ts presentation of data on the actual
basis of assessment in practlce. This basls in several cities and independent
governmental units is only a percentage ¢f the full cash value. 1In some cases
elther real or personal property 1s assessed at a percentage of cash value and
the other at full value. As examples: 1In California, while the legal basis is
100 percent, assessed valuations are in practice approximately &0 percent of
cash value; in Chlcago, the assessed valuation of both real and personal property
is 37 percent of the cash value, as recognized by court decision; in New Orleans,
the basis of assessment for city and school purposes 1s autherized to be 85 per-
cent of the valuatlon for State and levee district purposes; in Florida, assess-
ments used as a basis for the imposition of city or other local taxes are re-
ported as varying for all types of property from approximately 20 percent to 50
percent of cash value; and in the citles of Texas, the reported basis of assess-
ment of both real and personal property ranges from 40 percent to 75 percent for
the levies for clty and other units of government. 1In order to obtain for any
number of cities comparability of assessed valuation and tax burden data, these
variations in basls of assessing in actual practice must be considered.

Tax levies and rates.—The total and per capita levy, and the rate per
$1,000 of assessed valuation, are shown 1in table 27 for each city, its indepen-
dent subdivisions, 1f any, and for the State, county, and other civil divisions.
It will be observed that for the cities in California, Delaware, Illinoils, Mich-
igan, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,and Rhode Island there is no entry on the table for
"Government of State." In these 8 States there was no levy of the general prop-
erty tax for State purposes. For the cities in Pennsylvania and Virginia, which
also levy no general property tax for State purposes, the item "Government of
State" reflects a State tax in small amounts on selected property.® Of the total
levies upon the assessed valuations for all State and 1local government units
reported In this study, $1,781,807,000 or 93.3 percent was for c¢ity purposes,

1cf. Financial Statistics of States: 1938.
407809 O—41-—15
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including city corporation and independent overlapping units, as described on
p. 215. The remaining 6.7 percent of the total of all 1levies was for county,
State, and other civil dlvision purposes. The trend of tax levies for city pur-
poses was discussed previously.

The tax rate of property tax levy per $1,000 of assessed valuation for each
unit of government levying a tax within the city is glven In table 27. The
rates vary for each separate levy, usually being the largest for the city, or
the city corporation and school district combined, followed by that for the
county, and then that for the State, and finally, that for other civil divisions.

Because of the variation in most citles of the assessed valuations agalnst
which the taxes at the stated rates are levled, the "total tax rate per $1,000"
for each city is not reported. The total rate for each city corporation, how-
ever, 1s reported elther as a deflnite amount or an average rate. Because of
the variations in assessed valuatlions and tax rates, it is impracticable to re-~
port the average tax rate per $1,000 for all cities,

More or less importance is placed upon the tax rate by those interested in
analyzing statistics relating to the tax burden of cities. The tax rate, how-
ever, is merely a quotient of the tax levy divided by the assessed valuation,
expressed In terms of the rate per $100 or $1,000 of the valuatlion. Whether the
rate will be relatively high or low, therefore, depends upon the quantitative
value of the factors entering into the computation—the rate will vary inversely
with either the 1levy or the valuation. It 1s for thls reason that the rate 1is
commonly found to be unusually high in those cilties assessing property at a low
ratlo of full value.

Bank stock tax levies.—Taxes on bank stock are reported In table 27-A,
with the valuation, rate, and levy for 1938, In the cities of New Jersey, prop-
erty In the form of bank stock s taxed, for city and county purposes, at a
special rate based on the valuation of the stock. Similarly, in Baltimore, the
clty levies taxes at speclal rates on property in the form of corporation shares
of banks, and of trust, surety, guarantee and fidelity, and fire and marine in-
surance companies, and in the form of savings banks deposits.?®

TABLE 27-A.-—BANK STOCK TAX LEVIES: 1938

{Amounts expressed in thousands)

g Tax rate LEVY
» | CITY, AND UNIT OF GOVERNMENT OR CLASS OF PROPERTY | Velustion | B0 .
2 2000 o Total Per
(5] valuation capita
Total: $1,043 40,03
7 Baltimore, Md.:
City corporati $260,469 1$3.16 824 .97
Banks, trust companies, and other corpora-
tion shares 41,340 10.00 413 .49
Savings bank deposite: 219,129 1.88 411 .48
71 Camden, N. J.:
City corporation—bank stock 758 3.75 3 .02
County—bank stock: 755 3.75 3 .02
76 Elizabeth, N. J.:
City corporati bank stock 327 3,75 1 .0l
County—bank stock: 327 3,75 1 .01
27 Jersey City, N. J.:
City corporation—bank stock: 4,433 3,75 17 .05
County—bank stock: 4,433 3,75 17 .05
18 Newark, N. J.:
City corporation—bank stock: 17,746 3,75 67 .15
County——bank stock: 17,746 3,75 67 .15
64 Paterson, N. J.:
City corporation——bank stock: 3,441 3.75 13 .08
County-—bank stock: 3,441 3.76 13 .09
68 Trenton, N. J.:
City corporati bank stock: 2,404 3.75 g .07
County—bank stock 2,404 3.75 9 .07

1 Average rate.

20f. Section A on this point, p. 56, supra.
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Poll tax levies.—Taxes upon polls, or capitation taxes, are reported in
table 27-B with the rate and levy for 1938. As indicated 1n the discussion of
poll taxes in Section A, Revenues,® the recelpts from poll taxes are insignifi-
cant compared with the total revenues of the cities, but are an important source
of income to some cities. Connecticut cities collect a poll tax the proceeds
of which are paid over to the State to meet the State requirement for old-age
assistance, and the receipts by the State are classified as grants from minor
civil divisions.*

In reports before 1925, data concerning poll taxes were Included in the table
of assessed valuations and tax levies, but for 1925 and subsequent years the ma-
terial was separately reported in a text table. In 1938, only 39 cities located
in 13 States reported using this tax, compared with 48 cities in 1932, and the
total levy declined 15.6 percent, from $5,023,000 to $4,239,000.

TABLE 27-B.—POLL TAX LEVIES: 19328

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

g Rate S Rate
s CITY, AND UNIT OF GOVERNMENT of Levy » | CITY, AND UNIT OF GOVERNMENT of Levy
bt levy e levy
o (&)
Total-———m—eemmmmm e ] ———- 1 $4,239 || 92 | Lynn, Mass.:
City corporation—---————- $2.00 $61
79 | New Bedford, Mass.:
35| Birmingham, Ala.: City corporation-—-——--—-—d 2.00 66
City corporation-——-——-——-- $1.50 31 || 87 | Somerville, Mass.:
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.: City corporation-——————— - 2.00 59
City corporation-——--=————f 3,00 241 || 56 | Springfield, Mass.:
48 | Hartford, Conn.: City corporation—-———————— 2.00 91
City corporation—————————m——ei 3.00 292 || 44 | Worcester, Mass,:
52 | New Haven, Conn.: City corporation-——-——-~——— 2,00 114
City corporation=-w———e———== 3.00 265 || 64 | Paterson, N. J.:
91 | Waterbury, Conn.: City corporation-————--—--— 1.00 13
City corporation: -— 3.00 175 || 72 | Brie, Pa.:
75 | Wilmington, Del.: County (@) 39
County +25 6 || 77 | Reading, Pa.:
50| Jacksonville, Fla.: School district——-———————- - 2.00 138
School district————————— 1.00 37 County————~—mmr el (2) 52
84 | Tampa, Fla,: 63 | Seranton, Pa.:
School districte-me—e—rewe——- 1,00 25 City corporation-—-———-- —{ 1.00 75
30| Atlanta, Ga.: School district—————— - 2.50 189
City corporation—-—-———~ew—a 3,00 124 || 37 | Providence, R. I.:
Stat 1.00 34 City corporation-————~-—— 1.00 9z
93 | Evansville, Ind.: 67 | Chattanooga, Tenn.:
City corporation e 1.00 21 County--——em— 2.00 )
School district—————-—-—- 1.00 21 {| 78 { Knoxville, Tenn
Stat 1.50 31 [ e —— -— 2,00 s8
County .50 10 || 32 | Memphis, Tenn
70| Fort Wayne, Ind.: County--———————————me———eq 2,00 *
City corporation ———— 2,00 42 || 49 { Nashville, Tenn
School district———w—e——ad 1.00 21 County—-—~——mmememe— < 2,00 149
Stat. 1.50 41 | 31 | Dallas, Tex.:
County 1.50 41 Stat 1.50 68
80| Gary, Ind.: County-————=mwmemmemed 25 11
School distriet--———--———-+ 1.25 18 || 94 [ E1 Paso, Tex.:
Stat 1.50 Rl Stat 1.50 9
20 | Indianapolis, Ind.: County—--— .25 1
City corporation————e—m——n—m .50 27 || 46 | Fort Worth, Tex.:
County——— e el 1,00 54 Stat 1.50 36
State 1.50 81 County——-—-—w—wr e et .25 8
86 | South Bend, Ind.: 21 | Houston, Tex.:
City corporation: —-————ue .50 11 Stat 1.50 88
School district——-—m—mamenm — 1.00 22 [| 36 | San Antonio, Tex.:
State: 1.50 34 State 1.50 70
County-——~—e—m————ee e 50 11 || 61 | Norfolk, Va.:
9 | Boston, Mass.: City corporation—-——————o .50 35
City corporation-—————n—nu- — 2.00 478 Stat 1.00 70
74 | Cambridge, Mass.: 45 | Richmond, Va.:
. City corporation——————--—--—- 2.00 67 City corporation—----——-—- 1,50 149
73 | Fall River, Mass.: State: 1.00 99
City corporatiop———-w—ss—— 2.00 66
89 { Lowell, Mass.: Honolulu, Hawali:
City corporation————-e--emeead 2,00 54 City corporation—--——————od (3) )

10ccupation taxes levied on a valuation of $5,198,000, at the rate of $7.50 per $1,000.
2 Occupation taxes levied on a valuation of $8,020,000, at the rate of $6.50 per $1,000.
3 Not reported.

?P. 57, supra.
4 ¢f. Financlal Statistics of States: 1938
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TABIE 27.-~ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA: 1938

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
Rate
5 CITY, AND UNIT OF per
E GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000
2 Total Real Personal Other | capi- Total capi- | of as~-
. ta ta sessed
het valua-
[£] tion
Grand total-—--- -——- |$1,910,058 |$50,5¢ | =—=wm
Govermment of city-$57,310,999 ||$47,871,923 146,917,694 |$521,362 |§1,517 | 1,781,607 | 47.15 | =~—mn
Government of State 37,810,515 || 31,747,247 | 5,650,064 | 413,203 | 1,001 63,664 | 1,42 | wmewen
Government of county 11,425,906 9,112,238 | 2,122,282 | 191,386 302 66,755 | 1,77 | ————
Goverrment of other
civil divisions-4 2,722,095 2,205,250 511,681 5,164 | —mmmm 8,033 | mmwmm | mmmeee
GROUP T ———w= [ 1,226,791 | 55.46 | wmeen
Government of city--- 37,707,960 || 32,574,784 | 4,987,887 | 145,289 | 1,705 | 1,203,628 | 54.41 | ===mmm
Government of State-d{ 24,294,642 || 21,742,321 | 2,414,300 | 138,021 | 1,098 17,872 | .81 | mememm
Goverrment of other
civil divisions—-—- 1,328,634 || 1,133,208 | 195,336 | —~wmmmw | —ormmm 5,201 | wmmmn | wm—m
GROUP II —_——- 262,678 | 49.95 | ==
Government of city-—4 6,926,170 5,278,666 | 1,446,679 | 200,822 | 1,317 244,940 | 46,57 | ww=mas
Government of State-+ 5,511,655 3,931,452 | 1,421,145} 159,057 | 1,048 16,675 | 3,17 | e———em
Government of county- 354,253 318,648 35,6085 | =wmmamm 87 1,063 220 | wmm——
GROUP IIT e 420,589 | 40.40 | ~mmemm
Coverrment of city--- 12,676,870 || 10,018,471 | 2,485,128 | 175,271 | 1,218 $33,038 | 31,99 | —m—e—m
Goverrment of State-- 8,004,218 || 6,075,474 | 1,814,619 | 116,125 | 769 19,117 | 1.B4 | mmeem
Government of county- 11,071,653 8,793,590 | 2,086,676 | 191,386 | 1,063 65,682 | 6,31 | =~
Government of other
civil divisions---- 1,393,461 1,071,952 316,345 5,164 | ——emm 2,742 | —mmem | e
ALABAMA
35 | BIRMINGHAM ——— 5,773 | 21.69 | ———=me
Government of city-— 160,360 136,762 23,887 | memmm— €c2 2,967 1 11.14 | $18.50
Goverrment of State—- 160,360 136,762 23,597 | m—m———— 602 1,042 3,92 6.50
Govermnment of county- 160,360 136,762 23,897 | mw————— 602 1,764 | 6.63 11.00
CALIFORNIA
5 | LOS ANGELES ——— 73,044 50.11 | ===
Government of city--— —— 67,753 | 46.48 | wm—eem
City corporation-{ 1,739,297 || 1,133,298 | 605,999 | —wu-mv]| 1,193 21,859 | 15.00 | 212,57
County——e——m=——— 1,739,297 || 1,133,298 | 605,999 | w~—rmw| 1,183 23,171} 15.80 | ®13,32
School districts-- 1,739,297 1,133,298 605,999 | ~=ww—me | 1,193 22,724 | 15.58 | 213,06
Government of Metro-
politan water dis-
trict-m————-————od 1,328,634 || 1,133,298 195,336 | mwmw—e=| 911 5,201] 3.,63| 23.98
11 | SAN FRANCISCC ——— 31,984 | 50.41 | wmeem—w
Goverrment of eity-—- 991,235 713,414 | 277,821 | —e—wmn | 1,562 31,984 | 50.41 | 232.27
29 | OAKLAND- — 13,086 | 43,77 | ~—m—wm
Government of city-—- —— 9,810 | 352.81 | ~———=
City corporation-- 261,877 221,822 39,955 | ———wm—e | 876 4,981 | 16,66 | 219.02
School district-— 261,877 221,922 39,955 | —mmea— 876 4,188 14.01 215.99
Utility district— 256,188 221,922 34,267 | ~————| 857 641§ 2,14 2,50
Government of county- 261,877 221,922 39,955 | wmemmmme 87¢ 3,277 | 10,96 | ?12.51
43 | SAN DIEGC ——— 7,955} 41.07 | ——=
Government of city--- — 5,219 | 26,94 | ———-~
City corporation— 155,483 119,497 35,986 803 2,988 | 15,42 | 19,21
School districts— 155,483 119,497 35,986 803 2,232 | 11.52 | 214.35
Government of county— 155,483 119,497 35,986 | me—memm 803 2,736 | 14.12 | *17.59
53 | LONG BEACH 8,674 54,08 | ————m=m
Goverrment of city— 5,695| 35,51 | =m~mmm
City corporation-- 212,981 178,803 33,079 3,044 18,97 | 214,28
School district-— 161,976 132,188 29,788 2,652 | 16.53 | 216,37
Government of county- 161,976 132,188 29,788 2,384 | 14.86 | *14,72
Government of Metro-
politan water dis-
trictme—— e mmm e 148,725 132,188 16,537 927 5851 3.71 4.00

3General property not taxed for State purposes,

2 Average rate.
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TABIE 27.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA:

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

1938-~Continued

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
Rate
_§ CITY, AND UNIT OF per
L GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000
B Total Real Personal Other | capi- Total capi~ | of as-
oy ta ta sesged
b1 valua~
4] tion
COLORADO
25 | DENVER: $13,692
Government of city--- ————— 12,092
City corporation—-  $355,643 284,012 $71,631 | ~—m—mee 181,124 6,437
School district-- 355,643 284,012 71,631 | ——e—mm | 1,124 5,655
Government of State-- 355,643 284,012 71,631 | ==mm—— | 1,124 1,600
CONNECTICUT
48 | HARTFORD e 9,584 | 57.47
Government of city—- —— 9,118 | 54.96 | ——~mm
City corporation— 355,681 310,872 44,809 | wommeme | 2,144 8,819 | 53.16 | 24,79
Metropolitan dis-
trict S 359,749 311,336 48,413 209 1 1.80 .83
Government of State-- 355,681 310,872 44,809 22¢ | 1.38 .65
Government of county- 355,681 310,872 44,809 187 | 1.13 .53
52 | NEW HAVEN- —— 8,418 | 52.29
Government of city--< ——— 8,104 | 50.33
City corporation-4 309,032 262,236 46,795 | ~—em— | 1,919 8,074 | 50.15
Improvement dis-
trictgemmm———a—d 14,868 314,869 ) ——— | (%) 301 (%)
Government of State-- 309,032 262,236 46,795 | ~mw==m—— | 1,919 181 1.1¢8
Government of county- 309,032 262,236 46,795 | w=wvm—em= | 1,919 123 .76
59 | BRIDGEPORT- 6,711 | 45,62 | ———m~m
Govermment of city--—- 236,245 191,482 44,764 6,469 | 43.98 | 227,38
Government of State-- 236,245 191,482 44,764 164 | 112 .68
Government of county~ 236,245 191,482 44,764 78 .83 .33
91 | WATERBURY- ——— 5,187 | 52.19 | ——=-=m
Government of eity—d 167,527 132,323 35,003 | <w——-mu | 1,683 4,984 | 50.14 | 29.79
Government of State— 167,327 132,323 35,003 | ~=-—— (1,683 123 1.23 .78
Government of county- 167,327 132,323 35,003 | =~—=-—| 1,883 80 .81 .48
DELAWARE
75 | WILMINGTON ——— 3,031 | 27.18
Government of city-—— 155,130 155,130 | —=—=———w= | mem—me—e | 1,391 2,512 | 22,53 | 216,19
Government of county- 148,302 148,302 | mw—ememam | wemsmee | 1,330 519 | 4.66 3.50
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
12 | WASHINGTON ———— 25,572 | 40,44 | ~—~mmm
Government of city--< 1,872,363 || 1,171,331 ! 701,032 | ~—eme— | 2,961 25,572 | 40,44 | 213,66
FLORIDA
50 | JACKSONVILLE 3,431 | 20,87 | ===
Government of city-—— 2,314 [ 14,14 | ~~=mmm
City corporation-- 71,507 61,826 9,680 1,346 | 8.25 | 218,82
School district---4 - 58,931 47,372 7,349 968 | 5,92 | 216.42
Government of State-- 91,032 36,274 50,547 231 1.41| 22.54
Government of county- 47,834 36,274 7,349 BO9 | 4.94| 16.91
Government of naviga~
tion districts——-— 58,931 47,372 7,349 77 47| 213
55 | MIAMT ——— 6,017 | 38.45 | —=m——
Government. of city--- _—— 4,851 | 31.00 -
City corporation—| 146,819 128,469 18,350 | ~==—--- | 938 3,702 | 23.66 | 225,21
School districte-o 44,088 36,002 7,133 953 | 282 1,149 | 7.34 | 226.07
Government of State-- 111,248 26,581 81,714 953 | 711 226 | 1.45| 22.04
Government of county- 44,088 36,002 7,133 953 282 895 | 5.72 | 220.30
Government of naviga-
tion district-——-— 44,088 36,002 7,133 953 282 44 .28 1.00
B4 | TAMPA ——— $4,654 | 44,12 | e
Government of eity~—— ~——-m—ew—m || —mmmm e | e e | et | e 3,524 | 33,40 | ===~
City corporation—- 86,816 77,498 9,518 | ————m | 823 2,408 | 22,83 | 227,74
School district-—- 35,152 29,802 2,946 | 2,403 | 333 1,116 | 10,58 |231.75
Government of State-- 38,045 24,360 11,282 2,403 | 361 18| 1.12| 23,11
Government of county- 35,152 28,802 2,946 2,403 333 1,011 1 9.59 | #28.77

lGeneral property not taxed for State purposes.

2 pverage rate.

3Valuation of personal property included with that of real property.
4Per capita not computed; population not known.
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TABLE 27.--ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA:

FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

(Mmounts expressed in thousands)

1938—Continued

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
o Rate
g CITY, AND UNIT OF per
g GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000
] Total Real Personal Other | capi~ Total capi~ | of as-
5 ta ta sessed
a valua-
tion
GEORGIA
30 | ATLANTA: e $9,889 [$33,33 | ~—wmm
Government of city---| $338,811 $239,433 $68,896 | $30,483 11,142 5,799 | 19,54 [*$17.12
Government of State-- 215,276 138,710 45,083 | 30,483 726 1,076 | 3.63 5.00
Government of county- 215,276 139,710 45,083 | 30,483 7286 3,014 | 10.16 | 14.00
ILLINOIS*
2| CHICAGO~ ——— 181,058 | 53,92 | ~=we—mm
Government of city-—-] - | 181,058 | 53,92 | =mmmmm
City corporation—-‘ 2,073,976 1,369,502 605,536 | 98,939 618 72,589 | 21.82 | 35,00
Countymmmmra~m——d 2,073,976 || 1,369,502 | 605,536 | 98,939 | 618 11,614 | 3.46 | 5,60
School district-—| 2,073,976 || 1,369,502 605,556 | 98,939 | 618 62,634 | 18.65 | 30.20
Park districts--—| 2,073,976 || 1,369,502 | 605,536 | 98,939 | 618 18,873 | 5.62 | 9,10
Sanitary district-f 2,073,976 1,369,502 605,536 | 98,939 618 13,273 | 3.95 6.40
Forest preserve
district—-—-—-l 2,073,976 || 1,369,502 | 605,536 | 98,93¢ | 618 2,074 .62 1.00
85 | PEORIA: ——— 3,791 | 36.07 | ~——---
Government of city-——— ——— 3,495 | 33,25 | —=w=mm
City corporation-— 80,998 56,430 22,696 | 1,872 771 1,357 {12.91 | 16.75
School district—- 80,998 56,430 22,696 1,872 771 1,417 | 15.49 | 17.50
Park district---—| 80,998 56,430 22,696 1,872 771 82| 1.73 2.25
Sanitary district- 80,998 56,430 22,696 1,872 771 296 | 2.81 3.65
TOWf1 e emmme ] 80,998 56,430 22,606 | 1,872 1 243 | 2.31| 3.00
Government of county- 80,998 56,430 22,696 1,872 ™ 206 | 2.81 3.85
INDIANA
20 | INDIANAPOLIS- ——— 16,405 | 42.83 | =~=—em
Govarnment of ecity~—— ——— 15,629 | 40.81 | wew—mm
City corporation--—| 517,444 374,303 143,141 6,468 | 16.89 12.50
Countyem—m——eom——i 517,444 374,303 143,141 3,986 | 10,41 | 27.70
School district—- 517,444 374,303 143,141 5,174 | 13.51 | 10.00
Governeent of State-- 517 4444 374,303 143,141 776 | 2.03 1.50
70 | FORT WAYNE ——— 3,354 | 28,47 | ————mm
Government of city-—- — 2,379 | 20,19
City corporation--| 148,763 113,272 35,491 | =—meme | 1,263 943 | 8,01
School district— 148,763 113,272 35,491 | ~we-—— | 1,263 1,436 | 12,19
Government, of State——| 152,947 113,272 35,491 4,185 | 1,208 229 | 1.95
Government of county-| 152,947 113,272 35,491 | 4,185 [ 1,208 566 | 4.80
Government of township| 148,763 113,272 35,491 | ————-—— | 1,263 180 | 1.53
80 | GARY- ————= 4,959 | 45.20
Government, of city--- 3,209 | 29.26
City corporation—— 137,741 95,144 42,597 1,419 | 12.93
School district-—- 137,741 95,144 42,597 1,791 | 16.352
Government of State— 137,741 95,144 42,597 207 | 1.88
Government of county-| 137,741 95,144 42,597 709 | 6.47
Government of township 137,741 95,144 42,597 833 | 7.60
86 | SOUTH BEND — 5,395 | 33.35
Govermment of city--- —— 2,343 { 23,02
City corporation—| 132,024 93,183 38,841 | ~—=—— | 1,297 984 | 9.68
School district-—-—- 132,024 93,183 38,841 1,207 1,360 | 13.36 | 10.30
Government of State—— 134,534 93,183 38,841 2,510 1,322 202 | 1.98 1.50
Government of county-| 134,534 93,183 38,841 2,510 | 1,322 605 | 5.95 4.50
Government of township 132,024 93,183 38,841 | w~e——- | 1,297 244 | 2,40 *1.85
93 | EVANSVILLE: ——— 4,084 | 41,67 | —eemm
Government of city-— ——— 2,503 | 25,54 | m—m—-
City corporation-- 117,499 81,384 36,115 | ===—== | 1,199 1,328 | 13,85 11.30
School district--—— 117,499 81,384 36,115 | ~—————~| 1,199 1,175 | 11.99 | 10.00
Government of State— 119,303 81,384 26,115 | 1,804 | 1,217 179 | 1.83| 1.50
Government of county-| 119,303 81,384 36,115 1,804 1,217 799 | 8.16 6.70
Government of tomshiy 117,499 81,384 36,115 | ———~=—-| 1,199 603 | 6.15| 25.13

lGeneral property not taxed for State purposes.

2 pverage rate.
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1938-~Continued

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
Rate

‘g CITY, AND UNIT OF per

g GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000

g8 Total Real Personal Other | capi- Total capi~ | of as-

e ta ta sessed

a2 valua-

© tion

Ioma

54 | DES MOINES —— $7,923 [$50.53 | —eweme
Government of city--~ ——— 6,007 | 38,31 | ww———

City corporation-4 $175,389 $119,552 46,885 | $8,952 41,119 3,002 | 19,14 {*%17.11

School district--- 175,389 119,552 46,885 8,952 | 1,118 3,005 | 19.17 | *17.14
Government of State-- 175,389 119,552 46,885 8,952 | 1,119 424 | 2,71 *2.,42
Government of county< 175,389 119,552 46,885 | 8,952 | 1,119 1,491 | 9.51| 28,50

KANSAS

66 | KANSAS CITY: ———— 5,130 | 40.42 | ===-m~
Government of city--- ——— 3,720 | 29,31 | =~m—m-

City corporation-- 94,275 61,649 32,626 | —mmmmmm | 743 1,796 | 14.16 | 219,06

School district—o 94,275 61,649 32,626 | momemee | 743 1,743 | 13,74 | 218.49

Drainage district- 36,052 17,538 18,514 | —-—— 1 (%) 180 | (%) 5.00
Government of State— 94,275 61,649 32,626 | m——m——m 743 185 | 1.53| 22,07
Government of county- 94,275 61,649 32,626 | == 743 1,215 9.57 |?12.89

83 | WICHITA —— 4,505 | 41.91 -
Government of city--—- 3,376 | 31.40 | ~———==m

City corporation-~ 139,689 88,568 51,122 1,318 [ 12.26 | 29.43

School district-—- 139,689 88,568 51,122 1,823 | 16.96 | *13.05
University districy 117,496 88,568 28,920 235 | 2.19 2.00
Government of State— 139,689 88,568 51,122 232! 2.16| 21.66
Government of county~ 139,689 88,568 51,122 897 | 8.35| %6.42

KENTUCKY
24 | LOUISVILLE: —— 12,768 | 40.27 | ———wm
Government of city— —— 11,161 | 35,20
City corporation-- 421,760 309,659 112,101 | ==—==== | 1,330 9,505 | 29.97 | 222,54
County-—m—w—mmm—a 405,206 302,680 102,525 | ~m=mmm- | 1,278 1,656 | 5.22| 24.09
Government of State-4 593,927 302,680 | 291,247 | wmmw-am | 1,873 1,608 | 5.07 2,71
LOUTSIANA

15 | NEW ORLEANS — 17,094 | 35.01 | ——=——~

Government of city-—- ——— 14,243 | 28,17 | —=—em
City corporation--| 421,464 308,686 | 112,778 | wmeemee | 863 9,061 | 18.56 | 21.50
School district--- 421,464 308,686 | 112,779 | ~ww—— | 863 2,950 | 6.04| 7.00
Levee district--~- 495,842 363,162 | 132,681 | ==~ | 1,015 2,231 | 4.57{ 4.50

Government of State— 495,842 363,162 | 132,681 | wmew—m | 1,015 2,851 | 5.84| 5.75
MARYLAND

7 | BALTIMORE ——— 35,5611 41.86 | ~————
Government of city-— 1,704,566 1,068,621 635,945 | ———— | 2,006 32,342 | 38,07 | 218,97
Government of State-- 1,543,810 || 1,030,426 | 513,384 | =—=——— | 1,817 3,218 | 5,79 | ®2.08

MASSACHUSETTS '

9 | BOSTON: ———— 64,913 | 82,54 | ————=m
Government of city——- 1,583,193 1,437,590 145,603 | ~=v—=~ | 2,013 60,853 | 77.38 | 238.44
Government of State--| 1,583,193 1,437,590 145,603 | ——--=— | 2,013 4,061 | 5,16 2.56

44 | WORCESTER:- ——— 10,802 | 56,00 | ww=w—e~
Government of city-—+ 282,732 253,530 29,202 1,468 9,541 | 49.54 | 233,75
Government of State-— 282,732 253,530 29,202 762 3.96 2.69
Government of county- 282,732 253,530 29,202 499 | 2.58 1.77

56 | SPRINGFIELD- 9,874 | 66,00 | —=—ee~
Government of city-~- 280,832 250,166 30,667 8,810 | 58.89 | ®31,37
Government of State-- 280,852 250,166 30,667 709 | 4.74 2.52
Government of county- 280,832 250,166 30,667 355 | 2.37 1.27

73 | FALL RIVER: ——— 3,912 | 33,69 | —w——=-
Government of city--- 96,895 83,301 13,594 | ===~-m~ | B35 3,451 | 29,72 | ?35.62
Government of State—j 96,895 83,301 13,594 835 303 2.61 3.13
Government of county: 96,895 83,301 13,594 | ——-——mm B3§ 1571 1.35 1.62

2 pverage rate

“Per capita not computed; population not mown.
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 27.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA: 1938—Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY

o Rate

g CITY, AND UNIT OF per

B GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000

" Total Real Personal Other | capi- Total capi~ | of as-

» ta ta sessed

E] valua~

tion
MASSACHUSETTS—Contd.

74 | CAMBRIDGE:- ——— $7,266 164,13 | ~m—mem
Government of city—--  $178,985 $161,709 $17,277 | ~~-—— [$1,580 6,512 | 57.48 |?$36.38
Government of State-{ 178,985 161,709 17,277 | wmmeee | 1,580 473 4.17| 2.84
Government of county- 178,985 161,709 17,277 | ===~ | 1,580 282 | 2.49 1.57

79 | NEW BEDFORD- : ——— 4,866 | 44,16 | ~m==um
Government of city—-— 108,178 |’ 91,600 16,578 | wmm—w—- | 982 4,365 | 39.61 | 40,35
Government- of State- 108,178 | 91,600 16,578 | =—aemm 982 330 [ 2.99 3,05
Government of county- 108,178 i 91,800 16,578 | —————- 982 171 1.55 1.58

87 | SOMERVILLE 5,165 | 50.79 | =——weme
Government of city—+ 119,095 108,183 10,913 4,702 | 46.23 | 39,48
Government of State--| 119,005 108,183 10,913 200 | 2.85 2.43
Government of county- 119,095 108,183 10,913 173 | 1.70 1.45

89 | LOWELL ———— 4,848 | 46,00 | ——emmer
Government of city—-- 100,817 89,709 11,108 | =—emsmmem 998 4,402 | 43,58 | 243,66
Government of State-- 100,817 89,709 11,108 | w—ememm 998 280 2.77 2.78
Government of county- 100,817 89,709 11,108 | =m——mm 298 167 | 1.65 1.65

92 | LYNN ———— 4,872 | 49,16 | —=—-—
Government of city~— 136,612 121,570 15,042 | wmmmmm [ 1,379 4,291 43,30 | 231.41
Goverrment of State-- 136,612 121,570 15,042 | mwmemem 1,379 367 3.70 2.69
Government of county- 136,612 121,570 15,042 | ww—meme | 1,379 2141 2.16 1.57

MICHIGAN®

4 | DETROIT ———— 72,418 | 46,08 | we—mem

Government of city--- —— 72,418 | 46,08 | =wmwwm

City corporation— 2,402,256 || 1,836,395 566,863 | ————r | 1,520 59,280 | 37,72 | 24.68

County==——m—w—mwm—o 2,402,256 1,836,393 565,863 | ~=~e——- | 1,529 13,138 | 8.36 5.47

51| GRAND RAPIDS: ——— 4,085 | 25,16 | —=—m—m
Government of city-—- —— 3,650 | 22.48

City corporation— 189,057 152,867 36,190 | w=—mm=w— | 1,164 2,042 | 12,87 | 10.79

School district~-4 189,057 152,867 36,190 | =——m—= 1,164 1,608 | 9.90 8.50

Government of county- 189,057 152,867 36,190 | =———=—= | 1,164 435 | 2.68 2.30

57 | FLINT: ——- 4,577 | 30.76 | =—ommr

Government of city-—— ———— 4,008 | 26.94 [ ~———~
City corporation—- 181,033 149,770 31,263 | —=—=— | 1,217 2,154 | 14.48 | 11.90
School distriet—- 181,033 149,770 31,263 | —em—me | 1,217 1,854 | 12.46 | 10.24

Government of county~ 181,033 149,770 31,283 | ==———— | 1,217 568 | 3.83 3.15

MINNESQTA

16 | MINNEAPOLIS: ——m—— 25,651 | 52,62 | ==~

Government of city-— —— 23,167 | 47.52 | ~—=—m
City corporation-- 574,600 202,056 372,544 | ~—=-—~ | 1,179 19,753 | 40.52 | ® 34,38
County--~---—---- 574,600 || 202,056 | 372,544 | ==me—— | 1,179 3,414 7.00| 25.94

Government of State-{ 574,600 202,056 | 372,544 | ~me——em | 1,179 2,484 | 5.09 | 24,32

33| ST. PAUL 13,662 | 47.96 -

Government of city—--| 290,750 109,389 181,361 8,958 | 31.44 | 230.81

Government of State-- 260,750 109,389 181,361 1,337 | 4.69 | 24,60

Goverrment of county{ 290,750 109,389 | 161,361 3,367 | 11.82 | 11,58

88 | DULUTH ————— 6,200 | 61.42 | ~=—eear

Government of city-—- 4,579 | 45.20 | ~——mmm
City corporation~-{ 120,595 42,914 77,681 2,381 23,55 | 219,75
School district--- 120,595 42,914 77,681 2,198 | 21,74 | 218,22

Government of State-- 120,595 42,914 77,681 556 | 5,50 | 24.61

Government of countﬂ 120,595 42,914 77,681 1,074 | 10.62 | 28.91

MISSOURI

8 [ ST. LOUIS —— 30,479 | 37.30 | ———

Government of eity-—- — 28,768 | 35.21 | =——-m-
City corporation— 1,141,263 893,112 201,801 | $46,350 | 1,397 18,840 | 23,06 | 216,51
School distriet---4 1,141,148 893,112 201,666 | 46,350 1,397 9,928 | 12.15 8.70

Government of State-4 1,141,148 893,112 | 201,686 | 46,350 | 1,397 1,712 2.09| 1.50

1Genersl property not taxed for State purposes.

2 Average rate.
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TABLE 27.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA: 1938—Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
Rate
] CITY, AND UNIT OF per
g GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000
g Total Real Personal Other | capi- Total capi- | of as~
B ta ta sessed
b1 valua~
o tion
MISSOURI—Continued
19 | KANSAS CITY: —— $19,672 ($49.27 | —~=e—
Government of city-~ ———— 18,872 | 47,26 | mmmmmw
City corporation——  $534,386 $370,734 | $128,898 | $34,754 /$1,338 8,361 | 20,94 [2$15.65
County———e—e—manem 533,430 412,374 86,302 | 34,754 | 1,336 3,841 9,62 7.20
School district--- 535,430 412,374 86,302 | 34,754 | 1,336 6,670 | 16.71 | 212.50
Goverrment of State--| 533,430 412,374 86,302 | 34,754 | 1,336 800 | 2.00| 1.50
NEBRASKA
39 AHA ——— 8,715 | 39.24 | ~—ume
Government of city—- 6,889 | 31.02 | —=mw—m
City corporation—-| 276,630 168,417 108,212 3,951 | 17,70 (214,21
School district-~— 257,341 168,417 88,924 2,957 | 13.32 [211.49
Government of State--| 257,341 168,417 88,924 623 2.80( 22,42
Government of county- 257,341 168,417 88,924 1,204 | 5.42 | 24,68
NEW JERSEY
18 ARK- ——— 41,351 | 95,72 | ~mwm—wm
Government of city--— ———— 38,636 | 89,44 | wm=—=m
City corporation-- 895,857 680,226 206,882 8,749 | 2,074 33,826 | 78.30 | 37.76
Countymmmmme—mmead 787,275 571,644 | 206,882 | 8,749 | 1,822 4,810 11.1¢| 6.11
Government of State--| 787,275 571,644 206/,882 8,749 | 1,822 2,715 6.28 3.45
271 JERSEY CITY: ————a 27,897 | 91.80 | =—w—mm
Government of city-—- —— 26,091 | 85,86 | —=——-
City corporation-— 586,928 441,770 29,602 | 115,555 | 1,931 20,431 | 67,23 | 34.81
County-mm——mmm-—wi 583,902 438,745 29,602 | 115,555 | 1,921 5,660 | 18.62 | 9.69
Covernment of State-- 583,902 438,745 29,602 | 115,555 | 1,921 1,806 | 5.94 3.09
64 | PATERSON ———— 8,355 | 59,89 | e—w——
Government of city-— 169,416 154,705 13,766 945 | 1,214 6,408 | 45.90 | 37.80
Government of State-— 166,518 151,807 13,766 945 11,194 522 | 3.74 3.13
Government of county- 165,137 150,426 13,766 9451 1,184 1,430 | 10.25 8,66
68| TRENTON: ——— 6,515 | 52,33 | wm———m
Government of city--—- 167,025 145,407 19,627 1,991 1,342 4,888 | 39,26 | 29.26
Govermment of State—— 164,242 142,624 19,627 1,991 1,319 476 3.83 2.90
Government of county-] 164,242 142,624 19,627 | 1,991 1,319 1,150 | 9.24{ 7.00
71 CAMDEN- e 5,783 | 49.13 | ———mm~
Government of city---| 136,146 114,244 17,824 | 4,078 | 1,157 4,243 | 36,05 | 31.17
Government of State~- 132,493 110,591 17,824 | 4,078 | 1,126 413 | 3.51( 3.12
Government of county-| 132,493 110,591 17,824 | 4,078 | 1,126 1,127 | 9.58 | 8.51
76 | ELIZABETH ——— 5,812 | 52,50 | m~—m~~m
Government of city——-| 139,701 123,360 . 12,768 3,573 | 1,262 4,276 | 38.63 | 30.61
Government of State——| 139,084 122,743 12,768 3,573 | 1,256 473 | 4.27 3.40
Government of county-| 139,084 122,743 12,768 | 3,573 | 1,256 1,063 9.60 | 7.64
NEW YORK
1} NEW YORK- ——— 489,833 | 66,52 | wo—w—m
Government of city--- 16,650,298 || 16,650,298 | —=—w———== | cmmmmmm | 2,261 489,480 | 66.48 | 229,40
Government of State--| 16,650,208 || 16,650,298 382 | .05 .02
14 | BUFFALO 36,884 | 64.10 | w———mm
Government of city---| 36,678 | 63,74 | mmmwnv
City corporatiol 963,172 863,172 28,949 | 50,31 30.06
County=mem——mmr=-| 963,172 963,172 7,729 | 13.43 | 8.02
Government of State—-| 963,172 963,172 206 .36 .21
23 | ROCHESTER:- ——— 22,822 | 70,11 | ~——m—m
Government of city--- 22,696 { 69.73
City corporation—-| 616,466 616,466 17,628 | 54.14
County-—mmm—m—--—n-l 616,466 616,466 5,073 | 15.58
Government of State-- 616,466 ————— | 1,894 126 .39

2 Average rate.
407809 O—41-——16

616,466
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(4mounts expressed in thousands)

FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 27.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA: 1938--Continued

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
& Rate
g CITY, AND UNIT OF per
g GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000
g Total Real Personal Other | capi~ Total capi- | of as-
> ta ta sessed
Py
b valus-
tion
NEW YORK~—Continued
41 | SYRACUSE ——— $12,413 $60.08 | =e—e—-
Government of city-—- 10,731 | 51.94 | —em——
City corporation—- $370,426 $370,426 10,483 | 50.74 | $28,30
County supervisors!
fund-~: ] 370,426 370,426 248 | 1.20 .67
Government of State-- 370,426 370,426 79 .38 .21
Government of county-| 370,426 370,426 1,603 | 7.76 | 4.33
62 | YONKERS: 11,445 | 81.06 | =————
Government of city-—— 314,863 314,863 10,171 | 72.03 | 32.30
Government of State-— 314,665 314,863 55 .39 .17
Government of county-| 314,885 514,863 1,220 | 8.64 3.87
65 | ALBANY- 8,180 (62,92 | ————wm
Government of city-—i 236,013 236,013 6,561 | 50.47 | 27.80
Government of State—-| 236,013 236,013 47 .36 .20
Government of county-| 236,013 236,013 1,572 112,08 6.68
90 | UTICA- 5,830 § 57.90 | —=—e-m
Government of clty-— 130,470 130,470 4,724 | 46,91 236,21
Government of State-- 130,470 130,470 27 .26 «20
Government of county- 130,470 130,470 1,079 ) 10.72 8.27
OHIO?!
6 | CLEVELAND 33,514 | 37,99 | —wme—em
Government of city---| 33,514 | 37,99 | wwemam
City corporation--| 1,184,232 888,360 | ®$295,872 16,017 { 18,16 | 13,53
COUNymmmm s e et 1,184,232 888,260 | ©295,872 5,441 | 6,17 4.59
School district—-| 1,184,232 888,360 | 5295,872 11,866 | 13,45 | 10.02
Park district——-—- 1,184,232 888,360 | 295,872 - 19| .21 .16
17 | CINCINNATT: ———— 18,000 | 38.95 | ~=m——r
Covernment of city-~- - 18,000 | 38,95 | =e~—mm
City corporation--| 826,465 €9732,678 | 793,787 8,761 | 18.96 | 10.60
County—--—=—--=—v  B26,465 $732,678 | 793,787 2,744 | 5,94 3,32
School district-— 826,465 6782,678 | ‘93,787 6,471 | 14.00 | 7.83
Park district———-] 826,465 %732,678 | 793,787 25| .05 .03
28 | COLUNBUS 6,377 | 21.02
Government of city-—- 5,514 | 17,51 | -~
City corporation—- 354,253 ©318,648 735,605 2,444 | 8.06 6.90
School district-— 354,253 ©318,648 | 735,605 2,869 | 9,46 8.10
Government of county- 354,253 318,648 735,605 1,063 | 3.50 3.00
54 | TOLEDO- ——— 8,822 | 31,08 | ————-
Government of city-—-i — 7,497 | 26.42
City corporation-- 464,294 368,317 | 595,978 | ~m-we-w | 1,636 3,772 | 13.29
School district--- 464,294 368,317 | 595,978 | ~mmemem | 1,636 3,725 | 13,12
Government of county-| 464,294 368,317 | °95,978 | ~-——-~ | 1,636 1,325 | 4.67
58 | AKRON: ———— 7,664 | 31,08
Government of clty-—- 6,889 | 27.93
City corporation—-| 269,089 198,871 ©70,219 3,756 | 15.23
School district—-| 269,089 198,871 870,219 3,132 | 12,70
Government of county-| 269,089 198,871 ©70,219 775 | 3.14
40 |} DAYTON: 5,155 | 24.66
Government of city——-| 4,212 120,15
City corporation--| 526,234 264,084 ©62,150 2,457 1 11.7%
School district——-| 326,234 264,084 562,150 1,755 8.40
Government of county-| 326,234 264,084 862,150 943 | 4,51
47 | YOUNGSTOWN: 4,814 | 28,64
Government of city--- 4,186 | 24.90
City corporation-- 273,531 211,482 ®62,049 2,062 | 12,27
School distriet—--| 273,531 211,482 | 562,049 2,098 | 12,48
Park district———- 273,551 211,482 ® 62,049 26 .15
Government of county- 273,531 211,482 S 62,049 6224 3.70 2.28
Government of townshipl 273,531 211,482 862,049 6 .04 .02

lGeneral property not taxed for State purposes.

2Average rate.

® Includes public utilities and tangible personal property only.

® Includes public utilities.

?Tangible personal property only.
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{Amounts expressed in thousands)

1938-—~Continued

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
Rate
§ CITY, AND UNIT OF per
] OGOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000
B Total Real Personal Other | capi- Total capi~ | of as-
B ta ta sessed
b valua-
© tion
OHIO-—-Continued
82 | CANTON - 32,426 [22,51 | —mmwnm
Government of city--—- —— 2,005 | 18.59
City corporation--|  $148,483 $117,001 | 5$31,392 | mwwme—m [$1,377 698 | 6.47| $4.70
School district——- 148,483 117,081 ©321,392 | ~——-- | 1,377 1,307 | 12.12 8.80
Government of county-| 148,483 117,091 | 31,392 | ~—-——e- | 1,377 401 3.72| 2.70
Government of townshiy 148,483 117,091 | ©31,392 | ~mw-vam 1,377 21] .19 214
OKLAHOMA *
42 | OXLAHOMA CITY- —— 4,857 [ 24,15 | ==amm
Government of city-— ——— 3,603 [ 17,92 | mowomm
City corporation— 114,669 83,313 18,382 | $12,974 570 1,343 | 6.68 [211.71
School district--- 114,669 83,315 18,382 | 12,974 §70 2,260 (11,24 | 19.7M
Government of county— 114,669 83,313 18,382 | 12,974 570 1,254 | 6.23 | 10,93
60 | TULSA- ——— 5,048 | 35,85 | —=—=~
Government of city-— e 4,290 | 30,21 | ~=e=mm
City corporation— 96,524 71,785 15,163 9,577 €80 2,013 | 14,18 | 20.86
School district——- 96,524 71,785 15,163 9,577 680 2,277 | 16.03 | 23,59
Govermment of county 96,524 71,785 15,163 9,677 680 758 | 5.34 7.86
OREGON *
26 | PORTLAND —— 15,151 | 49,71 | ===mum
Government of city--—- ——— 15,151 | 49,71 | ~=m—eem
City corporation-- 269,918 201,297 26,855 | 41,765 886 6,397 [ 20.99 [ 23.70
County-———=——=-—- 269,918 201,287 26,855 | 41,765 886 4,897 | 15.41 | 17.40
School district--- 270,540 204,964 24,415 | 41,160 | 888 3,679 | 12.07 | 13.60
port district——-— 269,918 201,297 26,855 | 41,765 | 886 378 | l.24] 1.40
PENNSYLVANIA ®
3 { PHILADELPHIA —— 74,792 | 38.66 | ———=v=
Government of city-—| —— 71,299 | 36,85 | ~=—omm
City corporation--| 3,456,333 || 2,583,100 | 873,224 | wewmee- | 1,786 47,405 | 24,50 | 213,72
School district—< 2,583,109 2,583,100 | =——mm—we | ~weeeme | 1,335 23,894 (12,35 9.25
Government of State~ 873,224 || wmememe 873,224 | =——remann 451 5,483 | 1.81 4.00
10 | PITTSBURGH: 43,162 | 64,30 | wmwmmm
Government of city—— — 40,757 | 60,71 | ==eeem
City corporation--{ 1,098,862 || 1,098,862 | wwmsw—es 1,637 17,011 | 25,34 |?15.48
County—mm-— - 1,689,549 || 1,088,336 | 601,213 2,517 11,384 | 16.96 | 26,74
School district--- 1,098,862 || 1,008,862 | ~—mwmaeee 1,637 12,362 | 18.42 | 11.25
Goverrment of State-—— 601,213 || —————e—— 601,213 896 2,405 | 3.58 4.00
63 | SCRANTON- —_—— 4,708 | 33.41 | —=———
Government of city--- —— 3,703 | 26.28 | =————
City corporation--| 104,466 104,466 | ~memmmmmen | ———meem | 741 1,666 | 11.83 | 215,95
School distriet—-| 107,193 107,193 2,037 | 14.45 | 19.00
Government of State—- 53,784 || ~—=- 215 | 1.83 4.00
Government of county-| 158,260 104,466 790 | 5.60 | 4,99
72 | ERIE —— 4,184 | 35,82 | ~—mem
Government of city——- 3,220 | 27.57 | ~—=——m
City corporation-- 126,246 126,246 | ——————- 1,515 | 12.97 | 12.00
School district~-- 126,276 126,276 | —————mm 1,705 | 14.60 | 13.50
Government of State-— 42,83) || ==———— —_— 42,831 171 1.47 4.00
Government of county- 125,690 82,858 42,831 | =====| 1,076 793 | 6.79 | %6.31
77 | READING ————— 4,800 | 43,36 | woea—w
Government of city--- ——— 3,712 | 33.54 | ——mmmmr
City corporation~— 145,447 145,447 e | 1,314 1,600 | 14.45 | 11,00
School district--- 145,684 145,684 e | 1,316 2,112 | 18.08 | 14.50
Government of State— 45,018 || ——=~mem—— ————— 407 180 | 1.63 4,00
Government of county- 156,955 111,937 |  45,01B | ww—mwme 1,418 908 | 8,20 | 25,78
RHODE ISLAND!
37 | PROVIDENCE — 12,998 | 52,16 | =—e~—
Government of city--+ 787,115 406,484 380,631 | ~——=v—=| 3,159 12,998 | 52,16 | ?16.51

1General property not taxed for State purposes.

2 pverage rate.
®Tncludes public utilities.

®0nly money at interest and negotiable instruments taxed for

State purposes.
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 27.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES, TOTAL AND PER CAPITA: 1938—Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
5 Rate
2 CITY, AND UNIT OF per
g GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000
s Total Real Personal Other | capi~ Totel capi~ | of as-
> ta ta sessed
a valua-
tion
TENNESSEE
32 | MEMPHIS ——— 99,060 {$31.64 | ~——m~m
Government of city-— $283,042 $208,101 $33,202 | $41,649 $990 6,029 { 21,08 | $21.30
Government of State- 266,347 235,931 30,416 | =memeem | 931 2221 .78| 2%.83
Government of county- 317,185 235,931 30,416 | 50,839 | 1,109 2,800 | 9.79 | 28.83
49 | NASHVILLE ——— 5,191 | 31.46 |~~~
Government of city--- 165,316 114,832 28,816 | 21,667 | 1,002 3,637 | 22.04 | 22.00
Government of State-4 185,302 132,170 31,465 | 21,667 | 1,123 156 | .95| 2.84
Government of county- 185,302 132,170 31,465 | 21,667 | 1,123 1,398 | 8.47 | 27.5¢
67 | CHATTANOOGA ——— 4,262 | 33,64 | ——m——mm
| Government of city-— 113,825 81,369 12,407 | 20,048 | 898 2,276 | 17.97 | 20.00
Government of State-- 113,825 81,369 12,407 | 20,048 898 94 .74 2,82
Goverpment of countyd 113,825 81,369 12,407 | 20,048 | 898 1,882 | 14,93 | 216.62
78 | KNOXVILLE ——— 5,026 | 45,44 | —meee
Goverrment of city--- 131,395 96,841 17,091 | 17,463 1,188 3,482 | 31.48 | 26,50
Government of State-—| 99,930 81,411 10,197 | 8,322 | 904 82( 741 2,82
Government of county- 99,930 81,411 10,197 8,322 904 1,462 | 13.22 | 214,863
TEXAS
21 | HOUSTO} ————— 13,512 | 36,68 | mmmemm
Government of city--o ——— 12,465 | 33.84 | mm—-em
City corporation—- 311,534 250,655 60,879 | =mmeeem 846 6,231 | 16,91 | 20.00
County=ma-mmm-=m — 245,962 210,821 35,141 | wmmueam 668 1,889 | 5.13 7.68
Scheol district—- 311,534 250,655 60,879 | wememme 846 3,738 | 10.15 | 12.00
Navigation districy 240,680 204,578 36,102 | ——wnmee 653 582 | 1,58 2,42
Drainage district- 8,866 5,318 3,546 | ———erem ) 25| (Y 2.80
Government of State— 213,673 178,532 35,141 | weemeem 580 1,047 | 2.84 4.90
31 | DALLAS: e 9,757 | 33.80 | ~=——-
Government of city-— 289,208 207,693 81,605 | ==mwmmm | 1,002 6,931 | 24,01 | 223,96
Government of State- 201,194 124,204 76,990 697 986 | 5.4l 4.90
Government of county- 245,685 168,896 76,990 851 1,841 | 6.381 27.49
36 | SAN ANTONIO ————- 7,870 | 31.49
Government of city--- ——— 6,133 | 24.54
City corporation—4 210,950 161,505 49,445 844 4,023 | 16,10
School district—-- 210,950 161,505 49,445 844 2,110 | 8.44
Goverrment of State- 134,195 99,934 24,262 537 658 [ 2.63
Government of county- 166,008 131,744 34,262 664 1,079 | 4.32
46 | FORT WORTH m——— 6,612 | 37.74 | ~——-mm
Government of city——- —— 4,830 | 26,43 | ——m—mm
City corporation-4 162,459 122,294 40,165 927 2,843 | 16.23 | 17.50
School district-—- 162,459 122,284 40,165 927 1,787 | 16.20| 11.00
Government of State—o 125,694 96,339 29,355 717 616 | 3.52 4.90
Government of county{ 151,745 122,390 29,358 866 1,366 | 7.80| 9.00
94 | EL PASO- —— 2,779 | 28,41 | =——mm
Government of city--- 77,033 60,349 16,683 | ————— —_— 788 1,733 | 17.72 | 22.50
Goverrment of State-- 63,693 48,406 15,287 651 295 | 4.04| 6.20
Goverrment of county- 74,794 59,507 15,287 765 651 | B.65 8.70
UTAH
§8 | SALT LAKE CITY——-~-————d ~—momommm | ommmo oo | o | —mmmmom | e 5,398 | 36,43 | ~—emoe
Government of city—=u —a——m——em | oo | eem | meam | e 3,818 [ 25,77 | ===-—
City corporation—4 134,606 106,542 28,064 908 2,018 | 13,62 | 15.00
School district--- 130,910 96,048 34,862 883 1,800 | 12,18 | 13.75
Government of State-- 134,606 106,542 28,064 908 740 | 5,00 5.50
Government of county- 134,606 106,542 28,064 908 798 | 5.39 5.93
Government of Metro—
politan water dis-
trict-—-——em——m—eof 134,606 108,542 28,084 | —~——wm 908 40 .27 .30

2 pverage rate.

“Per capita not computed; population not known.
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(Amounts expressed in thousands)

1938—-Continued

ASSESSED VALUATION LEVY
o Rate
3 GITY, AND UNIT OF per
£ GOVERNMENT Per Per | $1,000
& Total Real Personal Other | capi~ Total capi- jof as-
B ta ta sessed
a valua-
tion
VIRGINIA®
45 | RICHMOND e $6,517 454,07 | ==
Government of city—-- $271,025 238,260 $32,764 | =—mm—e— 1,417 5,769 | 30.16 PF$21.29
Government of State— 119,557 || m—emmm—mmm 119,557 | mmemee 625 748 | 3,91 | 26.26
61 | NORFOLK: ————— 3,968 | 27,98 | wmve—u
Government of city--- 151,418 132,156 19,261 | ~vw—mem | 1,068 3,764 | 26.55 |224.86
Government of State-- 33,482 || wm——werme 33,482 | w=me———— 236 203 | 1.43 | ?6.07
WASHINGTON
22 | SEATTLE ————— 12,285 | 33,40 | ===w=m
Government of city-— 11,423 | 31.06 | ~=—wm=
City corporation~- 239,453 187,479 51,973 4,862 | 13,22 |220.30
County-——- 239,453 187,478 51,973 3,089 | 8,40 | 12,90
School district--~ 239,453 187,479 51,973 3,233 | 8.78 | 13.50
Port district 239,453 187,479 51,973 23¢9 .65 1.00
Government of State-o 239,453 187,479 61,973 862 | 2.34 3.60
€9 | SPOKANE- 3,203 | 26,49 | w=mwam
Government of city—- 2,087 | 17,26 | ==wemm
City corporation-- 70,614 53,499 17,114 1,270 | 10.51 | ?17.99
School district—— 70,614 53,499 17,114 817 | 6.75 [211.56
Government of State—- 70,614 53,499 17,114 268 | 2.22 3.79
Government of county- 70,614 53,499 17,114 848 | 7,01 | 12,01
81 | TACOMA: -
Government of city—- ——— —————
City corporation-- 49,071 38,294 10,777 450 1,145 | 10,50 |223,33
School dlstrict-— 49,071 38,294 10,777 450 637 | 5.85 |?12,99
Park district----+ 49,071 38,294 10,777 450 98 .90 2,00
Government of State-- 49,071 38,294 10,777 450 192 | 1,76 3,99
Government of county- 49,071 38,294 10,777 450 625 | 5,72 | 12,73
Government of port—- 49,071 38,294 10,777 | = 450 98 .90 2.00
WISCONSIN
13 | MILWAUKEE-=~——————~emea —mmmmmmmmee || e | i | e | e 33,577 | §7.31 | ==—=—v
Government of city-— 31,152 | 53,17 | ~=wmm
City corporstion-{ 846,913 767,723 79,191 20,716 | 35,36 | 24,46
County-——~~~sser—a 846,913 767,723 79,191 8,200 | 14,00 9.68
Sewerage district 846,913 767,723 79,191 | ~~=wm== | 1,445 2,236 | 3.82 2,64
Government of State-{ 938,584 767,723 79,191 [*°$91,671 | 1,602 2,425 | 4,14 | 22,58
HAWATT 1*

HONOLULU 1 —— 3,939 | 15,85 | —mwmm
Government of city---{ 162,033 117,628 44,405 | =—meeme | 652 3,939 | 15.85 | 224,31
Government of Terri-

tory-——————————- 162,033 117,628 44,405 | ———— 652 (1%} e | (12))

2 Average rate.

9 Real and tangible personal property taxed only for city purposes and intangible personal property
taxed for State purposes.
197he tax on thie valuation (public utilities) is State levied and locally shared,
1 Not included in group or grand totals.

12 Not reported.
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TABLE 28

In 60 cities, constituting a majority of the citlies included In thils report,
an average tax rate 1s reported for one or more units of government--"unit" mean-
ing the city corporation, school district, State, county, or other independent
civil division. This procedure is followed because the specific units for which
an average 1s reported have two or more tax rates. The tax-levylng units having
plural rates are indicated by footnote 2 in table 27. The assessed values and
tax levies for these governmental units are reported in detall in table 28.

Cities in which units of government have two or more tax rates.—~The
60 cities referred to above are located in 23 States and the District of Columbia,
each city having one or more units of government which in 1938 had more than a
single rate of taxation on property within the clty. The city corporation was
the predominant division having such multiple levies, but in some cases 1t was
the school district, State, county, or other minor c¢ivil division, or several
of these divisions.

Reasons for multiple tax rates.—There is nothing unsound 1in the fact
that a municipality or other unit has more than one tax rate on property within
its borders, although the exlstence of this condition adds to the problem of
fiscal administration, accounting, and public reporting. The complexity in re-
porting 1s evidenced in presenting an over-all view of the assessed valuations
and tax rates of citles. Of.the 60 citles, Los Angeles affords the most inter-
esting example of multiple rates of taxation, as to numerous governmental units
fixing such rates, geographical areas within the clty taxed at a rate varying
from that paid by general property as a whole, and variety in types of property
taxed at these rates.

There are many reasons that lead a tax-levying authority to fix varying tax
rates upon property within its borders. The predominant one 1s the adoption of
classiflication of property for tax purposes. It has been recognized by many
taxing agencles—but by no means unlversally-—that, because of the great expan-
sion of wealth in intangible personal property of various types, the long-estab-
1lished provision that all property shall be assessed and be taxed at a uniform
rate could not be enforced. Experlence has shown that such a tax in many cases
would be confiscatory and would lead to nondeclaration or other evasion. Con-
sequently, the laws relating to taxatlion of such intangibles have been revised
to provide that when such property 1s subject to a property tax, the rate should
be relatively low. Similarly, 1t has been found desirable by some units of gov-
ernment to favor tanglble perscnal property with a lower rate than real property.

Among the examples of classification of property for taxation in 1938, with
different rates for each type of property, were the assessed valuations and re-
spective tax rates agalnst them of the cltles 1in Californla, Iowa, Kansas, and
Minnesota. In Washington, D. C., Intangible personalty, comprising 30.7 per-
cent of the total assessed valuation, was taxed at a rate of $5 per $1000, while
property in general was taxed at $17.50, or more than three times that rate.
Wilmington levied a relatively hlgh rate of tax on the valuatlon of corporations.
Omaha reported two classes of intangibles, with a different rate on each, and a
third rate on building and loan valuations. The Commonwealth of Virginia estab-
lished four classes of Intangible property in 1ts citles for Commonwealth taxes
only.

In the citles-of Ohlo, "unproductive" intangible personal property is taxed
at rates ranglng from 2 to 5 mills of its actual value. If Intangibles are "pro-
ductive,” however, the tax is levied, not on the value of the property, but on
the income yield thereof, and at the rate of § percent. The tax on wnproductive
property is classified by the Bureau as general property, although the assessed
valuation is not shown on the assessment record., The entire yleld from intan-
gible personal property, when not separable as to the amount from productive
and unproductive, 1s classified by the Bureau as general property tax.

A variation of the principle of classification of property is that of the
"graded tax law," applled in Pittsburgh and Scranton. In these cltles, although
the assessment of improvements to land 1s at the same legal basis as on land,
the rate of tax for city purposes 1s one-half that on land.
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Another condition leading to varying tax rates within a city is that of geo-
graphical areas. When two or more underlylng units are found within a city, it
is not unusual that each such unit has 1ts own tax rate. FExamples of this con-
dition are the cities in Comnecticut, Indiana, and Vashington. Further, condl-
tions governing the annexation of outlylng territory have sometimes Involved
the establishment of varyling tax rates for the old and new areas,as exemplified
in Philadelphia and Baltimore.

The extent of public service undertaken in certain areas within a city or
other unit of government is occasionally a basis for variation 1n tax rates.
Numerous examples are found in the cltles shown In table 28, such as the local
Improvement districts for various functions In Los Angeles and other citles in
California, Jacksonville's flre district, the garbage and light districts in
Des Moines, and the park district in Kansas City (Mo.). A varlation from this
practice is the range 1n tax rates for the five boroughs of New York.

Exemption of property from taxation, elther wholly or partially, also gives
rise to variation in rates of levy. Among the purposes for which exemption may
be granted are those of homesteads, industries, and property of pensioners. In
order to make the exemption effective, the property is relieved in some measure
from the tax burden borne by property generally., In Florida cities, for example,
homestead property 1s exempt from taxation except for specified debt service.
Louisville presents an interesting example of industrial exemption Iin 1ts pro-
vision that manufacturing plants and'unmaanactured agricultural products are
taxed at lower rates than that on general property. St. Louls has special rates
on merchants' and manufacturers' stocks,as well as on steamboats, In Rochester
and Utics, the property of pensioners is subject to school and highway taxes only.

The table, being limited to a report of property retained upon the assess-
ment rolls at some rate of tax, does not reflect the scope and extent of prop-
erty within the 94 cities that is wholly exempt from taxes.

TABLE R8.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS OF GOVERNMENT WITH
TWO OR MORE TAX RATES: 1938

{Amounts expressed in thousands)

% LEVY
2
g CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY Assessed Rate per
valuation
» Total $1,000 of
pot assessed
[z} valuation
58 LONG BEACH, CALIF.:
City corporation: T $212,981 $3,044 214,29
Original city 67,349 1,051 15.60
Annexations Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 4 43,714 678 15.52
Annexations Nos. 5, 6, 7, and 8 44,991 694 15.43
Annexation No. 9 2,750 41 14.89
Annexations Nos. 10, 11, and 12 57,091 528 14.26
Annexation No. 1% 2,063 26 12.78
Annexations Nos. 14 to 20 inclusive---———-m=———o—ev—um—d 1,772 20 11.05
Solvent credit 13,252 4 .33
School district 161,976 2,652 116,37
Property in general 148,725 2,647 17.80
Solvent credit 13,252 4 .33
County 161,976 2,384 114,72
Property in general. 148,725 2,380 16.00
Solvent credits. 13,252 4 .33
5 LOS ANGELES, CALIF.:
City corporati 1,739,297 21,859 112,57
Taxation districts Nos. 1 and 2 $89,012 9,306 15.80
Taxation districts Nos. 3, 4, §, and 9-—----—m-o—o—emmef 608,047 9,546 15.70
Taxation distriet No. & 22,388 356 15,90
Taxation district No. 7 7,925 130 16.40
Taxatlion district No. 8 12,732 218 17.20
Taxation district No. 10- 7,431 113 15.20
Taxation district No. 1l 1,601 26 16.50
Unsecured real property 3,654 59 116,26
Unsecured personal property 75,845 1,212 115,97
Solvent credit 410,663 137 .33

1Aversge rate.
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TABLE 28.—~ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS

TWO OR MORE TAX RATES: 1938—Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

OF GOVERNMENT WITH

h LEVY
8
g CITI, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY Assessed Rate per
valuation
Iy Total | 31,000 of
Eol assessed
o 3
valuation
5 LOS ANGELES, CALIF.—Continued:
City corporation—Continued
Munieipal improvement districts:
No. 2 $4,479 $17 $3.90
No. 3 6,606 5 .70
Nos. 9 and 69 2,327 15 6.30
¥o. 11 53,080 27 +50
No. 17 18,493 4 .20
No. 18 4,330 [ 1.30
No. 19 4,508 15 3.40
No. 20 1,552 3 2.10
No. 22 25,638 36 1.40
No. 23 4,709 15 3.10
No, 27 12,254 40 3,30
No. 35 ’72 18 66,66
No. 3 11,351 78 6.90
No. 42 1,831 5 4.30
No. 45 10,032 18 1.80
No. 47 22,895 u .60
No. 52 716 15 ?1.20
No. 53 299 9 30.30
No, 54 116 8 65.50
No. 57 908 7 7.90
No, 861 1,460 40 27.70
No, &2 701 12 16.50
No. 63 155 41 262.50
No. 64 353 ] 18,30
No, 68 1,548 9 5.70
No. 70 4,674 4 .80
No. 73 1,124 13 11.20
No. 75 616 7 11.50
County waterworks district No. 3 41,690 117 2.80
Unsecured real and personal property 10,425 16 11.49
Acquisition and improvement districts Nos. 7, 29, 38,
and Tujunga No. 1 684 136 1198.61
County 1,739,297 23,171 113,32
Property in general- 1,328,634 ?1,258 16.00
Solvent credit. 410,663 137 .33
Drainage improvement district 41,104 414 110,07
Fire protection district 78,334 317 14,05
Garbage disposal district 27,401 36 11,33
Free library district 266,904 187 .70
Lighting district 60,137 135 12,25
Lighting maintenance districts 2,589 19 17,46
Park district 1,449 2 1.40
Road improvement district: 1,470 20 *13,92
Supervisorial road district 194,218 156 .70
Sewer maint. district 42,634 28 1,65
County waterworks districts 3,053 23 17,44
Acquisition and improvement districts-——e---oe—c—voo— 11,773 458 128,88
School district: 1,739,287 2,724 113,06
Property in general 1,328,634 22,587 17.00
Solvent credit 410,663 157 .33
Metropolitan water district 1,328,634 5,391 13,98
Real and secured personal; 1,248,135 4,997 4.00
Unsecured perscnal- 79,499 294 3.70
R9 OAKLAND, CALIF.:
City corporati 261,877 4,981 15,02
Original city 182,917 3,603 19.70
Annexations: 67,599 1,264 18.70
Unsecured perscnal: 4,420 88 19.80
1,252 24 16.80
Solvent credit 5,689 2 .33
School district 261,877 4,188 118,89
Property in general: 189,523 1,421 7.50
Do- 60,993 445 7.30
Unsecured personal- 4,450 7 6.05
I 1,223 7 5.85

1average rate.
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TABLE 28.-—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS OF GOVERNMENT WITH
TWO OR MORE TAX RATES: 1938—Continued

{Amounts expressed in thousands)

s IEVY
3
g CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROFERTY Assessed Rate per
valuation
» Totsy | $1,000 of
a assessed
veluation
29 OAKLAND, CALIF.—Continued
Schoel district—Continued
Oakland High:
Property in general. $250,516 $2,235 $8,92
Unsecured personal- 5,672 51 8.97
Solvent credit 5,689 R .33
Utility district 256,188 641 12,50
Property in general: 250,516 628 2.50
Unsecured personal- 5,672 15 2.60
County 261,877 3,277 112,51
Property in general R50,516 3,07 12.80
Unsecured personal- 5,872 88 12.00
Solvent credit 5,689 2 .33
43 SAN DIEGO, CALIF.:
City corporation—————mm o e e e e 7 155,483 2,988 119.21
Property in general- 140,008 2,982 21,30
Stocks, bonds, etc. 187 (%) R.00
Solvent credit 15,291 5 .33
School district 155,483 2,232 114,35
Property in general: 140,006 2,226 15.90
Stocks, bonds, etc. 187 (=) 2.00
Solvent credits 15,291 5 .33
County 155,483 2,736 117.59
Property in general: 140,006 2,730 19,50
Stocks, bonds, etc. 187 (%) 2.00
Solvent credit 15,291 5 .33
1 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF.:
City corporation 991,235 31,984 132,27
Property in general: 757,171 29,310 38.71
Unsecured personal: 66,008 2,408 37.84
Solvent credits 168,056 168 1.00
R t R17 8 37.84
59 BRIDGEPORT, CONN.:
City corporation 236,245 6,469 127.38
First district 236,245 4,459 18.88
Second district 251,048 2,010 8.70
48 HARTFORD, CONN.:
City corporation 355,681 8,819 124,79
Urban property 355,348 8,814 24,80
Suburban property 332 5 15.00
52 NEW HAVEN, CONN.:
City corporati 309,032 8,074 126.13
General city 299,110 4,882 16.32
Town. 9,9%1 51 5.19
City and town 309,032 3,140 10.16
Improvement districts 14,869 30 12.03
Fairmont Associatio 13,845 28 .00
Fairhaven East Asscciation 1,025 3 2.50
75 WIIMINGTON, DEL.:
City corporation 155,130 2,512 *16.19
{ Property in general:
Taxed at full rat 149,396 2,390 16.00
Taxed at half rat - 3,371 27 8,00
Corporations: 2,50% 95 40,00
12 | WASHINGION, D. C.:
City corporation 1,872,363 25,572 113,66
Property in general 1,296,891 22,695 17,50
Personal intangibls 575,472 2,877 5.00
50 JACKSONVILLE, FLA.:
City corporati 71,507 1,348 118,82
Property in general:
Inside fire limit: 69,387 1,318 19,00
Outside fire limit 2,119 28 13.00
*Less than $500. !sverage rate.
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TABLE 28.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS OF GOVERNMENT WITH
TWO OR MORE TAX RATES: 1938-—Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

E LEVY
g CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY Assessed Rate per
- valuation $1,000 of
kS Total ’
A assessed
valuation
S0 JACKSONVILLE, FLA.—Continued
School district $58,931 $968 1$16.42
Property in general:
Sybject to all taxes: 47,834 918 19.14
Subject only to debt servi 11,097 52 4.7Q
State 91,032 231 12,54
Property in general 47,834 173 3.63
Intangible property-—
Class & 19,460 38 2.00
Class B 8,463 17 2.00
Class C: 15,267 R .10
Navigation district 58,931 77 1.3
Inland £8,931 55 .87
Ship canal 47,834 22 +45
$5 WIAMI, FLA.:
City corporation 146,819 3,702 125,21
Property in general:
Original city 85,055 2,509 29.50
Coconut Gr 4,430 123 27.70
Buena Vista: 1,978 53 R6.80
Silver Bluff: 5,606 145 25,80
Annexed territory 22,520 545 24.20
Homesteads for debt service only:
Original city 11,743 173 14.70
Coconut Gro 967 12 12.90
Buena Vista- 656 8 12.00
Silver Bluff 2,661 R9 11.00
Annexed territory 11,202 105 9.40
School district 44,088 1,149 126,07
Property in general- 36,667 748 20,40
Homesteads for debt service only 7,421 2R 3.00
Special districts for debt service only--——-—---w-—mv — 44,088 379 18.60
State 111,248 226 12,04
Property in general. 36,667 92 R.50
Intangible property—
Class A 55,821 112 2.00
Class B 11,211 R 2.00
Class C 7,549 1 .10
County 44,088 895 120.30
Property in general- 36,667 880 24.00
Homesteads for debt service only 7,421 15 2.00
84 | TAMPA, FLA.:
City corporation: 86,818 2,408 127.74
Property in general:
Territory A 43,740 1,356 31.00
Territory B 18,001 540 30.00
Territory C 10,091 287 26.50
Territory D 3,608 123 34.00
Homesteads for debt service only:
Territory 4 3,130 39 12.50
Territory B: 4,036 46 11.50
Territory C 3,812 30 8.00
Territory D— 400 6 15.50
School district 35,152 1,115 13178
Property in general 29,709 1,035 134,84
Homesteads for debt service only 5,442 81 114.89
Stat 38,045 118 13,11
Property in general: 28,709 108 3.62
Intangible property—
Class & 3,806 8 2.00
Class B 1,438 3 2.00
Class C 3,001 (%) .10
County 35,152 1,011 128.77
Property in general. 29,709 970 32.65
Homesteads for debt service only 5,442 41 7.82

*Less than $500,
1 Average rate.
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TABLE 28.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS
TWO OR MORE TAX RATES: 1938—Continued

{Amounts expressed in thousands)

OF GOVERNMENT WITH

& LEVY
H
E CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY v“:if;“‘?d Rate per
ation
el Total $1,000 of
- assessed
© valuation
30 ATLANTA, GA.:
City corporation: $338,811 . $5,799 1$17.11
Property in general. 338,811 5,760 17.00
Rep: d property 2,606 39 15.00
93 EVANSVILLE, IND.:
Townshi, 117,499 603 15,13
Pig 104,605 533 5.10
Perry 2,605 23 8.90
Knight 10,288 46 4.50
20 INDIANAPOLIS, IND.:
County 517,444 3,986 17.70
Property in general 517,444 2,535 4.90
Center Township- 429,778 1,332 3.10
Perry Township- 856 3 5.80
Warren Township 14,607 22 1.50
Washington ,Tomnship— 56,329 17 .30
Wayne Township 15,873 76 4.80
86 SOUTH BEND, IND.:
Township— 152,024 244 11.85
Portag 131,920 244 1.85
German: 104 {#) .70
54 DES MOINES, IORA:
City corporation: 175,389 3,002 117,12
Property in general:
With garbage collection: 136,406 2,832 20.76
Without garbage collection 4,181 85 20.26
Corporate land 954 3 2.86
Money and credit: 33,697 63 1.87
Building and 1 151 (%) .37
Metropolitan light district 47,594 19 .40
School district 175,389 3,005 117,14
Property in general. 141,541 2,941 20,78
Money and credits 33,697 65 1.92
Building and 1 151 () .38
State 175,389 424 l2.42
Property in general- 141,541 382 2.70
Money and credit 33,697 42 1.25
Building and loan 151 (%) 1.05
County 175,389 1,491 18,50
Property in general. 141,541 1,459 10.31
Money and credit 33,697 32 .95
Building and loan: 151 (%) .19
66 KANSAS CITY, KANS.:
City corporati 94,275 1,796 119.06
Beal and personal tangible 88,935 1,788 20.10
Personal intangible 5,340 9 1.67
School district: 94,275 1,743 118.49
Real and personal tangibli 88,935 1,734 19.50
Personal intangibl 5,340 9 1.67
State: 94,275 195 2,07
Real and personsl tangibl 88,935 190 2.14 .
Personal intangibl 5,340 4 .83
County 94,275 1,215 112.89
Real and personal tangibl 88,935 1,210 13.61
Personal intangibl 5,340 4 .83
83 WICHITA, KANS.:
City corporation 139,589 1,318 19,43
Real and personal tangibl 117,496 1,281 10.90
Personal intangible 22,193 37 l.67
School district 159,589 1,823 113.05
Real and personal tangibl 117,496 1,786 15.20
Personal intangidl 22,193 L1 1.67

*Less than $500. *Average rate.
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TABLE 28.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS OF GOVERNMENT WITH

TWO OR MORE TAX RATES: 1938—Continued

( Amounts expressed in thousands)

t 1EVY
2
5 CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY Assessed Rate per
valuation
~ Total | 91,000 of
S assessed
° valuation
83 WICHITA, KANS.—Continued
Stat . $139,689 $232 181,66
Real and personal tangibli 117,496 214 1.82
Personal intangibls 22,193 18 .83
County 139,689 897 16,42
Real and personal tangibly 117,496 879 7.48
Personal intangibl 22,193 18 .83
24 | LOUISVILLE, XY.:
City corporation - 421,760 9,505 122,54
Property in general:
Subject to all tax 397 ,228 9,375 23.60
Manufacturing plant 2,485 17 6.70
Unmanufactured agricultural products—-————--———o— 4,217 6 1.50
Bank stock 17,831 107 6.00
County 405,206 1,656 14,09
Property in general. 385,715 1,620 4.20
Umnmanufactured agricultural products—-——————————m—=- — 5,932 9 1.50
Bank share: 13,558 27 R.00
Stat. 593,927 1,608 t2.71
Real property 302,680 151 .50
Personal property 291,247 1,456 5.00
7 BALTIMORE, MD.:
City corporation 1,704,566 32,342 118,97
Property in general:
Full rat. 800,808 20,501 25.60
Suburban rat 74,498 1,850 24,83
Rural rate R3,782 572 24.06
Annexati 317,071 7,955 25.08
Securities: 488,427 1,465 3.00
State 1,543,810 3,218 12,08
Property in general. 1,126,910 2,593 2.30
Securiti 416,900 625 1.50
] BOSTON, MASS.:
City corporati 1,583,193 60,853 138,44
Property in general: 1,550,408 59,971 38.68
Motor vehicl 32,786 881 126.89
74 CAMBRIDGE, MASS.:
City corporati 178,985 6,512 136,38
Property in general. 173,011 6,339 36.64
Motor vehicle 5,975 173 128.96
73 FALL RIVER, MASS.:
City corporation 96,895 3,451 135,62
Property in genersl- 92,636 3,328 35,93
Yotor vehicle 4,259 123 128.81
8g LOWELL, MASS.:
City corporation 100,817 4,402 143,66
Property in general 97,118 4,293 44.20
Motor vehicly 3,699 109 129,49
92 | LYNN, MASS.:
City corporation 136,612 4,291 *21.41
Property in general 132,007 4,145 31.40
Motor vehicl 4,605 146 131,70
79 | NEW BEDFORD, MASS.:
City corporati 108,178 4,385 140.35
Property in general. 104,062 4,244 40.79
Motor vehicle: 4,117 121 129,39
87 | SOMERVILLE, MASS.:
City corporation 118,005 4,702 139,48
Property in general: 114,522 4,564 39.86
Motor vehicle 4,573 138 130,12

*pverage rate.
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TABLE 28.--ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS OF GOVERNMENT WITH
TWO OR MORE TAX RATES: 1938—Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

& LEVY
2
E CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY A:jesiid Rate per
- valuation $1,000 of
ey Total 2
B assessed
valuation
56 SPRINGFIELD, MASS.: .
City corperation: $280,832 $8,810 1$31,37
Property in general 270,255 8,503 31.46
Motor vehicl 10,577 307 129.02
44 | WORCESTER, MASS.:
City corporation: 282,732 9,541 133,75
Property in general- 271,284 9,211 33.95
Motor vehicl 11,449 330 128,86
88 | DULUTH, MINN.:
City corporation 120,595 2,381 119.75
Property in general 55,098 2,316 42,03
Money and credit 65,498 65 1.00
School district 120,595 2,198 118.22
Property in general. 55,098 2,132 38.70
Money and credit 65,498 65 1.00
Stat 120,595 558 14,61
Property in general 48,821 477 9.77
Homesteads for debt service only 6,276 47 7.41
Money and credit 65,498 33 .50
County 120,595 1,074 18,91
Property in general- 55,098 1,041 18.90
Money and credit: 65,498 33 +50
18 MINNEAPOLIS, MINN.:
City corporatior 574,600 19,753 134,38
Property in general- 246,995 19,098 77.32
Money and credit 327,608 855 2.00
County 574,600 3,414 15,94
Property in general 246,995 3,250 13,16
Money and credit. 327,605 164 <50
Stat, 574,600 2,484 14,32
Property in general R07,434 2,027 9.77
Homesteads for debt service only 39,581 293 7.41
Money and credit 327,605 164 .50
33 | ST. PAUL, MINN.:
City corporati 290,750 8,958 130,81
Property in general 134,977 8,647 64.06
Money and credit: 155,774 312 2.00
Stat. 290,750 1,337 ‘4,60
Property in general: 108,721 1,072 9.77
Homesteads for debt service only 25,255 187 7.41
Money and credit. 155,774 78 .50
County 290,750 3,367 111.58
Property in general 134,977 3,289 24,37
Money and credit. 155,774 78 .50
19 KANSAS CITY, MO.:
City corporati 534,386 8,361 115,65
Property in general:
Subject to all taxe 534,386 8,016 15,00
Subject to special park levy 138,061 345 2.50
School district 533,430 6,670 112,50
Property in general. 496,446 6,454 13.00
D 2,230 4 2.00
Railroad property d by Stat 34,754 212 6.11
8 ST. LOVIS, MO.:
City corporatior 1,141,263 18,840 116,51
Property in general. 1,036,456 18,138 17.50
Merchants' and manufacturers' stocke——e————smmmemmee 104,692 701 8.70
Steamboat. 115 () 1.00

*Less than $500.
} pverage rate.
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TABLE 28.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS OF GOVERNMENT WITH

TWO OR MORE TAX RATES:

1938—Continued

{Amounts expressed in thousands)

5 1EVY
2
g CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY Assessed Rate per
valuation
5 Totay | $1,000 o
a assessed
3 valuation
39 | OMAHA, NEBR.:
City corporati $276,630 $3,931 114,21
Property in general 240,930 3,855 18.00
Personal intangible:
Class A 9,651 8 .83
Class B 24,849 66 2.67
Building and loan 1,199 2 1.73
School district 257,341 2,957 111,49
Property in general 221,641 2,881 13.00
Personal intangible:
Class A 9,651 8 +83
Class B 24,849 66 2.67
Building and loan: 1,199 2 1l.41
State - 257,341 623 12,42
Property in general 221,641 585 2.84
Personal intangible:
Class A 9,651 4 .83
Class B 24,849 33 1.33
Building and loan 1,199 () . .29
County 257,341 1,204 14,68
Property in general 221,641 1,166 5.26
Personal intangible:
Class A 9,651 4 .83
Class B 24,849 33 1.33
Building and 1 1,199 1 .57
1 NEW YORK, N. Y.:
City corperation: 16,650,298 489,480 129,40
Manhattan Borough—real: 8,194,482 239,937 29.28
Bronx Borough—real: 1,938,547 56,517 28,15
Brooklyn Borough——real.: 3,953,668 115,743 29,27
Queens Borough—real 2,263,880 68,491 30.25
Richmond Borough—real. 299,720 8,792 29,34
R3 ROCHESTER, N. Y.:
City corpeorati 616,466 17,623 128.59
Property in general: 614,345 17,597 28,64
Real property of pensioners ?,120 7 12.50
20 UTICA, N. Y.:
City corporati 130,470 4,724 136,21
Property in®general- 129,447 4,710 36,38
Real property of pensi 1,023 15 14.48
82 CANTON, OHIO:
Township- 148,483 21 14
Canton 134,012 13 .10
Plai 14,471 7 .50
42 OKLAHOMA CITY, OKLA.:
City corporation: 114,669 1,343 .71
Property in general: 103,179 1,227 11.89
Homestead 11,490 1s 10,08
72 | ERIE, PA.:
County 125,690 793 16.31
Property in general 82,858 621 7.50
Money at interest, etc. 42,831 171 4.00
3 | PHILADELPHIA, PA.:
City corporati 3,456,333 47,405 113,72
Property in general- 2,583,109 43,913 17.00
Money at interest, etc. 873,223 3,492 4,00
10 PITTSBURGH, PA.:
City corporati 1,098,862 17,011 115.48
Land 552,692 11,385 20,60
Buildi 546,170 5,626 10.30
County 1,689,549 11,384 16,74
Property in general- 1,088,336 8,979 8.26
Money at interest, etc. 601,213 2,408 4.00

*less than $500. 1average rate.
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TABLE 28.--ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS
TWO OR MORE TAX RATES: 1938~-Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

OF GOVERNMENT WITH

5 LEVY
@
é CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY A:iesizd Rate per
= valuation $1,000 of
- Total
a assessed
valuation
77 | READING, PA.:
County $156,955 $908 1¢5.78
Property in general 111,937 728 6.50
Money at interest, etc. 45,018 180 4.00
65 | SCRANTON, PA.:
City corporation: 104,466 * 1,666 115.95
Land - 45,509 1,011 22.22
Improvements: 58,957 655 1.1
County 158,260 790 14,99
Property in general- 104,466 575 5.50
Money at interest, etc. 53,794 215 4.00
37 PROVIDENCE, R. I.:
City corporation: 787,115 12,998 116,51
Property in general 492,496 11,820 24.00
Perscnal intangibl 294,619 1,178 4.00
&7 CHATTANOOGA, TENN.:
Stat 113,825 94 1.8
Property in general. 113,828 91 .80
Merchants' stock for privilege tax—————-—~w=e—wamm—m—m——o 3,295 2 .75
County 113,825 1,892 116,52
Property in general 113,825 1,888 16.50
Merchants' stock for privilege 3,295 2 75
78 KNOXVILLE, TENN.:
Stat 99,930 82 182
Property in general. 99,930 79 .80
Merchants' stock for privilege 3,817 3 75
County 99,930 1,462 114,63
Property in general 99,930 1,459 14,60
Merchants! stock for privilege tax———————-———————euee-d 3,817 3 .75
32 | MEMPHIS, TENN.:
State: 266,347 222 1,83
Property in general 266,347 213 .80
Merchants' stock for privilege tax——---v—-——eeeee—d 11,558 9 .75
County 317,185 2,800 18,83
Property in general. 317,185 2,791 8.80
Merchants' stock for privilege tax—————~~—m———r—m—er———t 11,558 9 75
49 | NASHVILLE, TENN.:
Stat 185,302 156 1,84
Property in general- 185,302 148 .80
Merchants! stock for privilege tax————e—s=————memo—mee 10,608 8 .75
County 185,302 1,398 17.54
Property in general 185,302 1,390 7.50
Merchants' stock for privilege tax———~———————m—mewemm | 10,608 8 W75
31 | DALLAS, TEX.:
City corporation 289,298 6,931 123,96
Property in general:
Subject to all tax 277,183 6,819 R4,60
Subject to school levy 12,118 112 9.24
County 245,685 1,841 17.49
Property in general 244,215 1,852 7.50
Rolling stock and personal intangible—=-e——=r—c—r———— 1,470 9 6,07
36 SAN ANTONIO, TEX.:
City corporati 210,950 4,023 ti9,07
General city 210,950 4,008 19.00
Improvement districts:
Nos. 2 and 8 12,601 4 .30
No. 4 6,462 8 1.20
Nos. 7 and 12 5,410 2 .40
No. 14 1,844 : 1 .70

1 Average rate.
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TABLE 28.—ASSESSED VALUATION AND TAX LEVIES IN CITIES HAVING UNITS OF GOVERNMENT WITH

TWO OR WORE TAX RATES:

1938—~Continued

(Amounts expressed in thousands)

b LEVY
,3
é CITY, AND PARTS OF CITY OR CLASSES OF PROPERTY Assessed Rate per
valuation
B Total $1,000 of
- assessed
0 N
valuation
61 NORFOLK, VA.:
City corporation $151,418 $3,764 1$24,86
Real estate and personal tangibl 150,004 3,750 25.00
Machinery 1,413 14 10.00
Stat < 33,482 203 16.07
Personal intangible:
Bonds, notes, etc. 12,395 62 5.00
Capital: 10,725 80 7.50
Bank stock: 5,02 50 10.00
Money 5,338 11 2.00
45 | RICHMOND, VA.:
City corporation 271,025 5,769 121.29
Real estate and personal tangibl 258,935 5,697 22,00
Machinery 12,090 73 6.00
Stat 119,557 748 26,26
Personal intangible:
Bonds, notes, etc. R7,547 138 5.00
Capital. 62,919 472 7.50
Bank stock and moneyed capital-—~———w——emmnma— - 10,038 100 10.00
Money 19,053 38 2,00
22 SEATTLE, WASH.:
City corporation 239,453 4,862 120,30
01d limits, new limits, Ravenna, Southeast Seattle, and
South Seattl 202,517 4,125 R0.41
Ballard, Columbla, Dunlap, Georgetown, South Park,
West Seattle and Yesler 36,936 737 20.01
69 SPOKANE, WASH.:
City corporation 70,614 1,270 *17.99
General city 70,390 1,267 18.00
Park water- 223 3 15.00
School district 70,614 817 111.56
Former No. 81 68,586 790 11.50
Former No. 122 1,836 26 14.00
Former No. 143 92 1 10.70
81 TACOMA, WASH.:
City corporation 49,071 1,145 123,33
District No. 1 45,244 1,063 R3.49
District No. 3 1,916 42 21.99
District No. & 1,910 40 R0.77
School district 49,071 637 112.99
Property in general 48,519 631 13.00
Subject to bond rat 343 4 13.00
Subject to no bond rate 208 2 10.00
13 | MILWAUKEE, WIS.:
Stat. 938,584 2,425 12,58
Property in general 846,913 297 .35
Public utilities® 91,671 2,129 23,22

laverage rate.

2The tax on public utilities is State levied and locally shared as follows:
nected utilities {assessed valuation $66,717,000) and gas and electric companies

Street railways and con-
(assessed valuation

$23,179,000), 65 percent for city corporation, 20 percent for county, and 15 percent for State; terminals

(assessed valuation $1,775,000) all for city corporation.
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PART IlI. PUBLICSSERVICE ENTERPRISES

In 1937, for the first time In thils series of reports, financial statistics
of public-service enterprises were presented separately from those of general
government, The Bureau's classification of such enterprises includes water
systems, electric light and power systems, street rallways and other transit
systems, gas systems, ports, docks, harbors, wharves, ferrles,alrports,housing,
and assoclated facilities.

During 1938, the cities Included in this volume received a total income of
$421,277,000 from such enterprises, which was $32,661,000 less than the total
payments made by them. Only one of the 94 citles—Gary—reported no such enter-
prises within the Bureau's classification; Bridgeport, which had no enterprises
in 1937, started operation of an alrport in 1938.

Reasons for separate reporting.-The primary objective in reporting pub-
lic-service enterprises separately is to improve the comparabllity of the data
on the financial operations of general government. Formerly, the statistics of
revenues, payments, and debt of public-service enterprises were included with
those for the rest of the city. Because of the variations in number and size
of these enterprises in each c¢city and the different and often complex relations
which existed between these enterprises and general government, 1t was impossible
to avold a distorted plcture of general government., The effect was partially
to vitiate the intercity comparablility of the statistics of general government.
Finally, separation of the financlal data pertaining to the two types of munic-
ipal services takes recognition of the fact that clty government, when assuming
the ownership or operation of public-service enterprises, 1s engaging in a pro-
prietary, as distinguished from a general governmental, functlon. This In 1t-
self Justifles separate reporting.

Looking to the future, the Bureau hopes that the separate reporting of pub-
lic-service enterprises will be a step forward in promoting the comparability
of operation between the publicly-owned and the privately-owned utilitles. Also,
since one of the princlpal characteristics of a publlic-service enterprise is its
wholly or partlally self-supporting nature, the segregation of accounts and the
separate reporting of the financlal statistlces should be constantly refined to
the point where they may provide a reasonably useful measure of the degree to
which the publicly maintained enterprise 1s actually self-supporting. Admit-
tedly, the present study does not afford a reliable basis for such measurement.
This objective will involve a searching inquiry into the accounting methods and
operating policies pursued by the Individual citles with respect to their pub-
lic-service enterprises, whether the propertles are adequately mnalntained,
whether proper reserves for major replacements are provided, whether services
rendered to general governmeént are charged on a cost basis, and whether services
performed for these enterprises by general government are charged at cost.

Contributions to or from general government.—Since all transactions
of the public-service enterprises have been eliminated from general government
and are classified separately, the flscal relations between the two are reflected
in four 1tems, namely: "Contributions from public-service enterprlses," shown
in general government revenues, "Contributions to public-service enterprises,"
shown 1n general government costs, "Contributions from general funds," shown in
public-service enterprise income, and "Contributions to general revenues," shown
in public-service enterprise costs. Accordingly, contributions from public-
service enterprises to the general funds of the clty are included in the expend~
itures of the enterprises and In the revenues of general government; conversely,
contributions to publlic-service enterprises from the general revenues of the
city, or deficits incurred by the public-service enterprises and financed by
the city, are Included in the income of the enterprises and in the expenditures
for general government.
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The Bureau, 1in reporting the flow of funds between public-service enter-
prises and the general government under the heading “Contributions,"™ has made
every possible effort to eliminate from such figures all payments for services
rendered. For example, payments for water, light, etc., and any other payment
by the city to the enterprise for services rendered, have been charged as an
operation cost of general government and are included as an operating revenue
of the enterprise. Similarly, payments by the enterprise to the city treasury
for rent in the city hall, for collection of bllls, and other services rendered
or space or supplies furnished are included as an operating expense of the en-
terprise and as a revenue of general government. It is not possible, of course,
for the Bureau to determine whether such payments for services rendered are
reported on a true-cost basis.

During 1938 contributions to the amount of $70,158,000 were made to public-
service enterprises from the general funds of 80 citles, and for 43 cities con-
tributions of $29,112,000 from public-service enterprises to general funds are
repcerted. This would suggest that general government was required to support
its public~-service enterprises to the net amount of $41,046,000, but 1t does not
necessarily measure the extent to which such enterprises were or were not self-
supporting.

In view of the foregoing factors, there are obvious limits to which the data
are susceptible of analysis, and discretion should be exercised in drawing
inferences from the statistics. The Bureau ls handicapped by the absence of
clarifying records maintained by the 1individual citles as to the financial op-
erations of their public-service enterprises, although, as previously mentioned,
refinements will be introduced in the data whenever possible.

Enterprises included in the scope of this report.-Although the owner-
ship and operation of water systems has become virtually a corollary of the
operation of munlcipal government, in recent years 93 of the 94 citlies—all
except Gary—have broadened their activities to include a variety of proprietary
functions normally assoclated with commercial enterprise. The increasing number
of municipal alrports 1s noteworthy. The following comprises the list of activi-
ties engaged in by 93 of the 94 citles which the Bureau classifies as public-
service enterprises.?

Water----cemmcmm e e m m———— Ice plante-eemoecrcve e cdce e 1
Electric light and power-- Plantation~----- -- 1
Transit------c-vcecmmwncann- Grain elevator- - 1
e e e LT TP Railroadg------- -- 3
Ports, harbors, docks, and wharves-- Subways«--~=assveaean -- 2
Alrports----w=-sorsaccccccmoccemdmmene oo Housing authorities-- -- 2
Ferries--eeeemmurmre e e m e Warehouse-==-ev--omwew - 1
Radio stations-wv-e-semcoccmcccccccceo oo Heating plant---w-ewomcmcmcnncnccnoa 1

Terminals-==ec---ceosemmmmmec ;e caeaaaan
Conduit8meecrrmcccm e e 250

It 1s evident that the range of public-service enterprises engaged in by the 63
cities 1is extensive and in some cases far from the fleld of normal municipal
activity. Some of the functions are associated with essentlal services for the
preservation of life or property, but in others it 1s apparent that the enter-
prises are of a commerclal character, engaged In by the cities elther because
the services were lacking and demanded by the public or because the services
constitute a source of municipal income. Thls report does not attempt to explore
the factors which prompted these citles to engage In operation of such public-
service enterprises.

An analysis of each of the tables of findnclal statistics of public-service
enterprises appears below.

11n a few instances classifications have been changed from those reported in the 1937 volume. Rail-
ways owned by Cincinnati and New Orleans, formerly classified as transit systems, are now classified as
rajlroads; Utica's subway classification has been changed from transit system to subway; and Norfolk's
terminal facilities now appear under the designation "terminal® instead of wharves.
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TABLE 29

Income of public-service enterprises of the 93 cities having such activi-
ties in 1938 1s shown In table 29 by type of enterprise. Further details as to
the sources of such income are presented in table 29-A.

Income.—Public-service enterprises owned by the 93 cities recelved total
income of $421,277,000 in 1938. 0f this amount, approximately 47 percent 1Is
reported from water systems; 24 percent from transit systems; 12 percent from
electric 1light and power systems; 7 percent from ports, harvors, docks, and
wharves; 4 percent from gas systems; and 3 percent from airports. The balance
of Income was derived from such miscellaneous public-service enterprises as
ferries, terminals, radlo stations, éonduits, railroads,subways,housing author-
ities, an i{ce plant, a heating plant, a plantation, a grailn elevator, and a
warehouse.

Sources of income.-—The sources from which public-service enterprises
derived their income are shown In table 289-A. Per capita figures are presented
for total income and also for operating Income.

TABLE 29-A,—INCOME, BY TYPE OF ENTERPRISE AND BY SOURCE: 1938

(#mourts expressed in thousands)

R‘g: i— Contri- | Pen
Total Opgrat- Inter— Rents gas butions { sion a1
inoome ing est from and Grants from as- other
B i income leases 0il general { sess-
lands funds | ments
Total—mmmmm e e $421,277 |; $312,404 | $12,265 | $14,278 | $1,165 | $10,855 | $70,165 | $251 $o4
Per capita——-—-—m---- 11,18 8,27 | e | mmmee | e Bl et
Water-supply systems—-~---—m 198,016 185,326 5,781 | commmmmm 285 3,287 4,308 58 22
Blectric-light and power
systems———-——-- s T 2 1 = 47,861 66 2,922 197 2 5
Transit systems—— 92,4538 45,858 5,055 58 | 41,505 184 53
Gas-supply systems—-——-—----4 15,956 11,621 110 4,215 | e e | e —— 10
Ports, harbors, docks, and
Wharves———m—w- 29,420 14,249 542 56 880 1,137 | 12,549 gl (%)
Airports- 10,567 1,284 19 | e | e 3,015 | 16,246 | -~ 4
All other—-——e——-me—1 15,428 6,410 742 2,877 | ——nv 236 | 5,362 wmem | —moem

* Less than $500.
*Includes $7,000 contribution from another public service enterprise.

Of the total Iincome reported by these enterprises, 74.2 percent was derived
from operating income, and 16.7 percent is reported as contributions from gen-
eral government funds. Most of the remainder of the income was from rents, in-
terest, and grants. It will be noted that the ratic of operating income to
total Income varies widely among the different types of public-service enter-
prises, being approximately 93 percent of the electric light and power systems
and of the water systems, as against 12.2 percent In the case of alrports. Many
of the alrports, for the time being at least,are contemplated more in the nature
of civic improvements essentlal to progressive local government than as proprie-
tary enterprises of the character expected to be self-supporting at the outset,
which accounts for the comparatively substantial support glven them from general
government funds. In contrast, no general government funds were contributed to
gas systems, which are proprietary enterprises undertaken essentially as a busi-
ness proposition.

Income of the individual types of enterprises 1s discussed in greater detail
in connection with the presentation of tables concerning them.
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TABLE 29.—INCOME, BY TYPE OF ENTERPRISE: 1938
(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)
Blee- Ports,
Water- | jignt |Tramest | 0007 |bavbors, | 4. | gy
supply supply | docks,
4 tems and systems tems and ports other
H CITY Total sys power sys wh
é systems arves
E’ (Table | (Table | {(Table |{(Table |{Table |(Table [ (Table
S 31) 33) 35) 37) ) 4a) 43)
Grand total-——-—--———— $421,277 (| $199,016 | $51,052 | $99,838 | $15,956 | $29,420 |$10,567 | $15,428
281,164 118,235 { 31,269 ( 93,668 4,215 | 17,496 6,048 | 10,233
58,035 26,470 8,175 6,084 5,637 5,727 2,079 3,864
82,078 54,310 | 11,608 86 6,104 6,197 2,441 1,331
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N, ¥,—. $111,996 || $41,399 $55,040 $9,51% $233 | $5,811
2 | Chicago, Ill.-—- 16,561 13,185 210 166 3,000
3 | Philadelphia, Pa,—— 26,220 6,901 | e | 12,712 2,027 366 | ~———
4 | Detroit, Mich.-— 26,425 6,727 | ——-——- | 19,288 409
S § los Angeles, Calif.~ 42,540 12,676 | $25,781 13 | oo 3,564 S07 | wmememm
6 | Cleveland, Ohio- 8,857 5,025 3,046 184 102
7 | Baltimore, Md. 7,892 4,415 788 | 1,600 | 1,085
8| st. Louis, Mo. 3,882 3,560 101 201 | —eem
9 | Boston, Mass.-. . 8,770 5,153 | ~-—-——- 3,131 | ————m |~ 260 226
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,--————e——uao 3,954 3,501 97 356 | e—eememr
11 | San Francisco, Calif. - 15,591 8,020 2,442 3,484 1,644
12 | Washington, D, C. — 2,378 2,378
13 | Milwaukee, Wis,—- - 3,012 2,617 1,201 94 | ——emm—
14 | Buffzlo, N, Y.--- 2,686 2,659 27
GROUP II.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 70 500,000
15 | New Orleans, la,—w-— $4,037 $2,177 $110| $1,751
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.- 1,703 1,534 $91 78—
17 { Cineinnati, Ohio-— 5,135 2,891 12 128 2,102
18 | Newark, N. J.-. 5,400 2,760 | ——~mmem $608 | coeee | 1,259 782 | meme
19 | Xansasg City, Mo. 2,516 2,338 40 139 -
20 { Indianapolis, Ind.- 5,554 $5,446 108
21 | Houston, Tex. 2,946 1,432 | ~—momee ————— 191 1,264 59 | ~me——m
22 | Seattle, Wash,——— 15,198 1,852 $7,283 4,759 1,158 135 11
23 | Rochester, N, Y. 2,359 1,420 | ~——m—- 777 15 208 | ~e———mm
24 | Louisville, Ky. 1,848 1,787 50 -3 [P
25 | Denver, Colo.- 3,270 3,000 180
26 | Portland, Oreg,-——— 3,622 1,869 1,721 | ) [——
27 j Jersey City, N, J 2,161 2,025 136 | memmmen | emmeee
28 | Columbus, Ohio 2,279 1,295 892 92
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING 4 POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif. $5,327 $3,517 $222 | —mmemm —mmeem | $1,513 $75 | ——n
30 | Atlanta, Ga. 2,581 2,5 51
%1 | Dallas, Tex. 2,051 1,904 110 $37
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 2,884 1,399 1,064 | ———vm | oo 52 102 268
33| St. Paul, Minn,——--— 1,409 1,324 85
34| Toledo, Ohio——- 1,437 1,392 10 73] (EE—
35 | Birmingham, Ala. 42 42
36 ( San Antonio, Tex.~— 1,074 1,068 S
37 | Providence, R, L. — 1,925 1,806 120 | v | e
38 | Akron, Ohig——omammee 1,613 1,462 151
39 5,734 1,346 | —emmem e | 82,202 e 87 100
40 853 837 16
41 1,038 1,002 36
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla 1,215 1,116 99
43 | San Diego, Calif,-- 2,300 1,866 333 101 | ——meen
44 | Wercester, Mass. - 1,132 1,132
45 | Richmond, Va.-- 2,654 793 | e | e 1,356 488 18 | e
46 | Fort Worth, Tex 1,010 914 95
47 | Youngstown, Chic-— 1,276 1,276
48 | Hartford, Conn,-- 1,382 i,185 2 196 | ————
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TABLE 29.—INCOME, BY TYPE OF ENTERPRISE: 1938~-~Continued

{Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)

E;zc' Ports,

Wster- | T teanets | 028 Mr- | An

supply & supply | docks,
f tems and systems | yetems and ports other
g CITY Total =78 power es
E systems her
5‘ (Table |(Table |{(Table |(Table |(Table |(Table |{Table
(5] 51) 53) 35) 37) 39) 41) 43)

GROUP 1IX,~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued

49 | Nashville, Tenn,-————-—wm-| $783 $715 $45 $23
50 | J ville, Fla. 4,777 593 | $3,528 | —emmmmm | momeee $463 59 134
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich,—-—--—x 890 890
52 | New Haven, Conn.— - €8 10 58 | mmemem
53 | Long Beach, Calif 4 4,382 1,218 | ~—mmom | ——- | $1,720 | 1,308 [ P
54 | Des Moines, IoWaw—o—w——um. ] 846 801 1 3 [—
55 | Miami, Fla,———--m-— 1,519 529 669 65 56
56 | Springfield, Mass,—— 1,050 1,030
57 | Flint, Mich.-—- 826 816 10 | e
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah—— 685 625 60 | memme
59 } Bridgeport, Conn,-———ene—eeq ] 6 | —e——
60 | Tulsa, Okla. 1,011 919 92
61 | Norfolk, Va.—— 1,734 1,047 16
62 | Yonkers, N, ¥,— 1,036 1,024 18 [~
63 | Scranton, Pa,——-- © ]

64 | Paterson, N, J,~—- 1,225 1,225

65 | Albany, N. Y. 1,846 1,084 728 34

66 | Kansas City, Kans 3,411 953 2,458

67 | Chattancoga, Tenn 686 || v 649 | o e 5 32

68| Trenton, N, J, ——-. 752 713 [T} ——

69 | Spok » Wash., 722 708 13

70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.-—— 1,711 519 1,133 - 59 | ———m

71 | Camden, N. J,——ar 583 582 2

72 | Erie, Pa,——-—-— 658 623 7 1 28

73 | Fall River, Mass, 374 373 R el R

74 | Cambridge, Mass. 487 487

75 | Wilmington, Del.———- 999 639 310

76 | Elizabeth, N. J, 758 751 7

77 | Reading, Pa,—— 737 615

78 | Knoxville, Tenn.-. ene 762 754

79 { New Bedford, Mass. 388 368 20

80 | Gary, Ind.

81 | Tacoma, Wash.-—- 3,534 880 2,554 $86 | ~—ooeem 15 | ——memm | ————m

82 [ Canton, Ohio-—-— 396 396

83 | Wichita, Kans, 92 7 85 [ ——

84 | Tampa, Fla,——- €30 526 43 81l | ———

85 | Peoria, Ill.——e——m—. 48 43 S| ———m

86 | South Bend, Ind. 388 388

87 | Somerville, Mas 439 459

88 | Duluth, Minn. 1,379 528 817 38 | ——mmee

89 | Lomell, Mass. 345 345

90 | Utica, N, Y,~—— 159 108 38 14

91 | Waterbury, Conn. 653 653

92 | Lynn, Mass.- 451 451

93 { Evansville, Ind, 580 534 46 | ————v

94 | E1 Paso, Tex.--—— 575 538 36 | ———memmm
Honolnlu, Hawaii ! 1,548 1,549

1 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 30

The payments made by these enterprises during 1938 are presented in table 30
by type of enterprise and in table 30-A by character of payment. It should be
stated that, as In the case of reporting cost paymehts of general government,
the Bureau includes as a payment the cost of capital outlays at the time they
are made and not the payments made to retire debt incurred in financing the
outlay. Otherwise, a duplication of cost would result.?

Payments.—During 1938 the publlic-service enterprises of the cities con-
sidered in this study reported total payments of $453,938,000. 0f this amount,
46,1 percent, was for water systems; 23.9¢ percent for transit systems; 13.4 per-
cent for electric light and power systems; 5.7 percent for ports, harbors, docks,
and wharves; 3.2 percent for gas systems; and 4 percent for alrports. The types
0f "All other" public-service enterprises have been discussed in connection with
table 29, and further details are contained in tables 43 and 44.

Character of payments.~The character of payments by publlic-service enter-
prises is shown in table 30-A.

TABLE 30-A.—PAYMENTS, BY TYPE OF ENTERPRISE AND BY CHARACTER: 1938
{Expressed in thousands)

Adminis—
trative Contri-
Operat- expenses butions Pen-
Total ing P Interest | Outlays to
of leased sions
expenses general
enter- funds
prises un
Total $45%,938 || $158,871 $60 | $116,772 | $148,040 |* $29,119 | $1,076
Per capita 4.20 J—
Water-supply systems———e———emmamum o 209,277 74,502 | —mmmnemem 50,715 63,331 20,357 373
Electric light and power systems----- 61,000 22,784 [ ~ewmmmm 8,081 27,743 2,283 110
Transit syst 108,495 40,730 | 29,187 13 564
Gas-supply systems-—-———eorcmmnc o] 14,607 790 600 4,976 8
Ports, harbors, docks, and wharves—-- 25,879 12,816 5,962 199 14
Arport 18,176 1,226{ 14,568 | —mmemmem 2
A11 other. 16, 503 24414 6,649 1,201 7

% 1ess than $500, ! Includes $7,000 contribution to another public-service enterprise.

0f the total payments reported for public-service enterprises, $1858,871,000, or
35 percent, constituted expenses for operation of the enterprises. It may be
interesting to compare these figures with the $312,404,000, or 74.2 percent, of
total income derived from operating revenue. Payments of $148,040,000 for capil-
tal outlays were $10,831,000 1less than the operating expenses of these enter-
prises but represented approximately one-~third of all payments. Payments for
interest, $116,772,000, accounted for 25.7 percent of the total, and contribu-
tlons to the general funds of the cities amounted to $29,112,000, or 6.4 percent
of total payments, but were almost 7 percent of thelr total income.

Per caplta payments of public-service enterprises for operating expenses are
included in the statistles presented In table 30-A, while per capita income is
presented in table 29-A. It is recognized that such statistics are of limited
value in connection with public-service enterprises but are iIncluded for the
use of those who might be 1interested In such comparisons., The varying number
of public-service enterprises among the 83 cities, and the differing magnitude
of the scope of their service and of their financial transactions, render inter-
city comparisons somewhat nebulious. Furthermore, the per capita figures for the
aggregate of public-service enterprises are not comparable with previous years,
since the Bureau's classification of public-service enterprises for 1938 ex-
cludes certain types of activities previously included, while new types of ac-
tivities have been added. If accurate data were available, It would be enlight-~
ening to present statlstics of a comparative nature based on the number of con-
sumers or connections served, especially so far as water, electric, and gas
services are concerned, but this report is restricted to financial data.®

Cost payments of the Individual types of enterprise are discussed further
in connection with the presentation of tables concerning them.

2 For an explanation, see the discussion in connection with table 20, supra.
3 fhe Bureau in 1915 compiled certain non-financial data on municipelly-owned water—supply systems.
See General Statistics of Cities: 1915.
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TABLE 30.—PAYMENTS, BY TYPE OF ENTERPRISE: 1938

{Includes data for enterrrises omned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)

gz:: Ports,
Water- s Gas— A -
supply light | Transit supply | docks, Air A1l
b systems and systems systens and ports other
3 CcITY Total e porer herres
5: systems
.::’ (Table | (Table {Table |(Table |(Table {(Table |(Table
a8 32) 34) 36) 38) 40) 42) 44)
Grand total-—————m-— $453,938 || $209,277 | $61,000 | $108,495 | $14,607 |$25,879 | $18,176 | $16,503
Group Te——-— 309,346 || 127,460 | 31,686 | 103,246 | 4,215 | 16,924 | 14,011 | 11,804
Group ITem=me— 51,518 23,088 8,629 5,132 4,754 4,138 1,951 3,826
Group IIlewrm—smew——ememeal 93,074 58,730 | 20,684 118 | 5,638 | 4,818 | 2,214 873

GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER

1| New York, N. Y,~=-—eew—rm— $146,931 $47,818 | —=ammnw $71,961 | ~=——-em | $10,693 | $5,753 | $10,706
2 | Chicago, IIl.-— 18,455 18,093 210 18] | ==m——m—
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 18,703 6,359 | —rmmme 6,394 | #,215 | 1,317 PRT-J) [—
4 | Detroit, Mich,-—m—mmem—m 25,274 6,602 | mmemmmm | 19,392 | mrmmsem | oo 279 | wmmeem
5 | Los Angeles, Calif.~ 44,591 12,408 | $26,894 13 [ e 2,902 2,375 | wen——m
6 | Cleveland, Ohio-—- 7,826 4,657 | 2,968 104 97
7 | Baltimore, Md.—-————--—-— 8,743 6,278 595 | 1,125 745
8 3,179 2,975 103 | ——mee—
9 5,828 3,268 | ~m—-—n 2,202 | —mmmemm 102 256
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 3,211 2,949 164 | =mmmmm
11 | Ssan Francisco, Calif.--—--[ 17,174 8,903 1,824 5,284 | —mm—mmnmr 3,162 | —mwwe=m
12 | Washington, D. C. 2,596 2,596

13 | Milwaukee, Wis 4,243 3,086 1,000 168

14 | Buffalo, N. Y.=w—-- 2,594 2,489 105

GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000

15 | New Orleans, La,—--

$3,484 $1,379

16 | Mirneapolis, Minn 2,528 2,428

17 | Cincinnati, Ohio— e eed 4,605 2,719

18 | Nemark, N. J.- ] 4,378 2,416 $0L | ——meem
19 | Kansas City, Mo. ! 2,617 2,501

20 | Indianapolis, Ind | 4,750 $4,613
21 | Houston, Tex.=——=—=- 2,413 1,264 | wmmeomn | e 141
22 | Seattle, Wash.- 14,622 1,321 $7,819 4,433 | mmemm—e
23 | Rochester, N. Y. 1,335 829 | ———mmm 297 | e
24 | Louisville, Xy 2,013 1,887

25 | Denver, Colo.~ 2,794 2,599

26 | Portland, Qreg. ! 2,570 1,309

27 | Jersey City, N. J.=—m=m~— 1,595 1,467

28 i Columbus, Ohio: 1,833 870 810

GROUP III.~~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TQ 300,000

29 $3,482 $16 | e | e | $11,253 375 | ——mmemer
30 2,462 51 | =mmmeeme
31 1,782 71 $35
32 | Memphlis, Tenn. 4,807 940 3,594 | —mmmmmrm | e ——— 16 86 170
33 | St. Paul, Minn.-—we----m—d 1,846 1,614 Pl E—
34 1,341 1,309 5 27

55 | Birmingham, Ala. 1,465 1,423 42

36 | San Antonio, Tex. 781 773 8

37 | Providence, R. I 1,828 1,744 BL |~ el e
38 | AKTOn, Ohigmmmm—m— e -~ 1,599 1,517 -V 30—
39 | Omaha, Nebr. 3,115 1,014 $1,924 63 114
40 | Dayton, Ohio-- 703 £88 15

41 | Syracuse, N, Y.-- el 806 785 21

42 | Oklahoma City, Okla 743 €63 80 |~ e
43 | San Diego, Calif.~—-—- 1,855 1,438 331 B | —mmoreme
44 | Worcester, Mass -~ 933 $33

45 | Richmond, Va.- 2,805 890 | wemmmmn | woemeee | 1,395 500 L) [—
46 | Fort Worth, Te 847 774 T2 | e
47 | Youngstown, Ohio 1,228 1,228

48 | Hartford, Conn,-~-~ 2,546 2,861 | e | i s 2 184 |~

407809 O—41—17
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TABLE 30.—-PAYMENTS, BY TYPE OF ENTERPRISE: 1938~—Continued

{Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city.

FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

Expressed in thousands)

Elec-
tric~ Ports,
Hater- | Jignt |Transig | 0987 |BEROTS, 0, 4 gy
i . ::I;zmlz and systems ::Ezz doc;(s, ports other
2 CITY Total t power 4 wh::'v os
5 systems
o (Table | (Table (Table | (Table | {Table | (Table | {Table
8 32) 54) 36) 38) 40) 42) 44)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000--Continued
49 | Nashville, Tenn,———-—=——-—-f $608 $565 $35 38
50 | Jacksonville, Fla,—=——=—- - 5,882 451 | $4,805 el e e $419 51 156
51| Grand Repids, Mich.——-w=-=d 749 749
52 | New Haven, Conn,-———=-—==-d 38 5 25 | wioame
53 { Long Beach, Calif,-——-- 3,120 1,085 | mm—mmmw | moemmeee | $1,508 389 98 | —w—mmm
54 | Des Moines, IoWa~————=—~ == 699 678 2 ] [p—
55| Miami, Fla.—— mm e 1,290 470 682 86 53
56 | Springfield, Mass,-~=—=w==m 747 747
57 ] Flint, Mich,-—e———e—m——eee 783 748 7 | ————
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah—m=--o 572 523 P1-J) [p—
59 | Bridgeport, Conn. 6 6 | e
60 | Tulsa, Okla. 596 531 85 | ——mmeem
61| Norfolk, Va.- = 1,098 774 16 308
62 | Yonkers, N. Y. - 1,070 1,065 5
63 | Scranton, Pa,— - 2 2 | mmm——
64 | Paterson, N. J.~ 874 874
65| Albany, N. y.—-————-—j 1,949 1,230 666 52 | mmm e
66 | Kansas City, Kans. 3,748 616 3,132
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn. . 308 || w—mme——— X 7 R [ —— 5 [y J) [—
68 | Trenton, N. J.-— -—— 854 814 40
69| Spokane, Wash.-— 534 520 13 | ——meem
70| Fort Wayne, Ind.—-——-—~-—j 1,694 479 1,181 .7 N [——
71| Camden, N, J,=—==- -~ 346 344 2
72| Erie, Pa,---—- e - 571 532 7 7 25
75 | Fall River, Mass -] 459 458 1
74 | Cambridge, Mass,—e—~—ea——my 527 8§27
75 | Wilmington, Del.--— e 842 585 287
76 | Elizabeth, N. J. - 612 605 7
77| Reading, Pa,——~ e 727 598 130 | weememe e
78 | Knoxville, Tenn,——-—— o 6,483 662 5,811 10 |~
79 | New Bedford, Mass.——————— 301 270 32
80| Gary, Ind,
81| Tacoma, Wash,~————w=——c—uqd 3,164 1,159 1,874 118 14
82 | Canton, Ohio-——= 361 361
83 | Wichita, Kans,~w———= 103 11 92 | mmme
84 | Tampa, Fla. 607 503 43 3 [pe——
85 | Peoria, Ill, 57 32 25 | ==
86} South Bend, Ind. 440 440
87 | Somerville, Mass 382 382
88 | Duluth, Minn.- 1,212 484 | —————- 721 | == T | ———
89 | Lowell, Mass,——————-————- 414 414
90 | Utica, N. Y.mwrm-meme——emed 7,844 7,821 21 3
91 | Waterbury, Conn.-- - 457 457
82 | Lynn, Mass,——— s et 405 405
93 | Evansville, Ind.-———————w-d 602 587 13 E—
94| E1 Paso, Tex.——=——=-—=—-di 501 467 34 } ——memm
Honolulu, Hawaii?l - 1,086 1,066

1Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLES 31 AND 32

Water systems

In contrast with most other types of public-service enterprises, the majori-
ty of water systems are municipally owned In communities of the size considered
in this report. Only 7 of the 94 citles do not have a municipal water system:
Indlanapolis, New Haven, Bridgeport, Scranton, Chattanooga, Peoria, and Gary.*
During 1938 Wichlita made an initial outlay for a water system, and Utlica issued
revenue bonds and purchased the water system owned by a private corporation.
Birmingham 1s included, although its activities in this <field of service are
limited to an industrial water supply in the process of construction with the
aid of both WPA and PWA funds. The first munlcipal water system to Dbe con-
structed by any of the 94 clties was that bullt by Albany in 1799, most of the
others having been constructed between 1850 and 1900.°

Income of water systems.—The 87 water systems included in this study
reported total income of $199,016,000, which was approximately 47 percent of
the total inccme reported by all publlic-service enterprises. The operating Iin-
come of the water systems, that ls, the earning power originating from the fa-
cilities themselves, was approxlimately 93 percent of the total income received
by them. @rants for improvements and extenslons to these facllities amounted
to 1.7 percent of total income, and contributions from general clity funds amounted
to 2.2 percent of the total. Thls latter figure contrasts with the 16.7 percent
of total income derived by all public-service enterprises from general city
funds. It 1s to be noted that for 25 of the water systems receipts from such
contritutions are reported.

Payments of water systems.-—Payments of the water systems totaled $209-
277,000, which amount was 46.1 percent of total payments reported by all public-~
service enterprises. As compared with approximately 93 percent of total income
received from operating revenue, however, only 35.6 percent of total payments
by water systems was for operating expenses. Other types of payments were, in
percentage of total, capital outlays, 30.3 percent; interest, 24.2 percent; and
contributions to general city funds, 9.7 percent. Water systems accounted for
69.9 percent of the total contributions to general city funds made by public~
service enterprises but accounted for only 6.1 percent of total funds contribu-
ted by the citles to the public-service enterprises.

Based on this summary of 1income -and payments, 1t 1s evident that the water
systems were able to finance a large proportion of thelr capital outlays from
current revenues. In this connection, table 47 indicates that these water sys-
tems had a bonded indebtedness of $1,183,544,000 outstanding at the close of 1938.

TABLES 33 AND 34

Electric Light and Power Systems

As contrasted with water systems, the growth of municipal electric light and
power systems has been more consplcuous In the smaller communities than in the
cities of the populatlon size consldered 1in this report, although one of the
cities included In this report, Tacoma, was a pioneer 1n this field of munici-
pal enterprise. Only 13 of the 94 citles had such municipal facilities in 1938.
This may be due to the substantial Investment required to provide large munici-
palities with this type of service or to such other factors as franchilses.

Income of electric light and power systems.-— Of the total income, op-
erating income accounted for 93.7 percent as compared with the average of 74.2
percent derived by all enterprises from this source.

Payments of electric light and power systems.— Total payments of the
electric light and power systems aggregated $61,000,000, Of this amount, 37.4
percent was operating expense-—an Iinteresting comparison with the 93.7 percent

4 In tables 31 to 44, inclusive, only those cities are listed that bave the type of emterprise specified.
% For information as to the years in which most of these water systems were constructed, see Buresu of
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of total income received from operating Income, which indicates an operating
surplus of over $25,077,000 for the systems during the year. The largest pay-
ment item was for capital outlays, which amounted to 45.5 percent of the total.
Interest payments accounted for 13.2 percent of the total, an amount substan-
tially below the average of 25,7 percent for all public-service enterprises.
Contributions to general clty funds were made by 5 of the 13 enterprises——Los
Angeles, Cleveland, Jacksonville, Kansas City (Kans.), and Tacoma,

A striking situation in connection with the subject of contributions 1s the
fact that the amount contributed to support of general government by the Jack-
sonville plant, $1,645,000, was greater than the cost of operating ¢the plant
during the year. It might be added that this contribution represented approxi-
mately 29 percent of all Jacksonville's general revenue, as discussed in Part II.

Based on this summary of income  and payments of municipal electric light
and power systems, 1t 1s evident that income falled to cover payments by $9,948-
000, partly because of extensive lmprovements and additions to plant equipment.

TABLES 35 AND 36

Transit systems

Municipally-owned transit systems were reported by 10 of the 94 cities, al-
though only 5 of these systems were municipally-operated.® The remalning 5 were
leased to others for operatlon, and the Income therefrom 1is indicated under
"rents or leases.”

Income of transit systems.— Total income of $99,838,000 was derived from
these transit systems in 1938, of which amount $52,983,000, or 53.1 percent,
represented operating income and income from lease of the properties. Contribu-
tions from general city funds accounted for 41.6 percent of total income, a
figure well above the average of 16.7 percent derived by all public-service en-
terprises from this source. Most of this amount was represented by the heavy
support given by New York to its transit system, although 5 other clties also
contributed from general funds to their municipally-owned transit systems.
Grants, recelved by only one city (New York) were negligible in amount.

Payments of transit systems,— Total payments of $108,495,000 were re-
ported by the 10 municipally-owned transit systems 1in 1938, of which amount 35
percent represented operating expense. As Is typlcal of most transit systems,
the debt load 1is heavy, and the Interest payments thereon were larger than oper-
ating expense, accounting for 37.85 percent of total payments. Expenditures for
capital outlays constituted 26.9 percent of total payments, considerably below
the 32.6 percent average for all public-service enterprises. Contributions to
general government were negligible, being reported in only two cases—Los Angeles
and Tacoma.

Based on the foregoing summary it 1s evident that, while transit systems
realized operating income $7,712,000 in excess of operating expense, total pay-
ments were $8,657,000 greater than total income recelved. Transit system bonded
indebtedness outstanding at the close of 1938 totaled $1,066,849,000.

® Three enterprises classified in 1937 as transit systems are now classified otherwise, See footnote
1, supra.
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TABLE 31.—INCOME OF WATER-SUPPLY SYSTEMS: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
. Contri-
2 butions | Pension
= Operating Federal A1l
» CITY Total {ncome Interest grants from assess~ | o
et general ments
© funds
Grand total-—— $199,016 $185,326 | $5,731 | 1$3,287 | $4,306 $s8 | $307
Group Iee-— 118,235 111,471 4,081 1,690 968 16 9
Group IT--—— 26,470 24,156 755 616 933 9| (%
e 6 CO—— 54,310 49,699 895 1980 2,405 33 298
GROUP I.~—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y,—-——- $41,399 $38,500 $2,896
2 Chicago, Ill,--- 13,185 13,185
3 | Philadelphia, Pa 6,901 6,572 229
4 | Detroit, Mich,—— 6,727 6,343 321
B3 Los Angeles, Calif. 12,876 11,724 154
6 | Cleveland, Ohio- . 5,025 5,082 | ~mmmmeem
7 Baltimore, Md.——w=-=—- 4,415 4,266 149
8 | St. Louts, Mo. 4 3,580 3,568 12
9 Boston, Mass.- 5 5,153 5,153
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.—— = 3,501 3,283 (%)
11 San Francisco, Cali o 8,020 6,638 18
12 | Washington, D. C.—-—- 2,378 2,361 | —mmmmeem
13 Milwaukee, Wis 2,617 2,399 | ———mm —
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.— 2,659 2,457 202
GROQUP II.~-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,
15 New Orleans, La.——————-—=o $2,177 $1,348 $7
16 Minneapolis, Minn. 1,534 1,523 11
17 Cincinnati, Ohic. 2,891 2,381 179
18 Newark, N. J.- 2,760 2,568 117
19 | Kansas City, M 2,338 2,306 (%)
21 Houston, Tex.- 1,432 1,377 ?9
22 Seattle, Wash,-——-- - 1,852 1,839 13
23 | Rochester, N. 1,420 1,381 30
24 | Louisville, Ky. 1,787 1,762 26
25 | Denver, Colo.- 3,090 2,810 19
26 Portland, Oreg. 1,869 1,685 181
27 Jersey City, N. J. 2,025 1,883 142
28 | Columbus, Ohio——---- 1,295 1,294 (%)
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif.?— $3,517 $2,837 -1 ——— 10 4 [—— $12
30 | Atlanta, Ga,-——-— - 2,530 2,528 2
31 Dallas, Tex,—— 1,904 1,891 13
32 Memphis, Tenn. - 1,399 1,381 14
33 | St. Paul, Minn. - 1,324 980 51
34 | Toledo, Onhio 1,392 UE-2- ) [—
36 San Antonio, Tex.—-—— 1,068 991 77
37 Providence, R. I ~1 1,806 1,530 204 | —mmrmmm 71
28 | Akron, Ohio-- 1,462 1,256 — 206 | e
39 | Omaha, Nebr. 1,346 1,289 57
40 Dayton, Ohio- 837 804 33
41 Syracuse, N. Y. 1,002 =1 R — ———————— 145
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. N 1,116 114
43 | San Diego, Calif.- — 1,866 250
44 Worcester, Mass.— ~ 1,132
45 Richmond, Va.--—- ~ 793 T37 | e 56 | —ermeeem
46 Fort Worth, Tex.—— 914 914
47 Youngstown, Ohiow—a——wemc—e 1,276 P77 | ———rrem e ————— PT:1- ) p——
48 Hartford, Conn.,—— 1,185 1,173 P el el T [PR—
49 Nashville, Tenn. 715 715
50 Jacksonville, Fla, 593 -1 [—— ————
51 Grand Rapids, Mich 890 849 42
53 Long Beach, Calif.~— 1,216 928 3
54 Des Moines, Iowa--—— 801 784 b 2 U — o | e |

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 31.-—INCOME OF WATER-SUPPLY SYSTEMS: 1938—Continued
{Expressed in thousands)
s Contri-
= butions | Pension
> CITY Total oPe;;:;:g Interest Fec;:z:l from assess— o:;ir
a e general ments
funds
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000~—Continued
55 $529 $480 | === — YY) p— N IS
56 1,030 1,030 —
57 816 777 $39
58 625 625
60 919 903 | mmemmmn | mmmmem [ STH [E— —
61 | Norfolk, Va,--- S— 1,047 937 110
82 Yonkers, N. Y.~ -t 1,024 791 | == 16
64 Paterson, N. J.—— — 1,225 1,225
65 Albany, N. Y. ~ 1,084 823 | e | e
66 Kansas City, Kans.- 953 878 75
€8 Trenton, N, J.— 713 875 14 [ ) [ ———
69 Spokane, Wash,- 709 673 3 33
70 Fort Wayne, Ind. 519 519 (%)
71 Camden, N. J. 582 575 7
72 | Erie, Pa.————-— 623 623 1
73 Fall River, Mass.— 373 369
74 Cambridge, Mass.- ~ 487 484 3
75 | Wilmington, Del - 689 580 17 43 89
76 Elizabeth, N. J.— e 751 7R2 29
77 Reading, Pa.-————=——-=m-m— 615 577 1 36 | mmmem
78 Knoxville, Tenn,—--—— 754 (o)) [ ——
79 New Bedford, Mass 358 —————— 15
81 Tacoma, Wash.—— 830 23 47
82 Canton, Chioc—— 336
83 Wichita, Kans.-=—- 7 ?
84 Tampa, Fla. 528 528 1
88 South Bend, Ind.- 338 388
87 Somerville, Mass. 439 439
88 Duluth, Minn,-- 525 44 | mocomem
89 Lowell, Massg,———— 345 e it 14
90 | Utdca, N. Yo-— 108 108
91 Waterbury, Conn. 853 601 | ——m—mmm | e 52 | m=mme -
92 Lynn, Massg,-——— 451 446 < 5
93 Evansville, Ind. 534 534
94 El Paso, Tex,~——=——=~ 538 5§13 12 | ———eeeem 13| —mmmme
Honolulu, Hawaii® ———o—— 1,549 1,264 19 266 | —mmmmmmm | e S

*Lless than $500,
1 Tncludes $3,000 State grant.

? Includes those data for light and power system which are not separately reported in Table 33.
3Rents and royalties from oil and gas lands.

* State grant.

%Kot included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 32.—PAYMENTS OF WATER-SUPPLY SYSTEMS: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
& INTEREST Contrie
£ Operat- . butions
5 CITY Total ing General | o Capital to Pen-
ri- outlays sions
'Y expense |obliga- term Reverme general
bt tion loans bonds funds
© bonds
Grand total—me—omom—eear $209,277 || $74,502 | $48,098 $49 | $2,568 |$63,331 { $20,357 | $373
127,460 42,846 | 31,494 39| 1,485 | 36,883 | 14,592 121
23,088 11,533 5,285 1 323 4,946 913 89
58,730 20,123 | 11,320 9 761 | 21,501 4,852 163
GROUP I.-~-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. ¥, $47,818 $7,379 | $15,812 $14,124 | $10,470
2 Chicago, Ill.-—— 18,093 10,640 [ ------- 6,493
3 Philadelphia, Pa. 6,359 2,182 1,248 410
4 | Detroit, Mich.-—- 5,602 2,348 | 2,789 431
5 Los Angeles, Calif.- 12,408 4,184 3,136 4,926
6 | Cleveland, Ohio-- 4,657 2,765 { 1,063 729
7 | Baltimore, Md.--- 6,278 1,340 | 1,601 3,287
8 | St. Louis, Mo.- 2,975 2,284 | ——r 228 163 | -
9 Boston, Mass, 3,268 1,898 1,337 17 ki 9
10 Pittsburgh, Pa,-—-—- 2,949 1,812 232 575 330 | ———--
11 San Francisco, Calif 8,803 1,834 5,561 3,446 | ——-mum 62
12 Washington, D. C.— 2,596 1,832 | —memem— 748 | —~—voe 16
13 Milwankee, Wis. - 3,066 1,226 1 1,068 850 | -—-—~
14 Buffalo, N, Y.— 2,489 1,122 717 404 241 | (%)
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La.- $1,379 $666 $289
15 Minneapolis, Minn 2,428 987 160
17 Cincinnati, Ohio- 2,719 1,504 269
18 | Newark, N, J,-—- 2,416 1,121
19 Kansas City, Mo, 2,501 1,550
21 Houston, Tex.-—— 1,264 828
22 Seattle, Wash.-- 1,321 784
23 Rochester, N, Y, ——u-mae. 829 547 18
24 Louisville, Ky.— 1,887 846 ————
25 Denver, Colo. 2,599 683 | 1,066 | —~——-= | ~-maem | 850 | m—mmoee | memem
26 Portland, Oreg. 1,309 587 9
27 Jersey City, N. J 1,467 744 —
28 Columbus, Chio—--- 970 887 28
GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif, ! - < $3,482 $738 | $1,717 | wommom | —meem | $2,027 | cmemee | e
%0 | Atlanta, Ga. 2,462 429 $1
31 Dallas, Tex. 1,782 5931 334 | ~ee——m [} 254 B0l | wmeme
32 Memphis, Tenn, 940 462 5
33 St, Paul, Minn. 1,614 584 | 292 | meeoom | e [ 738 | e | e
34 | Toledo, Ohio——--- 1,309 812
25 Birmingham, Ala. 1,423 || —mmmmee
36 San Antonio, Tex.-— 773 288
37 Providence, R, I, 1,74 756
38 Akron, Ohio. 1,517 318
39 Omaha, Nebr.,-— e 1,014 776
40 Dayton, Ohio—- 688 262
41 Syracuse, N. 1. 785 333
42 Oklahoma City, Okla 663 303
43 | San Diego, Calif,--—- 1,438 465
44 Worcester, Mass 933 278 128
45 Richmond, Va, -~ . 890 202 175
46 Fort Worth, Tex - 774 248 141
47 Youngstown, Ohio - 1,228 451 731
48 Hartford, Conn.-— 2,361 468 1,806

*Less than $500.

! Includes those data for electric light and power system which are not

separately reported in table 34,
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TABLE 32.—PAYMENTS OF WATER-SUPPLY SYSTEMS: 1938~—Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
£ INTEREST Contri-
Operat- butions
E cIrY Total General g Gapital |\ Ty, | Pen-
. expense |obliga- term Reverme 85 | general
b=t tion loans bonds funds
© bonds
GROUP III.-——CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000~-Contimued
49 | Nashville, Tenn,---— $565 $327 $8 $103
50 Jacksonville, Fla.— 451 252 35 123
51 Grand Rapids, Mich.- 749 380 102 137
53 Long Beach, Calif.-—- 1,035 418 227 282 | wemem
54 Des Moines, Iowa———- 878 3085 147 | e | e
55 470 231 8l
56 747 360 124
57 746 392 210
58 Salt Lake City, Utah~—- 523 318 —
60 Tulsa, Okla,——~—-—-—vn 531 284 37
81 Norfolk, Va,-— 774 228 59
62 Yonkers, N. Y. 1,065 301 434
64 Paterson, N. J. 874 244 11
65 | Albany, N, Y,--—- 1,230 465 248
66 Kansas City, Kans. 516 433 25
68 Trenton, N. J,———eeeme o 814 193 52 $2 | ~emme 262
69 | Spokane, Wash. 520 LY —— — 16 269
70 Fort Wayne, Ind.-- 479 308 9
71 ~ 344 246 ———
72 == 532 363 86
73 Fall River, Mass, 458 154 135 157 5
74 Cambridge, Mass.— 527 332 41 103 21
75 Wilmington, Del. 555 352 D ) [N, |-
76 Elizabeth, N. J 605 340 7 3
77 Reading, Pa.———- 598 330 154 10 | ——-
78 Knexville, Tenn.—-— 662 429 200 | ~memem — 2
79 New Bedford, Mass.—- 270 188 47 | e | e [
8l Tacoma, Wash,-—— 1,159 373
82 Canton, Ohio 361 271
83 Wichita, Kans,-- 11 || ~m————e
84 Tampa, Fla.,---——-— ~ 503 187
86 South Bend, Ind.-— 440 326
87 Somerville, Mass. 382 174
88 Duluth, Minn.- 484 226
89 Iowell, Mass,—- 414 335
90 | Uticg, N, Y ~eemmo 7,821 27
91 Waterbury, Conn. 457 147
92 | Lynn, Mass,—- 405 198
93 Evansville, Ind 587 290
94 El Paso, Tex.-—-- 467 214
Honolulu, Hawaii #——emcoreed 1,066 [ R 316 [ JES— -

2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 33.--INCOME OF ELECTRIC-LIGHT AND POWER SYSTEMS: 1938
{Expressed in thousands)
City Operating |Inter- | Federal All
No. eIy Total income est grants |other
Grand total: $51,052 $47,861 $66 2,922 | 403
Group I 31,269 31,255 T N Qpeu— 5
Group IT 8,175 6,735 2 1,242 2197
Group IIT: 11,608 9,872 55 1,680 32
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
5 Los Angeles, Calif. 25,781 5,767 0 $5
6 | Cleveland, Ohi 3,046 3,046 | e —n
11 San Francisco, Calif, 2,442 2,442 (%) (%)
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
22 | Seattle, Wash. $7,283 $6,039 [} $1,242 | ~mmem
28 Columbus, Ohi 892 696 ——— - 24197
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif.* $222 22 | ———= | e
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 1,064 33 | e $1,031
50 Jacksonville, Fla. 3,528 5,528 — | —
66 Kansas City, Kans. 2,458 2,407 $51 ——n ——
67 Chattanooga, Tenn. 649 e ean —— 649 ——
70 Fort Wayne, Ind. 1,133 1,127 4 ——— 3
81 Tacoma, Wash. 2,554 2,554 —— — —
#Less than $500.
1 Includes $197,000 contributions from general funds, and $2,000 pension assessments.
2 Contributions from general funds.
2 Pension a ts: includes a ts of other utilities not separately reported.
%A1l revenues other than "operating" are included with those of water-supply system.
-
TABLE 34.,—~PAYMENTS OF ELECTRIC-LIGHT AND POWER SYSTEMS: 1938
(Expressed in thousands)
£
H INTEREST Contri~
é Operat= | ¢ o/ oral Capital butions | o
oIy Total ing obliga- | Revenue | outl to ion
ed expense & ays general sions
et tion bonds funds
© bonds
Grand totale—=——e——amm e e —{ $1,000 || $22,784 | $3,288 | $4,793 | 27,743 | 2,285 | $110
Group T 31,686 14,695 | 3,072 | 2,727 | 10,581 608 3
Group IT 8,629 3,083 350 1,771 3,637 | =mwmmmm | 103
Group TIT 20,684 5,006 181 294 | 15,525 ! 1,675 3
GRCUP I.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
5 Los Angeles, Calif.-=——v-m 26,894 $11,873 | $1,424 | #2,727 | $10,315 $554 | ~——m
[ Cleveland, Ohio~——- 2,968 2,485 163 | m=———m 266 54 | we——
1 San Francisco, Calif. 1,824 336 1,485 $3
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TQ 500,000
22 | seattle, Wash,-~—- 47,819 $2,679 | mmemmem | $1,771 | $3,265 | cmeme | $103
28 Columbus, Chio=~=—=- - 810 403 $35 | ——mw—mm LT R, p——"
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 Oakland, Calif.? $16 6 ——
32 Memphis, Tenn,---— - 3,594 58 | mmmmmmm | e $3,536
50 Jacksonville, Fla,-=- - 4,805 1,486 $42 $45 1,576
66 | Kansas City, Kans.- 4 3,132 1,673 103 _— 1,351
67 Chattancoga, Tenn ~ 272 15 15 243
70 Fort Wayne, Ind.- -~ 1,181 642 | wmo—ee 536
78 Knoxville, Tenn. -~ 5,811 || m=—m~—— 21 5,791
8l Tacoma, Wash,——v——r—e—r- 1,874 1,107 | ————-— 493 25 | meem

1 other payments, not reported
2 Includes pension payments of

407809 O—41——18

separately, are included with water-supply system.
other utilities not separately reported.
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TABLE 35.--INCONME OF TRANSIT SYSTEMS: 1¢38

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)

. Contri-
2 Operat- Rents butions | Pension
= pera: " s
By CITY Total ing 12::1‘ from Feder:l from assess~ ot;)lér
purd income leases | BTNYS general | ments
© funds
Grand total-— $99,838 || $45,653 | $5,055 | $7,330 $58 [$41,505 $184 $53
Group I 93,668 {| 41,167 | 5,085 7,145 58 | 40,008 184 53
Group IT 6,084 4,401 | = 1,499 | ———~m | =
Group ITT———mmmmm e e 86 86 | ————mm | mmemee B el e [
GROUP I.-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION CF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y. e $55,040 || $18,894 | $2,573 | $2,570 $58 | $30,895 | ———rn $51
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 12,712 || = —| 1,706 2,093 8,913 ———
4 | Detroit, Mich,-—-- 19,288 || 18,792 310 2
5 Los Angeles, Calif,? 13 || =emmmmm | e —
9 Boston, Mass. -~ ~ 3,131 - 463 1
11 | San Francisco, Calif. 3,484 3,481 3 (%)
GROUP 1I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
18 | Newark, N, J.2e—reeomemcemeed  $608 || —mmmmme | cmeee | $185 | —ommm $423 | ——m—mem ——
22 Seattle, Wash.--— 4,759 $4,401 el IE 388 | ~————
22 | Rochester, N. Y. *-- 717 || —mmmemm | e | mmeeem 717 ———

GROUP III.-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

81 | Tacoms, Wash.-——--———-m---]  $86 ” sas] _-_-_] — | — ‘ e l — ] .

*less than $500.

IIncludes the independent subway, which is operated by the city; and the rapid transit systems, the
greater part of which are leased.

20Omned but not operated by the city.

TABLE 36.—PAYMENTS OF TRANSIT SYSTEMS: 1938 v

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city., Expressed in thousands)

Admin- INTEREST S:g:
B istra- bu-
1 Operat- tion N N -
g CITY Total ing of General | o . |Capital | tion | Pen
g obliga- outlays | te [ sions
expense { leased nue
> tion gen—~
o enter- bonds
b1 rises | Ponds eral
© P funds
Grand total---—emmm——memaud $108,495 || $37,941 $60 | *$40,722 $8 [ $29,187 | $13| $564
Group I 103,246 || 33,5679 24 | 240,116 | ~—m 28,961 | 13| 433
Group IT 5,132 4,182 | ————n 3606 8 206 | =wmm 130
Group III 118 80 36 | —mmnmmm 1 -
GROUP i.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y.*- e $71,961 || $14,589 $$29,829
3 Philadelphia, Pa. 6,394 || ————-— 6,370 ——
4 | Detroit, Mich,-— 19,392 || 16,017 71,657 $310
5 Los Angeles, Calif.® - 13 |} ———— ———
9 Boston, Mass.®—- ~ 2,200 [} =~eemmee 2,202 ————
11 San Francisco, Calif 3,284 3,073 78 | e 10 | = 123
GROUP II.——CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 30C,000 TO 500,000
18 Newark, N. J.° $401 $305 | =m—mm ——
22 Seattle, Wash, -———=m=—emewe——cer—o 4,433 || $4,182 &3 $8 $130
23 | Rochester, N. Y.® 297 297 | mmemm S DI,
GROUP ITI.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
81 { Tacoma, Wash. <{ $118 ” $80 ] $5s—[ — - | -J —————— | $1 I ——
Includes $88,000 interest on short-term loans. 2 Includes $85,000 interest on short-term loans.
*Includes $3,000 interest on short-term loans. *Includes the independent subway, which is operated by

the city; and the rapid transit systems, the greater part of which are leased, S Includes $83,000 in-
terest on short-term loans, ® Owned but not operated by the city. 7 Includes $2,000 interest on shart-
term loans. ® Interest on short-term loans.
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TABLES 37 AND 38

Gas Systems

Only 7 of the 94 citles reported municipal ownership of gas systems in 1938,
all but that of Philadelphia being municlpally operated. Development in this
field of municipal activity has not been extensive, although 1t may be of inter-
est to note that only Philadelphla, Richmond, and Duluth had municipally-owned
gas plants when the Bureau 1listed such enterprises in its Statistics of Cities
Having a Population of over 25,000: 1902 and 1903. Philadelphia was the ploneer

in this field, having acquired its system 1n 1836 when its private owners dis-
posed of it to the city.

Income of gas systems.—Total income of the municipally-owned gas plants
in 1938 was $15,956,000, all of which, except a negligible 1item of Interest on
investments, was derlved from operating income or from leases. No Federal grants
were received and no contribvutions were received from general city funds.

Payments of gas systems.—Total payments of gas systems were $14,607,000,
of which amount approximately 56 percent was for operating expenses. Approxi-
mately 34 percent was in the nature of contributions to general city funds on
the part of 3 of the 7 systems; in the case of Philadelphia the entire amount
of income from the lease of the enterprise was turned over to general clty funds.
In sharp contrast to the situation with respect to other publlic~service enter-
prises, a very small proportion of total payments comprised outlays or interest
on indebtedness.

Based on the above analysis, It 1s evident that total 1Income of the 7 gas
systems exceeded total payments by $1,349,000. Considering the sources of in-
come and the nature of payments, 1t is clear that these 'enterprises were self-
supporting. It is of further Interest to note that the total bonded indebtedness
of municipal gas systems, $16,997,000, as shown in table 47, was not much greater
than the income derived from operation of the enterprises during 1938.

TABLES 39 AND 40

Ports, Harbors, Docks, and Wharves

During 1938 there were 41 clties which owned port, harbor, dock, or wharf
facilities. All these were municipally operated except one (in Hartford) that
was leased to_others and two (in Baltimore and Houston) that were operated in
part and leased in part.

Income of ports and associated facilities. — Total income of $29,420,000
was reported from municipal ports, harbors, docks, and wharves in 1938, of which
amount 48.4 percent was derived from operating Income. The next largest source
of income was from general fund contributions, which amounted to 42.7 percent
of the total, and this was a source of revenue for all but 4 of the 41 enter-
prises. The only other 1tem of significance was $1,137,000 received as grants
for improvements and extenslons, and this 1tem appeared in the accounts of only
7 of the enterprises.

Payments of ports and associaied facilities.— Cost payments for these
public-service enterprises totaled $25,879,00C, and it is significant that only
27 percent constituted operating expenses, Interest payments on outstanding
indebtedness comprised 49.5 percent of total payments, the highest ratio for
all types of enterprises. Expenditures for capltal outlays constlituted 23 per-
cent of all payments, which item was well below the average for all public-
service enterprises. As mlight be expected, contributions to general city funds
were of negligible size and were scattered among 4 of the 41 enterprises con-
sidered. In one city (Portland) a contribution was made to another public-
service enterprise.

Based on thils summary, 1t is evident that the operating Income of these
enterprises was $7,262,000 in excess of operating expenses and that total income
exceeded total payments by $3,541,000, this excess constituting almost 80 per-
cent of capital outlays for the year.
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TABLE 37.—INCOME OF GAS-SUPPLY SYSTEMS: 1938
(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)
Rents
gio.ty CITY Total Opje;':zir;g Interest from
N leases
Grand total $15,956 1$11,631 $110 $4,215
Group T 4,215 PR ———
Group IT 5,637 5,616 21
Group IIT: 8,104 16,015 90
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
3 I Philadelphia, Pa.?2 Jl 4,215 H ——m | ——— I 4,215
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. $5,446 $5,425 21
21 Houston, Tex. 191 181 ————
GROUP III.—~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
39 | Omaha, Nebr. $2,202 $2,118 384 | e
45 | Richmond, Va. 1,356 1,356 | —=———m
53 | Long Beach, Calif. 1,730 11,727 4
88 Duluth, Minn. 817 815 2

1 Includes $10,000, unclaimed money.
2 Owned but not operated by the city.

TABLE 38.-—PAYMENTS OF GAS-SUPPLY SYSTEMS: 1938

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city.

Expressed in thousands}

5 INTEREST
g Contribu-
ting Capital tions to | Pen-
1Ty Total Opera General
i expense obgi;a— Revenue outlays g;negal sions
5 tion bonds unds
bonds
Grand total--------——o] $14,607 $8,235 18430 $360 $600 $4,976 $6
4,215 RIS [V T ——— [ 4,215 | ——
4,754 4,115 18 360 F1:5 R AN —
5,638 4,120 1412 ——— 338 761 6
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
3 Philadelphie, Pa.Z-w-—wx -I $4,215 H ———— | -—«-T—-—--— I ------ l $4,215 ] —
GROUP I1.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
20 Indianapolis, Ind. 4,612 $3,993 —— $359 $R6L | memeemmm —_—
21 Houstom, Tex.-=--— 141 12 18 1 ——me —————— -———
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATICN OF 100,000 TO 300,000
39 | Omaha, Nebr,------—- - 41,924 $1,754 89 [:2Z-J — —
45 | Richmond, Ve.- 1,395 726 1147 68 454
83 Long Beach, Cali: 1,598 877 15¢ 155 307
88 Duluth, Minn,-- 721 663 18 40 m———— ——

* Includes $1,000 interest on short-term loans.
2 Owned but not operated by the city.
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TABLE 39.-—INCOME OF PORTS, HARBORS, DOCKS, AND WHARVES: 1938
(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city, Expressed in thousands)
g Contri- | Pen-
= Operat- .. | Rents butions | sion
N c1TY Total ing | TVeT | opgy |Tedeal ey ) gs- | AL
by income leases | & general | sess-
© funds |ments
Grand total---=s—mrmmm———— — $29,420 || $14,249 | $542 $56 | *$1,137 | $12,549 $6 | $880
Group T 17,496 9,702 341 20 268 | 7,008 |~ | 158
Group II 5,727 1,903 162 35 1351 | 3,276 | (%) | (w)
Group IIT 6,197 R,644 39 2 518 R,266 1 722
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y. $9,513 _—
2 Chicago, I11. 210 ———
3 Philadelphia, Pa. 2,027 || 226 | $298 | ~——-mm [ ~————— | 1,503 | em——m
5 Los Angeles, Calif. 3,564 —
7 Baltimore, Md.>- ] 783 ———-
8 §t. Louis, Mo. 101
10 Pittsburgh, Pa,-— 97
13 | Milwaukee, Wis.-— 1,201
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
16 Minneapolis, Minn.- $91
17 Cincinnati, Ohio- R
18 Newark, N. J.—-— 1,259
19 Kansas City, Mo.~ 40
21 Houston, Tex.%--- 1,264
22 Seattle, Wash,---———=wwemwe—wum—a 1,158
23 Rochester, N. Y.- 15
R4 Louisville, Ky.--— - 30
26 Portland, Oreg.— - 1,721
27 Jersey City, N. Ji-—=m—mmme—mm——ee 136

GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TC

29 Oskland, Calif.~ $829 | ~———m
32 Memphis, Tenn.-- 52 22 (%)
34 Toledo, Chio=-——— 10 N [
37 Providence, R. I. 120 85 $24
43 San Diego, Calif. 333 117 | ==

45 Richmond, Va.- -
48 Hartford, Conn. ==
50 Jacksonville, Fla.
52 New Haven, Conn.-
53 Long Beach, Calilf —
55 Miami, Fla,-————--

62 Yonkers, N. Y.
85 Albany, N. Y.
67 Chatt ga, Tenn.

68 Trenton, N. J.~—rmemmmee e e e
72 Erie, Pa.
73 Fall River, Mass.

75 Wilmington, Del.- 310
76 | Elizabeth, N. J.- 7
79 New Bedford, Mass - 20
81 Tacoma, Wash.- -~ 15
84 Tampa, Fla. 43
85 Peoria, Ill.- 43

*Less than $500.

! Includes $25,000 State grant.

2Rents and royalties from oil and gas lands.

2 Includes $20,000 rent of pier owned but not operated by city.

4 Includes port owned and operated by independent navigation district,
operated by navigation district.

®0wned but not operated by the city.
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TABLE 40.—PAYMENTS OF PORTS, HARBORS, DOCKS, AND WHARVES: 1938

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)

INTEREST

E Contri-
Operat~ butions
g cITY Total ing |General Gapital | "o |Per-
b expense {obliga- | Revenue Y5 | general | 51908
b tion bonds funds
© bonda
Grand total-— $25,879 || $6,887 |1$12,775 $42 | $5,962 | 2$199 | $14
Group I 16,924 3,283 9,646 | ——wmmm 3,829 166 | ———-
Group II 4,138 1,835 1,642 | ———moam 628 232 | (%)
Group ITT 4,818 1,769 | 1,486 42| 1,505 2 14
GROUP I.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y.—-———mmmmmomommmme] $10,693 || $1,576 $1,825
2 Chicago, I1l.————— 210 145 65
3 Philadelphia, Pa. 1,317 202 1
5 | Los Angeles, Calif 2,902 $01 1,118
7 Baltimore, Md. 595 320 R75
8 St. Louis, Mo 101 16
10 Pittsburgh, Pa. 97 17 | —~—mmame
13 Milwaukee, Wis,—=——- - 1,009 106 83

GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000

16 Minneapolis, Minn. $59 $37 12 ) E— (%) ———
17 Cincinnati, Chio 12 (%) 12
18 Newark, N. J.—— 854 89 814 | ————-

19 Kansas City, Mo.-—— R0 4 16

21 Houston, b S ———— 850 383 348 | v 119 | e | e

22 Seattle, Wash,~ ~ 929 670 10 | e | e

R3 Rochester, N. Y. 15 15 (%)

24 Louisville, Ky.-—— 41 16 $25 | ~~-—

26 Portland, Oreg.-— 1,230 578 371 | —emmmm 273 A

27 Jersey City, N, J.—- ——m o] 128 43 il | = 75 | e | e
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

29 | Oakland, Calif.- $1,253 $513 $3R3 | ———eemm $416 | —emmmem

32 Memphis, Tenn.---- 18 14 2

34 | Toledo, Ohio® - [ | 5 ——

37 Providence, R. I. 81 26 48 | ~————— T | ———

43 San Diego, Calif.=—=m—=——wmsmmmee e 331 57 64 | —————— 210 | —————=mm | mmmmm

45 Richmond, Va,==—m— 500 33 L 3 [pE—— 434

48 Hartford, Conn.® 2

50 Jacksonville, Fla. 419 297 105 | ~—=—~m 17

52 New Haven, Conn.-- 5 2 3

53 Long Beach, Calif. 389 115 7262 | —mmmem 13

55 Miami, Fla. 882 181 169 $42 230

62 Yonkers, N. Y.~ B 1 JYSSECESGESRE UGSV, ISPV R

65 | Albany, N. Y.-- 666 8299 | ——emmem - o]y [E—— $14

87 Chattanooga, Tenn.---— 5 5 ——

68 Trenton, N. J.-—~——~ 40 5

h&'d Erie, Pa. 7

73 Fall River, Mass.—————————mm—owmaed 1

75 | Wilmington, Del. 287 165 120

76 Elizabeth, N, J. 7 7

78 New Bedford, Mass. 32 1 o 27 | mmmeeme

81 Tacoma, Wash,————————m——— g 14 10 4

84 Tampa, Fla. 43 19 24

85 Peoria, Ill. 32 9 12 |~ h & [P

*Less than $500.

1Ineludes $9,000 interest on shorttterm loans.

2Includes $7,000 contribution to another public service enterprise.

3 Includes port omwned and operated by independent navigation district, and wharves owned by city and
operated by navigation district.

% Contributed to another public service enterprise.

®Owned but not cperated by the city.

© Includes $1,000 interest on short-term loans.

7 Includes $2,000 interest on short-term loans.

® Includes $6,000 interest on short-term loans.
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TABLES 41 AND 42

Municipal airports were reported by €9 of the 94 clties, all but three being
operated by the city corporatlion. The exceptions were the airport of New Orleans,
operated by the Orleans levee district; that of Portland, Oreg., operated by the
Port Commission of Portland; and that of Peoria, operated by the park district.
Alrport facilitles are, of course, of comparatively recent orlgin, most of them
having been constructed in response to a public demand for services to accommo-
date this type of transportation. The demand grew, not from the thought that
such enterprises could Iimmedliately develop substantlal earning power, or even
be self-supporting within the 1ife of the original investment, but simply from
the conclusion ¢that such facilities were an essential of progressive local
government.

Income of airports.— Total income of $10,567,000 was reported by these
airports in 1938, only 12.2 percent of which was derived from operating income.
In contrast, 59.1 percent was derived from general fund contributions, all ex-
cept the airports at Baltimore, Buffalo, Jacksonville, Knoxville, and Peorla re-
porting income from thls source. The contribution reported for Portland was
from another public-service enterprise.

In this connectlon it should be mentioned that contributions by general city
government to the San Francisco alrport were in the form of funds derived from
a lease to the Exposition Company of the new municipal airport site at Yerba
Buena Island for the duration of the exposition.”

Grants, mostly Federal, amounted to 28.6 percent of total Income, but were
distributed among only 13 of these enterprises, with Baltimore and San Francisco
receiving the bulk of the funds.

Payments of airports.—Total payments of $18,176,000 are reported as being
made by municipal alrports in 1938, of which amount only 7.1 percent was derived
as operating income—by far the lowest ratio of all public-service enterprises.
Increased expenditures for airports In 1938 over those for 1537 are reflected
almost wholly in capital outlays, comprising 80.1 percent of the total payments.
About 75 percent of the $14,568,000 capital expenditures in 1938 were made In
three cities—New York, Los Angeles, and San Francisco. Interest payments on
outstanding indebtedness accounted for 6.7 percent of total payments. No con~
tributions were made to general city funds.

Based on the foregolng data, 1t 1s evident that the operating income of mu-
nicipal airports was $1,096,000 less than operating expenditures, and that total
income of these enterprises was $7,609,000 less than total payments.

TABLES 43 and 44

Miscellaneous Public-Service Enterprises

The financial operatlons of certaln miscellaneous enterprises are presented
in tables 43 and 44. They comprise 4 radlo stations, 2 ferries, 3 terminals, 3
railroads, 2 condults, 2 subways, 1 warehouse, 1 heating plant, 2 housing proi-
ects, 1 graln elevator, 1 ice plant, and 1 plantation. Of this number 9 enter-
prises were leased and operated by others. Owing to the fact that some of these
activities are somewhat unusual In scope and serve purposes obscure so far as
the supporting tables are concerned, an explanation of their functions may be
of interest.

Municipal radio stations, four in number, are the most numerous of the mis-
cellaneous public-service enterprises. These are commercial stations only and
do not include the nonrevenue-producing stations maintained by the several cities
and reported under "Recreatlon."™ Baltimore and Erle own electric wire conduits.
The municipally~owned terminals in Baltimore, Memphis, and Norfolk and the ter-
minal warehouse Iin Nashville are facilities for the handling of freight and are
leased. New Crleans has a sugar plantatlon which 1s operated as an auxiliary
of the city trade school and a rallway operated principally for port services.

7In 1937 the statistics relative to the municipal airports in New York were included with those for
ports, docks, and wharves, because data for the airports were not separable.
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Cincinnatl owns the stock of the Cincinnat! Southern Railway, from which it de-
rives a sizable income. Miami's rallroad, serving the municipal docks, is leased
to a privately-owned road.

Income of miscellaneous enterprises.—The miscellaneous public-service
enterprises received a total income of $15,428,000 in 1938, of which amount 58.9
percent was derived from operating income or from income derived from the lease
of the properties. Contributlons from general city funds accounted for 34.8
percent of the total income, most of which funds were provided by Chicago for its’
subway and by New York and Boston in support of ferry facilities. As may be
noted from the table, the two ferries, the two subways, Seattle's radio station,
Nashville's warehouse, and Mlaml's rallway received contributions from general
funds.

Payments of miscellaneous enterprises.—Total payments of these miscel-
laneous enterprises were $16,503,000, of which amount 37.2 percent represented
operating expenses. Expendltures for capital outlays amounted to 40.3 percent
of total payments, interest payments to 14.6 percent of the total. These pay-
ments reflect a marked Increase over those shown for 1937 largely because of the
addition of housing projects in two cities—New York and Memphis. The amounts
shown for New York housing authority include $786,000 operating expenses, $8,000
interest, and $5,360,000 capital outlays. Of the 18 cities having enterprises
included under thils classification, 8 made contributions to general government,
the largest of which came from Cincinnati, which owns the stock of the Cincin-
nati Southern Rallway.

Based on the foregoing data, 1t 1s evident that the operating expense was
$268,000 less than operating income and that total income was $1,075,000 less
than total payments. Bonded indebtedness of $62,285,000 was outstanding against
these enterprises at the close of 1938, as shown in table 47.

TABLE 45

The methods employed by publlc-service enterprises in flnancing capital out-
lays are shown in table 45. The data on flnancing caplital ocutlays are as accu-
rate as compilation from the individual reports permitted. It was not possible
in all cases to identify the character of funds used for outlays,since the funds
may have been accumulated over a period of time from a variety of sources. In
other cases It 1s possible that portlons of proceeds from bond issues for pur-
poses designated by the Bureau as public-service enterprises may have been used
for general municipal purposes. On the other hand, issues called "street Iim-
provement bonds" may have been used 1In part to extend water mains.

Capital outlays financed by bond issues.—0f the $148,063,000 expended
for capital outlays by public-service enterprises in 1938, $94,324,000, or 63.7
percent, was financed by bond issues. General obligation bond issues predomi-
nated, accounting for 76.8 percent of bonded indebtedness Incurred for this pur-
pose. It 1s to be noted that payments from revenue bond issues were bulked among
six cities. Most of this type of financing was consummated by Los Angeles in
connection with its water-supply system and electric light and power plant. Re-
venue bonds shown for Birmingham, Tacoma, and Utica were for water-supply systems,
and those shown for Jacksonville and Knoxville were for electric light and power
systems.

Capital outlays financed from current income.-—Current income of pub-
lic-service enterprises was an important source of funds for the financing of
their capital outlays, the 353,739,000 drawn from this scurce constituting 36.3
percent of total outlays. Most of these funds came from general income (75.2
percent) and from grants and donations (23.8 percent), the negligible amount
remaining belng derived from special assessments. The use of special assess-
ments 1s not conspicucus in connection with the financing of public-service
enterprises,
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TABLE 41.~INCOME OF AIRPORTS: 1958
{Expressed in thousands)
""O; Operating Inter- oS Co:zri‘:“.
by cITY Total income est gi:::al
bl

S Federal Other funds
Grand total-—- $10,567 $1,284 $19 $2,907 g1 296,246
Group T 6,048 430 19 2,886 2,713
Group IT: 2,079 391 ——— 21 21,667
e e 2,441 1463 [0 T E— 1,867

GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y.—=—eressomo e 0233 $43 $191
2 166 28 138
3 366 [] wem——m — 347
4 Detroit, Mich,—-- 409 94 315
5 Los Angeles, Calif o~ 507 23 484
8 Cleveland, Chiow=—-- -~ 184 38 147
7 Baltimore, Md,--—- 1,600 25 ——
8 St. Louis, Mo.—=e—w——— 201 “? 179
9 Boston, Mass. 260 1 249
10 Pittsburgh, Pa. ] 356 47 264
11 San Francisco, Calif 1,644 61 317
13 Milwaukee, Wis,w—w—wm: —— 94 i1 83
14 Buffalo, N. Y.,—=~m 27 P A B e B e
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TC §00,000
15 New Orleans, La.3-—————m—emmm—o] $110 M8 | —-——- el B S %2
16 Minneapolis, Minn.--—w—-—w-——- 78 14 ————— e e 64
17 Cincinnati, Ohio--— 118
18 Newark, N. J.—————— 650
19 Kansas City, Mo.-—— 121
20 Indianapolis, Ind 56
21 Houston, Tex.———-——- 25
22 Seattle, Wash,-—————— 119
23 Rochester, N. Y. 193
2¢ | Louisville, Ky. 25
25 Denver, Colo,-— 149
26 Portland, Oreg. &7
28 Columbus, Ohio 79
GROUP

29 Oakland, Calif,-- s
30 Atlanta, Ga.-— 39
31 Dallas, Tex,- 100
32 Memphia, Tenn 74
33 St. Paul, Minn. 8
34 Toledo, Ohio~ 22
35 | Birmingham, Ala 36
36 San Antonio, Tex. 3
38 Akron, Ohio~—--- 139
39 Omgha, Nebr.--- 79
40 Dayton, Ohio~ 15
41 Syracuse, N. Y.— 25
42 Oklahoma City, Okla.- 79
43 San Diego, Calif. 81
45 Richmond, Va.-- 14
46 Fort Worth, Tex §7
48 Hartford, Comn. 195
49 Nashville, Tenn 1
50 Jacksenville, Fla. ————
52 New Heven, Conn.-- 58
53 Long Beach, Cali 97
54 Des Moines, Ioma—— 37
55 Miami, Fla,---- 47

57 | Flint, Mich,-=—— (#)
58 S5alt Lake City, Utah~ 7

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 41.—INCOME OF AIRPORTS: 1%%8-——Continued
(Expressed in thousands)
2. rating Inter- orRANTS Co:izi:“-
- CITY Total Ope € from
© income est 1
3 Federal Other genera
funds
GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TC 300,000-~Continued
59 | Brid t, Conn % $1 $5
60 Tulsa, Okla.- -] 92 42 50
61 Norfolk, Va.-- 16 (%) 1
83 Scranton, Pa. 6 1 3
65 Albany, N, Y.~ 54 2 32
67 Chattanooga, Tenn,=-=—-=-~-=—- 32 4 27
89 Spokane, Wash,---— 13 4 ———— 9
70 Fort Wayne, Ind. 59 B et B 45
72 | Erie, Pa,-=— 1 B (%) (%)
77 Reading, Pa.= 122 (%) R 122
78 Knoxville, Tenn 8 6 [
83 Wichita, Kans.-- 88 41 - 44
84 Tampa, Fla,-—-- 81 7 —————— ——— 54
85 | Peoria, T11.7 5 5
88 Duluth, Minn. 38 1 37
90 | Utica, N. Y.-— - 38 2 36
93 Evansville, Ind = 46 7 39
94 El Paso, Tex.-—- 6 e 36
*Less than $500.
1 Includes $4,000 donations from private sources.
? Includes $7,000 contribution from another public-service enterprise.
3 Airport operated by Orleans Levee District.
4 Airport operated by Port of Portland.
® Contribution from another public-service enterprise.
% Donations from private sources.
? Airport operated by the independent park district.
TABLE 42.—~PAYMENTS OF ATIRPORTS: 193871
{Expressed in thousands)
g Interest
Operating | on general Capital
E’ eIty Total expense obligation outlays
o bonds
Grand total - $18,176 2,382 3$1,226 $14,568
Group I 14,011 2939 3677 12,396
Grouwp II 1,961 645 235 1,071
Group IIT 2,214 798 314 1,101
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y. $5,753 $163 366 $5,524
2 Chicago, T11. 151 132 14 1
3 Philadelphia, Pa. 419 ——————— 7 346
4 Detroit, Mich. 279 137 138 4
5 Los Angeles, Calif, 2,375 79 42 2,254
[ Cleveland, Ohi. 104 42 43 19
7 Baltimore, Md. 1,125 40 108 a77
8 St. Louis, Mo. 103 45 56 2
9 Boston, Mass. 102 57 44 2
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 164 62 75 27
11 San Francisco, Calif, 3,162 295 1 3,066
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 168 16 AB ! 151
14 Buffalo, N. Y. 108 71 15 18
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 New Orleans, La.® 94 394 | —mmmmeem
16 Kinneapolis, Minn. 42 28 $14
17 Cincinnati, Ohi 51 17 28
18 Newark, N. J. 707 211 20

See footnotes at end of table.
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\ TABLE 42.~—~PAYMENTS OF AIRPORTS: 1938 ' —Continued

(Expressed in thousands)

g Interest
Operating |on general Capital
E’ CcITY Total expense obligation outlays
© bonds
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000—Continued
19 Kansas City, Mo. 396 $39 $56 $1
20 Indianapolis, Ind. 137 22 33 82
21 Houston, Tex. 159 21 11 127
2 Seattle, Wash. 107 48 3g 21
23 Rochester, N. Y. 194 42 8 144
24 Louisville, Ky. 85 17 68
25 Denver, Colo. 165 S 136
26 Portland, Oreg.® 7] 32 B
28 Columbus, Ohic 53 18 25 10
GROUP IIT.—CITIFS HAVING 4 POPULATION OF 100,000 TQ 300,000
29 | Oskland, Calif. 75 75
30 Atlanta, Ga. 51 51
31 Dallas, Tex. 71 15
32 ¥eaphis, Tenn. 86 13
33 St. Paul, Minn, 231 22
34 Toledo, Ohi 27 18
35 Birmingham, Ala. 42 23 | mmmeeoe 20
38 San Antonio, Tex. 8 1 1 6
38 Alron, Ohi. 82 26 51 4
39 Omaha, Nebr. 83 18 18 27
40 | Dayton, Ohi 15 DT J — (%)
41 Syracuse, N. Y. ———— 21 12 5 3
42 Oklahoma City, Okla, 80 26 16 38
43 San Diege, Calif. = 85 2 21 62
45 Richmond, Va. 18 3 1 14
46 Fort Worth, Tex. 72 42 23 7
48 Hartford, Conn, 184 21 12 151
49 Nashville, Tenn. 35 23 4 8
50 Jacksonville, Fla. 51 48 3 | eemmm———
52 New Haven, Conn. 33 13 15 [}
53 Long Beach, Calif, 98 17 | ——m—— —-— 81
54 Des Moines, Iowa 21 14 [ 1
55 Miami, Fla. 86 26 7 52
57 Flint, Mich. 7 7 ————— (%
58 Salt Leke City, Utah 49 26 {*) 24
59 | Brid t, Conn. 6 R [ 5
&0 Tulsa, Okla. 65 40 23 2
81 Norfolk, Va. 16 (%) | —eeeee 16
63 Scranton, Pa. 2 2 € I
85 Albany, N. Y. §2 35 11 7
87 Chattanooga, Tenn. 32 1 11 10
69 Spokane, Wash. 13 ? 7
70 Fort Wayne, Ind. 34 28 2 6
72 Erie, Pa. 7 1 7
77 Reading, Pa. 130 (*) 130
8 Knoxville, Tenn. 10 8 1
83 Wichita, Xans. 92 51 29
84 | Tampa, Fla, 61 13 47
85 Peoria, I11,7 25 17 | emm——mee g
88 Duluth, Minn. 7 3 4 ()
90 Utica, N. Y. 21 13 8 | —e—em———
93 Evansville, Ind. 15 13 R | weme——eee
94 El Paso, Tex. 34 || wem—m——— 1 33

*Less than $500.

lynlike other public-service enterprises, the airports made no contributions to general funds.
2 Includes $2,000 paid for pensions.

? Includes $1,000 interest on short-term loans.

*Interest on short-term loans.

® pirport operated by Orleans Levee District.

8 Airport operated by Port of Portland.

7 Airport operated by the independent park district.
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TABLE 43.—INCOME OF "ALL OTHER" ENTERPRISES: 1938
(Includes data for enterprises owned tut not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)
S Contribu—
P4 tions
by CITY Total Opz:ating Interest Relits from Feder:i from
& come eases gran general
© funds
$15,428 $6,410 $742 $2,677 $236 $5,362
10,233 4,179 48 441 236 5,328
5,864 1,755 419 1,684 | ——-oem 5
1,331 476 275 581 | —————- 29
GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y.:
Ferries——————moa—mom—. $4,667 $2,302 | oo $226 $2,128
Housing Authority 1,144 1,143 $1 —— ———
2 Chicago, Ill.:
¥ 3,000 RIS ISR [ [ 3,000
& Cleveland, Ohio:
Heating plant———m— e emmn 102 102 —— | e | e — U
7 Baltimore, Md,:
653 ——————— ———
441 $441 | wmeee
9
226 7 J [ (—— — 200
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 New Orleans, La.:
Plentation $459 $459 ——
Public Belt Railway- 1,292 1,290 $2
17 Cincinnati, Ohio:
TR [ P — 2,102 || ~mmmeee 418 $1,684 | —cmoom | emmeeeee
22 Seattle, Wash
10w o] 11 [-J [ U . $5
GROUP III.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
31
$37 $37 (%)
32 ¥emphis, Tenn.:
River terminal®--- 65 $65
Grain elevator b -— 16 16
Housing Authority— 187 187 —_— —————
38 Omaha, Nebr.:
Ice plant----—----——=--—— 100 91 1T R [V [ —
49 Nashville, Tenn.:
River terminal warehouse® - 25 || —mem———e (%) 4 | mm———- $19
50 Jacksonville, Fla.:
DO T 134 87 S UGG [ N [ ——
85 Miami, Fla.:
Railway to docks * —~——————— [{-J | R . 50 | ——memm [
61 Norfolk, Va.:
Port terminal ! ———em oo 672 ——— 266 406 —— ———
71 Camden, N, J.:
Radio 2 2
72 Erie, Pa.:
Conduitgmmmm e 28 28 ———r JES—— —— —————
90 | Utica, N. ¥,
Submay * cmmemm e ] |7 S | U, [ I [—— 4

% Less than $500.

1 Owned but not operated by the ci

ty.
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TABLE 44.—PAYMENTS OF "ALL OTHER" ENTERPRISES: 1938
(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)
° Interest Contribu~
= Operating | on general | Capital tions to | Pen-
bl oIy Total expense obligation | outlays general sions
a3 bonds funds
Grand total-m---mwm-—-m--d 316,503 $6,142 $2,414 $6,649 $1,291 $7
Group T 11,804 4,213 1,184 6,375 24 7
3,826 1,591 844 264 1,127 | -
873 338 385 10 139 1
GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. T
Ferries— ————n $4,552 $2,921 $628 $1,004 —_—
Housing AUthOrity-—mn=rw—r 6,154 786 28 5,360 J—
[ Cleveland, Ohio:
Heating plante———-———=ea——o 97 97 —_—
7
459 172 R51 11 $24
287 JE— [ [— ——— —
9 Boston, Mass.
Ferries———-—=-————~=vmwu=—o 256 238 11 | e ——————— $7
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TC 500,000
15 New Orleans, La.:
Plantation-—-—-—- $420 $418 32 ————— —_—
Public Belt Railway- 1,572 1,161 160 $250 —
17 Cincinnati, Ohic:
Railroad ? ———m-mm e o] 1,822 |{ e 682 13 ———
2 Seattle, Wash.:
O — 12 12 | e () e | e
GROUP IIT.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
31 Dallas, Tex.:
[N, —— $35 - 11: J p—— () Y2 R—
32 Memphis, Tenn.:
River terminal?® - 30 $30
Grain elevator? [ 6
Housing Authority-- 134 ———
39 Omaha, Nebr.:
Ice plantes—mm—mm—reme——m-- 114 bt T 1 N S—— $1
49 Nashville, Tenn.:
River terminal warehouse > - 8 e 8 —— ——— —
50 Jacksonville, Fla.:
RAdL Orm e ] 156 71 1 1 84 ——
55 Miami, Fla.:
Railway to docks? ~mmemeeed 53 e 53 ———————m [ —
61 Norfolk, Va.: .
Port Termingl? —m—e——mmee—ri 308 ———— 283 | ——mmemm Y- p——
71 Camden, N. J.:
Radio ? —mmmm e o] 2 (#) | mmeem | e 1| -
7R
25 (*) 2 1 22 | -
90
[ I | (—— [ J0 [ R —
*Less than $500.
1 Includes $8,000 interest on revenue bonds.

2Interest on revenue bonds.
3 Owned but not operated by the ci

ty.
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TABLE 45.—METHOD OF FINANCING CAPITAL OUTLAYS: 1938
(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)
4
% BONDS CURRENT REVENUE
a
By ey Total Special | Crants
het General Revenue General assess- | and dona-
© ment tions
Grand total-————-omomeeemof $148,063 $72,454 $21,870 $40,406 $530 $12,803
Group I--- 99,045 61,735 5,051 25,948 495 5,817
11,000 4,643 | —eoreee 3,561 —— 2,796
Group III-—--. 38,018 6,076 16,820 10,897 35 4,190
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y. 4 $s5,380 $48,304 $5,891 $1,095
2 | Chicago, I1l.-- 6,564 6,493 —_— 71
3 Philadelphia, Pa, 757 -— 411 346
4 | Detroit, Mich.———. 1,863 1,814 49
5 los Angeles, Calif 18,612 11,654 670
6 | Cleveland, Ohio. 1,014 788 2
7 Baltimore, Md.- 4,275 430 977
8 St. Louis, Mo.- 230 250
9 Boston, Mass. 19 19
10 Pittsburgh, Pa.- 602 - 357 245
11 San Francisco, Calif 6,522 1,541 2,837 2,144
12 Washington, D. C, 748 ————— 591 —————
13 Milwaukee, Wis 2,037 922 897 218
14 Buffalo, N, Y.~ 422 383 28 | ———— | ——————
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 New Orleans, La.- $674 $674 —————
16 Minneapolis, Minn 1,281 P2 A B
17 Cincinnati, Ohio- 600 70 $330
18 Newark, N, J.-- — 1,086 —————— 723
19 Kansas City, Mo - 337 93 ————
20 Indianapolis, Ind 343 261 12
21 Houston, Tex. 527 339 81
22 Seattle, Wash,--- 3,607 322 776
23 Rochester, N, Y 176 32 144
24 Louisville, Ky.— 551 E51 | wm—ee | e
25 Denver, Colo.-- 987 461 397
26 Portland, Oreg.-—— 290 17 273
27 Jersey City, N. J 126 55 1
28 Columbus, Ohio 414 405 2
GROUP ITI.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TC 300,000
29 $1,443 $300 $416 $727
30 353
31 286
32 3,734
33 921
34 Toledo, Ohio-—~ 434
35 Birmingham, Ala.- 1,326
36 San Antonio, Tex. 152
37 Providence, R. I, 263
28 Akron, Ohio-- 778
39 Omaha, Nebr.-—-- 146
40 Dayton, Ohio 179
41 Syracuse, N, ¥,— 226
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla 180
43 i San Diego, Calif,- 709
44 Worcester, Mass, ———-r—aneuuq 128
45 Richmond, Va.--— 692 41 106
48 Fort Worth, Tex. 149 141 7
47 Youngstown, Ohio- 731 231 499
48 Hartford, Conn.-- 1,757 2N e B
49 Nashville, Tenn.- 16 11 8 | el | e 8

#Less than $500.
*Includes contributions from

general goverument

funds.
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TABLE 45.~—METHOD OF FINANCING CAPITAL OUTLAYS: 1938—Continued -

(Includes data for enterprises omned but not operated by the city.

Expressed in thousands)

5
é BONDS CURRENT REVENUE
=
= oIy Total Special | Grants
A General Reverme General |assess- |and dona-
© ment tions?

GROUP IIX.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000-—Contimed

50 | Jacksonville, Fla,-—-—-—mmmeemr| $1,628 $1,414 $212

51 Grand Rapids, Mich. -] 102 ———— 102

52 New Haven, Conn.-- - 6

58 long Beach, Calif | 477 396

54 Des Moines, Iowa--- 148 147

55 Miami, Fla,- -] 424 153

56 Springfield, Mass -] 124

114 Flint, Mich, ~—ve—- - 210

58 Salt Lake City, Utah - 24

59 Bridgeport, Conn.—————e- 5

60 Tulsa, Okla.~— 39

61 Norfolk, Va. 75

82 Yonkers, N, ¥, 434 434

83 Seranton,. Pa.

64 Paterson, N. J,————-m—— 1

85 Albeny, N. Y. 335 245

66 Kansas City, Kans 1,376 ——————

87 Chatt ga, Tenn 252 84

68 Trenton, N. J. 262 262

69 | Spokane, Wash. b2 T | ——

70 Fort Wayne, Ind,-—----—um—w-mq| 634 || —ememree | e 627

71 Camden, N. J,

72 Erie, Pa.-- - 93 9%

73 Fall River, Mass. - 135 38

74 Cambridge, Mass.—— 41 8

75 Wilmington, Del.-. 11

76 Elizabeth, N. J. - 7 7

77 Reading, Pa.-- | 284 118

78 Knoxville, Tenn. | 5,823 3

79 New Bedford, Mass.-. 55 26

80 Gary, Ind.

8l Tacoma, Wash.- 1,142 530

82 Canton, Ohio-- 47 47

83 Wichita, Kans,— 40 4

84 Tampa, Fla.——-em- 207 159

85 Peoria, I11,—————- 20 a

86 | South Bend, Ind. 81 81

87 Somerville, Mass, 64 ——

88 Duluth, Minn,——-. -~ 246 202

89 Lowell, Masg,——-- 43 43

90 7,78 || —mee—e | 7,718 | —mmmem—e

91 25 5

92 26 1

93 Evansville, Ind,— 262 72

94 El Paso, Tex. 209 175

Honolulu, Hawaii ¥ —eooeeomoe [ T | R — 63+ | —mmmmaee USRI

*Less than $500.

! Includes contributions from general government funds.
2 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 486

The gross and the net Iindebtedness of public-service enterprises are shown
in table 48. The captlon "Govermment unit issuing" means the agency which is-
sued the obligations and not necessarily the governmental agency upon which 1li-
ability for the Indebtedness was placed. The table also presents data as to the
character of the indebtedness created., The Bureau classifles as a revenue bond
an obligation which is not a general 1liabllity of the issuing municipality and
which is payable excluslvely from the revenues of an income-producing property
or system without any recourse to taxatlon.

Gross indebtedness for public-service enterprise purposes was outstanding
in the amount of $2,891,183,000, 97.5 percent of which was 1ssued by clty cor-
porations,

Character of indebtedness and purpose of issue.—(eneral obligation
bonds constituted 91.9 percent of the gross Iindebtedness of public-service en-
terprises, of which amount $1,854,334,000, or 69.8 percent was accounted for by
four cities: New York, Philadelphla, Los Angeles, and San Francisco. Spokane
issued only revenue bonds. Revenue bond issues outstanding for all cities to-
taled $221,868,000, or only 7.7 percent of gross indebtedness. Owing to the in-
creasing use of this type of financing, especially in connection with public-~
service enterprises, it 1s likely that such obligations will represent an in~
creasing proportion of funded indebtedness in the future. Approximately €0 per-
cent of outstanding obligatlons of this character shown in table 46 were issued
by municipalities on the Paclfic coast, but their appearance 1in recent years
has had a wider geographic spread.

Short-term loans outstanding at the close of 1938 comprised only one-half
of one percent of total gross indebtedness.

There were four cities reporting no indebtedness for public-service enter-
prise purposes at the close of 1938~—Washington, Bridgeport, Scranton, and Gary—
the last named clty having no enterprises. Scranton had a small debt in 1937
but retired it in 1838.

Net debt for public-service enterprises.—Net debt for public-service
enterprises, which in the Bureau classification 1is bonded debt less sinking-
fund assets, totaled $2,517,562,000.

The net debt for public-service enterprise purposes is somewhat overstated
in the foregoing figures. 1In several cases 1t was impossible to segregate sink-
ing~-fund assets for publlic-service enterprise debt from those for general gov-
ernment debt. In such cases, the entire amount of sinking-fund assets was taken
as an offset against general government debt, and net debt for public-service
enterprises is overstated to that extent.

TABLE 47

The bponded indebtedness outstanding at the close of 1938 for the various
types of public-service enterprise purposes is shown in table 47.

Bonded indebtedness by type of enterprise.— 0f the bonded indebtedness
of $2,877,477,000 for public-service enterprise purposes, 41.1 percent was for
water systems; 7.1 percent <for electric light and power systems; 37.1 percent
for transit systems; six~tenths of one percent for gas systems; 10.6 percent for
ports, harbors, docks, and wharves; 1,3 percent for alrports; and 2.2 percent
for the miscellaneous enterprises discussed in comection with tables 43 and 44.

Predominance of debt of water and transit systems.— As indicated in
the paragraph above, 78.2 percent of bonded Indebtedness outstanding for public~
service enterprise purposes was composed of 1ndebtedness for water and transit
systems. The heavy indebtedness for water facllities 1s largely a reflection
of the greater number of such enterprilses compared with other types, while the
heavy debt 1load of the 10 transit systems is mostly a consequence of unusually
high investment costs involved in the creation of such facilities, plus the fact
that progress in liquidating the Investment is generally slower than in the case
of other types of enterprises. The indebtedness for purposes of port, harbor,
dock, and wharf facilitles also reflects the comparatively high costs involved
in creating such enterprises,a large part of which 1s preliminary to the actual
construction of physical properties,
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TABLE 46.—GROSS DEBT, BY UNIT OF GOVERNMENT AND BY CHARACTER, AND NET DEBT: 1928

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city.

Amounts expressed in thousands)

GROSS DEBT NET DEBT*
o
@
'g CITY Governmental unit issuing Classified by character
:, Total Per General obligation bonds Revernue - Total Per
2 capita City corpora-— 411 other bonds Short-term capita
i ’
© tion Outlays Refunding | outlays Loans
Grand total $2,891,183 $76.51 $2,820,024 $71,159 242,562,502 $73,107 $221,868 $13,706 $2,517,562 $66.62
Group I 2,259,584 102.15 2,256,628 2,855 22,113,896 R0,315 118,310 7,083 1,961,479 88.67
Group IT 276,057 52,49 262,327 13,731 ; . % 174,484 33,086 64,472 4,015 236,949 45,05
Group IIIL 355,542 34,15 301,069 54,473 ® 204,122 19,706 39,085 2,628 319,134 30,65
GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N. Y. $1,420,136 | $192.87 $1,419,926 $210 €$1,414,329 $210 $5,597 $1,234,006 | $167.59
2 | cChicago, I11. 24,262 7.25 24,262 — 330 23,632 300 23,327 6.95
3 Philadelphia, Pa. 205,999 106.47 205,999 205,999 152,211 78.67
4 | Detroit, Mich. 107,976 68.70 107,106 870 789,658 —————— 750 89,3524 56.84
5 Los Angeles, Calif, 207,552 142,38 207,323 229 ©121,726 84,836 80 197,681 135.61
6 Cleveland, Ohi 25,479 28.88 R5,479 - 25,479 25,479 R8.88
7 Baltimore, Md. 59,955 70,57 59,955 598,955 53,663 65.16
8 St. Louis, Mo. 7,543 9.R3 7,543 1,200 —————— 6,343 ———————— 6,956 8.51
9 Boston, Mass. 58,281 74.11 58,281 58,281 45,174 57,44
10 Pittsburgh, Pa. 7,019 10.46 5,473 7,018 6,991 10.42
1n San Francisco, Calif.——e——mmm—memmwmee e 112,280 176.96 112,280 112,280 109,654 172.82
12 Washington, D. C.
13 Milwaukee, Wis. 5,251 8.96 5,151 100 1,862 | ~mm—eme—e 3,289 100 4,600 7.85
14 | Buffalo, N. Y. 17,851 31.02 17,851 | e 915,779 1,847 | - 225 12,414 21,57
GROUP II.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La. $12,985 $25.59 $12,985 $12,982 | —mmmmmm | e $3 $11,968 $24.51
16 Minneapolis, Minn. 5,031 10,32 5,031 5,031 4,603 9.44
17 Cincinnati, Ohi 30,727 66,49 30,727 12,903 $15,824 2,000 14,812 32,05
18 Newark, N. J. 44,6563 103,36 44,653 44,368 e 285 41,132 95.21
19 Kansas City, Mo. 15,920 39.87 15,920 15,920 15,907 39.84
20 Indianapolis, Ind. 8,758 R2.87 8,758 816 ————— $7,942 8,550 R2.32
21 Houston, Tex. 10,855 29,46 5,176 8,439 170 1,246 - 9,306 25,26
R2 Seattle, Wash. 63,032 171.37 56,764 6,198 | ——e——e—m- 55,284 1,552 61,002 165.86
25 | Rochester, N. Y. 12,855 39.49 12,855 12,855 11,218 34,46
24 Louisville, Ky. 1,542 4,86 1,542 1,079 368 ————— 95 626 1,98

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 46.—GR0OSS DEBT, BY UNIT OF GOVERNMENT AND BY CHARACTER, AND NET DEBT: 1938-—Continued

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not cperated by the city.

Amounts expressed in thousands)

GROSS DEBT NET DEBT*

8

’g cITY Governmental unit issuing Classified by character

g

& Total cagixt:a City corpora- General obligation bonds Revenue Short-term Total c:;ita
A tion All other bonds, loans

Outlays {Reﬁmdimg outlays
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000~—Continued
25 | Denver, Colo. $25,207 $79,67 $25,207 $10,350 $14,857 | cmmmemomn | cmemeeee $24,226 $76.57
26 Portland, Oreg. 24,052 78.91 22,268 22,322 1,650 | —=—e———— $80 18,217 59.77
27 Jersey City, N. J. 14,211 46.76 14,211 13,994 217 e ———————e 10,534 34,66
28 | Columbus, Ohi 6,230 20.53 6,230 46,230 4,849 15,98
GROUP III.—~—CITIES HAVING A PQPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

29 | Oskland, Calif. $40,784 | $136.40 $7 ,448 $33,338 $40,784 $40,147 | $134.27
30 | Atlanta, Ca. 2,194 7.39 2,194 | —mwee 1,631 2,007 6.76
31 | Dallas, Tex. 8,447 29,26 8,447 8,422 7,986 27.56
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 10,122 35,39 10,122 9,082 8,730 30,53
33 St. Paul, Minn. 7,805 27.40 7,805 7,557 6,134 21.53
34 Toledo, Ohio 707 2.49 707 337 609 2.15
35 | Birmingham, Ala. 4,015 15,08 4,015 15 4,010 15.06
36 | Sen Antonio, Tex. 6,099 24.40 6,009 57 4,483 17.94
37 Providence, R. I. 20,377 81,77 20,377 20,290 14,028 56.29
38 Akron, Ohi 10,653 43.20 10,653 10,110 10,571 42,86
39 Omaha, Nebr. 5,817 26,19 391 5,817 1,588 7.18
40 | Dayton, Ohi 4,784 22.89 4,784 4,361 423 3,980 19.04
41 | syracuse, N. Y. 5,347 25.88 5,347 3,441 1,906 5,347 25,88
42 Oklahoma City, Okla,————memm—m e o 4,575 22,75 4,575 4,575 4,575 22.75
43 San Diego, Calif. 12,499 64,53 12,499 12,499 12,195 62,96
44 Worcester, Mass. 2,647 13.74 2,647 2,647 2,647 13.74
45 | Richmond, Va. 9,591 50,14 9,591 W09 645 | mmcmmmon | e 46 6,760 35.34
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. 5,394 30.79 5,394 3,529 1,425 440 5,394 30.79
47 Youngstown, Ohi 734 4,36 734 630 104 ———————— 754 4.36
48 Hartford, Conn. 9,456 57.00 270 9,185 9,456 9,023 54.39
49 Nashville, Tenn. 3,425 20.76 3,425 ——— 3,318 107 | = 3,234 19.60
50 J 1lle, Fla. 7,630 46.64 7,630 1,800 2,505 3,325 7,477 45.71
S1 Grand Rapids, Mich. 2,800 17.24 2,800 2,800 1,504 9.26
52 New Haven, Conn. 375 2,33 375 375 375 R.33
53 | Long Beach, Calif. 11,089 69,14 11,089 11,089 10,695 66,68
%4 | Des Moines, Iowa 4,647 29.64 4,647 4,547 5,968 25,30
55 Miami, Fla, 7,888 50,40 7,888 320 6,042 1,528 —— 7,810 49,80
56 Springfield, Mass. 6,108 40.84 6,109 6,109 6,109 40.84
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Flint, Mich. 1,922 12,91 1,922 | e 1,922 1,005 6.76
Salt Lake City, Utah 4,343 29,30 4,343 — 3,661 682 | mmmm—ee—— ———— 4,343 29,30
Bridgeport, Conn.
Tulsa, Okla. 4,197 29,56 4,197 4,197 4,197 29,56
Norfolk, Va. 15,354 108,28 15,354 15,181 )4 T UURENN [ 10,976 77.41
Yonkers, N. Y. 5,215 36.93 5,215 5,215 5,215 36.83
Scranton, Pa.
Paterson, N. J. 13,565 97.24 13,565 | —mme——mm 13,565 13,565 97.24
Albany, N. Y. 20,496 157.66 14,000 6,496 18,164 1,661 | =—meemmmem 671 19,815 152,42
Kansas City, Kans. 5,600 44,13 5,600 5,600 2,059 16,22
Chattanooga, Tenn. 1,450 11.44 1,450 1,450 1,450 11.44
Trenton, N. J. 1,201 10. 37 1,201 1,262 ——————e 29 824 6.62
pob , Wash. 520 4,30 520 ————— 215 1.78
Fort Wayne, Ind. 1,878 15,94 1,878 1,800 7 71 1,807 15,34
Camden, N, J. Tol,R17 10.34 1,217 939 278 1,102 8.36
Erie, Pa. 1,330 11,38 1,330 1,323 | —eee— 1,293 11,07
Fall River, Mass. 321 2.76 321 321 321 2,78
Cambridge, Mass. 7351 8.45 73 731 883 6.03
Wilmington, Del. 6,845 61,39 6,845 6,845 6,046 54,23
Elizabeth, N. J. 4,215 38.08 4,215 4,215 4,120 37,22
Reading, Pa. 2,618 23,65 2,618 2,618 2,575 23,27
Knoxville, Tenn. 10,647 96.27 10,547 4,150 607 5,890 | ——mmmm— 10,647 96.27
New Bedford, Mass. 1,138 10,33 § 1,138 1,138 1,138 10,33
Gary, Ind.
Tacoma, Wash. 9,526 87,39 8,526 104 | - 9,422 | wmmmemm 9,375 86.01
Canton, Ohio 709 6.58 709 708 709 6.58
Wichita, Kans. 346 3,21 346 286 ————— ———— 60 286 2.66
Tampa, Fla. 2,897 27.46 2,897 2,770 120 | ———m 7 2,827 26,79
Peoria, T1l. 268 2,55 240 240 | —emme—e 28 240 2,28
South Bend, Ind. 934 9.18 934 675 | == 259 430 4.22
Somerville, Mass, 183 1,60 163 1863 183 1.60
Duluth, Minn. 1,816 17.96 1,816 372 1,444 | —meememee ————— 1,816 17.96
Lowell, Mass. 384 3.80 384 384 3.80
Utica, N. Y. 8,153 80.87 8,153 224 29 7,900 [ —e——meem 8,068 80.11
Waterbury, Conn. 6,444 64.83 6,444 6,244 200 | ——mmmemr | e 6,444 64,83
Lynn, Mass. 376 3.79 376 376 376 3,79
Evansville, Ind, 1,055 10,77 1,055 865 190 1,012 10,33
El Paso, Tex. 1,569 16.04 1,569 1,192 377 1,489 15,23
Honolulu, Hawaiil® 8,295 33,37 8,295 8,295 | ——-—— 7,271 29,25

1Net debt is bonded debt less sinking-fund assets.

? Includes $1,361,020,000 funding bond-anticipation notes.
2 Includes $1,359,113,000 funding bond~-anticipation notes.
4 Inciudes $1,200,000 funding bond-anticipation notes.

S Inclndes $707,000 funding bond-anticipation notes.

¢ Inciudes $1,351,457,000 funding bond-anticipation notes.

7 Includes $4,128,000 funding bond~anticipation notes.
© Includes $3,414,000 funding bond~anticipation notes.

? Includes $114,000 funding bond-anticipation notes.
01ncludes $497 ,000 funding bond-anticipation notes.
Yl1ncludes $210,000 funding bond-anticipation notes.

12 Not included in group or grand totals.
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276 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES
TABLE 47.—BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY TYPE OF ENTERPRISE: 1938
(Includes date for enterprisee owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)
S Electric Ports,
= Water- light Gas- | harbors
£y CITY Total supply and ‘i‘r:::: supply | docks ,’ “i:; o:ﬁr
5 systems power 4 systems | and o
systems wharves
Grand totel-——-— $2,877,477 || $1,183,644 | $205,213 [$1,066,849 | $16,997 | $305,490 536,998 [$62,285
Group Je-memew~———-— 2,252,521 781,233 | 143,291 | 1,040,429 | —~—m— | 234,623 | 23,589 |29,355
Group II-=me—m—e---—d 272,043 182,149 | 40,159 24,996 | 8,248 | 35,242 | 5,800 | 25,448
Group T1T-ee——emme——n] 352,913 270,262 21,764 1,424 | 8,749 | 35,624 | 7,608 | 7,482
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y,--———v $1,414,539 $409,730 | m—w—wmmm | $796,780 | wm-~ne | $185,112 | $6,820 Ele,ow
2| Chicago, Ill,=——=--—ri 23,962 23,632 330 § waeene
3| Philadelphis, Pa.—=-| 205,999 29,164 | ~=wmmmww | 149,053 | e——ee— | 26,076 | 1,706 | wme—mm
4 | Detroit, Mich. 107,226 67,310 | ~—mwa—mm 36,837 | mmmmmem | mmmme— | 5,079 [ —amen
5| Los Angeles, Calif.-— 207,462 77,711 | $110,085 | —— ———— 17,761 | 1,905 | —ew—em
6 | Cleveland, Chic=-—- 25,479 21,262 3,306 s11| (M)
7 | Baltimore, Md,——----| 59,955 39,501 3,832 | 3,529 (13,003
8| st. Louis, Mo.--~—-- 7,543 6,343
9 | Boston, Mass. = 58,281 781 | —~mremm 56,258 | wmammm | mmmeee e
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,-~--- 7,018 5,117
11| San Francisco, Calif. 112,280 80,177 28,900 1,50) | =——eem | mmmeee
12 | Washington, D. C,-=—o
13 | uilwaukee, Wis.—— 5,151 3,309 1,842
14| Buffalo, N. Y.——=——o 17,626 17,106
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orlesns, La.—-— $12,982 $9,452 $3,530
16 | Minneapolis, Minn,--- 5,031 4,207 $514 $310 | ~meemme
17 | Cineinnati, Ohio 28,727 5,987 246 s76 | 21,918
18 | Newark, N, J.~—mwem—o 44,368 20,620 | ~wmmmmmm $0,296 | ~~—w—- | 13,827 625 | emmm
19 | Kansas City, Mo.=—-— 15,920 14,213 340 | 1,367 | wmiemm
20| Indianapolis, Ind,--- 8,758 $7,942 R
21| Houston, Tex.--—-—-r] 10,855 3,033 | —mmmmom | e 206 7,041 -3 p—
22 | Seattle, Wash,--—-— 61,480 7,006 | $39,462 8,816 | —=mm—umm 5,289 o107 ) E—
23| Rochester, N. Y. s 12,855 5,784 | ~moemsmen 6,884 | mremmrem | wmmmemnn 187 | —aemm
24 | Louisville, Ky.=-—-=ad 1,447 1,447
25 | Denver, Colo,-——=—w-mv 25,207 25,207 —
26 | Portland, Oreg.—-—— 28,972 16,238 7,734 | wwr—eme | oo
27 | Jersey City, N. J.— 14,211 13,960 281 | me—omm | e
28 | Columbus, Chio———o 6,230 4,995 €87 538 | ~~————
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TC 300,000
29t Cakland, Calif,-—-— $40,784 $33,338 $7,446 | —mem— | ~————
30 | Atlanta, Ga,-—-——-——- 2,194 2,194 PRSI
31| Dallas, Tex,-=-—-——— 8,447 7,617 $820 | ———-
32 | Memphis, Tenn,—-——--- 9,082 4,911 $3,000 | === | ~mmeee 257 113 $602
3% | 5t. Paul, Minn,--—-+ 7,557 6,747 810 | ——weee
34 | Toledo, Ohio———-————- 707 450 115 142 | —mem
35| Birmingham, Ala.---— 4,015 4,015 R S
36 | San Antonio, Tex.-—- 6,089 6,062 37 | e
37 | Providence, R. I.---4 20,290 18,000 2,200 | ~oe—as [ o
38 | Akron, Ohio: -t 10,578 9,527 1,051 | —m=mmm
39 | Omaha, Nebr.— — 5,817 3,719 | ———m~mo | mom—amm | $1,707 |~ 391 | —emmm
40 | Dayton, Ohio-—=o——-vd 4,784 4,784 JESSUNSIR (.
41 | Syrecuse, N. Y.-——- 5,347 5,196 T3 B E——
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.~ 4,575 4,264 311 | —ememme
43| San Diego, Calif,-—- 12,499 10,741 1,271 488 | wmammm
44 | Worceater, Mass,———-| 2,647 2,647 e | c————
45 | Richmond, Va,---——-—o 9,545 3,901 | =mmmmem | e 3,530 2,096 18 | memm—e
46 | Fort Worth, Tex,-—-—- 5,394 4,832 562 | mrmoreme
47| Youngatown, Chio-——— 734 734 o | ———
48 | Hartford, Conn.-—---o 9,456 9,185 1)) —
49 | Neshville, Tenn.-——- 3,425 3,164 97 164
50 | Jacksonville, Fla.-— 7,630 860 4,540 | —memmm— | e 2,165 62 4
511 Grand Rapids, Mich.— 2,800 2,800 —

1Debt of the heating plant included with debt

of the water-supply system, no segregation.
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PART II11: PUBLIC SERVICE ENTERPRISES 271
TABLE 47.-~BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY TYPE OF ENTERPRISE: 1938—Continued
{Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)
S Electric Ports,
2 Water- light Gas- |harbors, .
b cITY Total supply and z;:ﬁi:‘: supply | docke, p:egs 0‘:3‘;
o] systems power systems and
© systems wharves
GROUP I1I.—CITIES HAVING 4 POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
52 | New Haven, Conn,—=— $375 65
5% | Long Beach, Calif.-— 11,089 $2,375 | wmmmmmem | mm e | $3,008 5,616
54 { Des Moines, Towa-————j 4,647 4,534
55 | Miami, Fla,—————=—wmd 7,888 2,516 | mm—mam—— $1,081 | == 4,133
56 | Springfield, Mass.--~ 6,109 6,109
57 | Flint, Mich,—-=————= 1,922 1,922
58 | Salt lake City, Utah~ 4,343 4,323
59 | Bridgeport, Conn,—---
60 | Tulsa, Okla.—- — 4,197 3,748
61 | Norfolk, Va,-----=—- 15,354 8,943
62 | Yonkers, N. Y.—=r——~- 5,215 5,192 23
63 | Seranton, Pa.
64 | Paterson, N. J,—ww—mei 13,565 13,565 e
65 | Albany, N. Y,=-—=—~-q 19,825 13,097 6,373 356 | mmmmam
66 | Kansas City, Kans,--- 5,600 3,444 2,156 i | e
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn,-— 1,450 || w=—mee—e—— 1,100 | mmemmemie | e 100 250 | e
€8 | Trenton, N. J,—=——m—mf 1,262 1,162 100 | memem | o
€9 | Spokane, Wash. o 520 520 [V S——
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind,-———-=i 1,807 1,787 | weesoin | oo | s | e | 20 ] e
71 | Comden, N, J.-————-— 1,217 1,217 ———
72 | Erde, Pa. Sm— 1,323 1,200 33
73 | Fall River, Mass.-—- .73} 321
74 | Cambridge, Mass,—-—— 731 731 ——— | ———
75 | Wilmington, Del,-~—-o 6,845 4,245 2,600 | wmmemn | mmnae
76 | Elizabeth, N. J.-—— 4,215 4,155 [0} JRSRU [ —
77 | Reading, Pa. e 2,618 2,561 [ A —
78 | ¥noxville, Tenn,—-—— 10,847 4,242 6,405 [ [ —
79 | New Bedford, Mass.~--- 1,138 1,038 100 | ——emees | e
80 | Gary, Ind. PRSI [
6l{ Tacoma, Wash,—wm—rw=-i 9,526 4,518 4,563 343 | mmeem 104 | womma | e
82 | Canton, Ohio—— ~ 708 708 ——
83 | Wichita, Kans,———-=-o 286 286 | wmsmmm
84 | Tampa, Fla.-— 2,890 2,420 470 | ~mmmm | o
85 | Peoria, Ill.-—~~—————vf 240 240 | —mamm | e
86 | South Bend, Ind.-———— 875 675 ———e | ———
87 | Somerville, Mass. 163 163 e | e
68 | Duluth, Minn, - 1,816 1,366 415 38 | =
89 | Lowell, Masg,—~—r——~x 384 384 = | e
90 | Utica, N. Y.wwemmmad] 8,153 7,900
91 | Waterbury, Conn - 6,444 6,444
92 | Lynn, Mass,--— e 376 376
93 | Evansville, Ind - 1,085 1,036
94 | E1 Paso, Tex,————==o 1,569 1,550 19 | e
Honolulu, Hawaii ? — 8,295 8,295 e | e

2Not included in group or grand totals.
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278 FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 48

Bonded indebtedness for public-service enterprise purposes is shown by rate
of interest In table 48. Of the 17 specified rates, 6 rates predominated, being
pald in the aggregate on 80.2 percent of all bonded interest-bearing debt for
which rates are known. As expressed 1in percentage of total, these rates, in
order of importance are: 4-1/4 percent, 19.8 percent of total; 4~1/2 percent,
19.4 percent of total; 4 percent, 16.4 percent of total; 3-1/2 percent, 11.2
percent of total; 3 percent and 5 percent, each, 8.7 percent of total.

Average rates and nominal and effective rates of interest.-— The Bu-
reau's method of computing average rates of Iinterest for each c¢ity in the is-
suance of bonded indebtedness for public-service enterprise purposes 1s the same
as that explained in the discussion of debt and specifled assets of general gov-
ernment.® Reference should also be made to the explanation contained in that
section of nominal and effective rates of interest, which is applicable to the
material presented in table 48.°

Comparison with interest rates on debt issued for general govern-
ment.~The preceding figures present interesting contrasts with the interest
rates carried on indebtedness for general government purposes. For the latter,
a 4 percent interest rate was the predominant rate, accounting for 22.4 percent
of the total Interest~bearing bonded debt for which rates are known, followed
by 4-1/2 percent rate, which accounted for 17 percent of the total. A relatively
larger proportion of public-service enterprise debt was outstanding at a 3-1/2
percent interest rate than in the case of general government debt, however, the
figures being 11.2 percent and 7.3 percent, respectively, of the total Interest-
bearing bonded debt for which rates are known. A striking similarity in the
level of 1Interest rates 1s suggested by the fact that 43.5 percent of bonded
indebtedness for general government purposes was 1ssued at interest rates rang-
ing from 2 to 4 percent, inclusive, which is virtually the identical proportion—
42,2 percent—of total bonded indebtedness 1ssued for public-service enterprises
within this interest range, The average rate for general govermment bonded debt
was 4 percent while that for public-service enterprises was 4.1 percent. .

Since the greater part (91.9 percent) of bonded indebtedness issued for pur-
poses of public-service enterprises 1s in the nature of general obligation bonds
of the city corporations, there 1s, of course, no reason why the general level
of interest rates in each case should not be approximately the same. Revenue
bonds, which are somewhat "unseasoned" marketwise, will naturally introduce some
fluctuations from the general level.

TABLE 49

Data relating to the issue and retirement of debt for public-service enter-
prise purposes are presented in table 48.

Debt issues and retirements.—A total of 59 citles reported 1issues of
new indebtedness for this purpose, and 87 reported retirements. Although the
number of citles reporting debt 1issues in 1938 was greater than in 1937, the
total tncurred in 1938 was less by $41,791,000. General obligation bonds 1ssued
were $56,498,000 in excess of similar bonds retired, largely because of a sub-
stantial new issue by New York for the funding of certaln short-term loans. New
revenue bond issues exceeded the amount of such obligations retired by $34,894,000,
mostly accounted for by the increases in Chlcago, Los Angeles, Knoxville, and
Utica. Seven citles effected a reduction in short-term debt. The transactions
reélating to the issue and retirement of debt, as reported in table 49, are based
upon the par value of the obligations. They do not reflect, therefore, elther
premlum or discounts.

Net change in debt during the year.-— These financing operations resulted
in a net increase of $91,392,000 in bonded indebtedness, dbut there was, on the
other hand, a net decrease of $3,253,000 in short-term indebtedness.

®See section C of Part II, p. 198, supra.
?p. 198, supra.
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TABLE 48.—BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY RATE OF INTEREST: 1938

279

{Includes data for enterprises omned but not operated by the city. Amounts expressed in thousands)

2

2-1/2

City 2-1/4 2-8/4 H 5-1/4
Yo. cITe Total g;:; percent g:‘; percent |percent |percent
Grand " £otal—————mm—————a—— $2,877,477 || $6,662 |$29,306 | $6,975 |$13 624 | $192,845 |$127,645
Group I 2,252,521 || 1,150 | 6,296 | 2,311 | 3,251 | 185,634 | 121,085
Group II 272,045 || 2,828 | 15,695 | 1,447 | 1,086 5,154 3,999
Group IIT 352,013 || 2,708 | 7,515 3,217 | 9,527 2,058 2,561
GROUP I.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 $1,414,539 $5,200 | $335 $175,834 | $114,290
2 25,962 OSSR DU 6,700
8 | Philadelphia, Pa,————o 205,999
4 Detroit, Mich.—- ] 107,226 ————— | ——— 950
5 | Los Angeles, Calir 207,462 430 | 1,720 2,350
6 Cleveland, Ohio- e 25,479 ———
1 Baltimore, Md,-——mmmeemm e 59,955 —————— ————e | e T2 | ——mmm e
8 | St. Louis, Mo, =—wmwmemmmm e e 7,543 PR
9 Boston, Mass,— ~ 58,281 666 258 175 834 83
10 Pittsburgh, Pa,——— . 7,019 B —— 328 | e ——————
1n San Francisco, Calif, ———————" 112,280 ——— 324 194 | e
12 Washington, D. C.
13 Milwaukee, Wis,- 5,151
14 Buffalo, N. Y.-~ 17,626 8684
GROUP II.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 T0 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La,~-emememe—e——nod  $12,962 $420
16 Minneapolis, Minn, - - §,031
17 Cincinnati, Ohio-———-- - 28,727 $210 113 —
18 | Newark, N. J.—o - 44,368 Y= p—— 879
19 Kansas City, Mo.-- - 15,920 175 475 | e
20 Indianapolis, Ind,—— -t 8,758
21 Houston, Tex.——-—————-edf 10,855 —_——— 475 |
22 61,480 619 | ——meeee
23 Rochester, N. Y 12,855
24 Louisville, Ky. 1,447
25 25,207 —— 2,700 2,700
26 23,972 222
27 14,211
28 Columbus, Ohio~———v—ceceeem e 6,250
GROUP III.-~CITIES RAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 500,000
2 $40,784 || v | e |  $553 7T ) [p— ————
%0 2,194 e 428 | oo | o
51 8,447 $300 | emeee
32 9,082 SRR, - AT [—— $113
3 7,557 —
4 {570 | [RSSI [UNE U—— FaT ) ——
35 | Birmingham, Ala.
36 San Antonio, Tex. ——— ———— - [———
37 Providence, R. I,-
38 Akron, Ohiow-—-
39 Omaha, Nebr.-
40 | Dayton, Ohio~-—seemmmmeomemm e . [EE—— — b ———
41 Syracuse, N. ¥.e—momemmm e ] 5,347 $7 | e [ e | e 660 | ——mmmem
42 Oklshoma City, Okla. 4,575 || ————
4% San Diego, Calif,—- - 12,499 || ————
44 Worcester, Mass,-——. - 2,647 [ o )
45 | Richmond, Va,-—- 9,545 ———— | (#) e 296 | ——meem
46 Fort Worth, Tex.-— 5,394
47 Youngstovn, Ohio———-——- 754 ||~
48 | Hartford, Conn.— s 3,667 1,843 | mmammeee —
49 Nashville, Tenn.— -
S0 | Jacksonville, Fla, - . 7,680 || ~—— | 1,950 1,175 185 220 %0
51 | Grand Rapids, Mich,— — 2,800 [| —meer ——-
52 New Haven, Conn,—- - 375 ———
53 Long Beach, Calif, ———————ve—emma—of 11,069 {{ —e—em ———

*Less than $500.
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 48.—BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY RATE OF INTEREST: 1938—Continued

{Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city.

Amounts expressed in thousands)

. 2 2-1/2 .
%1:)' cITY Total per- i;ie(ﬁt per— 2-5/4?; s N 3—/‘4*:
. cent | P cent | DeTCent | percen percen
GROUP III.-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TC 300,000--Continued
54 | Des Moines, Iowa— $4,647
55 Miami, Fla, ———-- 7,888
56 Springfield, Mass,— 6,109 |} wom—m | s | e e $92 | wmmemenn
§7 | Flint, Mich,~——-—n 1,922
S8 Salt Lake City, Utah 4,343 [PUUUUE, —— $22
59 Bridgeport, Conn.
80 Tulsa, Okla,~————- 4,197
61 15,354
&2 5,215 —— 170 515
83
64 Paterson, N, J,~———ecoremcmeemed 13,565
€5 Albeny, N, Y, —ocmme 19,825 $906 813 $204 | o e | e
66 | Kansas City, Kans. 5,600 ——
87 Chattancdoga, Tenn. 1,450
68 Trenton, N, J, —-—. 1,262 =" 7 [
69 | Spokane, Wash. 520
70 Fort Wayne, Ind. 1,807
71 Camden, N, J.— — 1,217
72 Erie, Ps, 1,328
73 Fall River, Mass,-—-— F 7 G e T - I B 1« Nl
74 Cambridge, Mass.--— 7351 89
7% Wilmington, Del.-—~w———eommeem ~
76 Elizabeth, N, J,——mrmmmmemrmcaeed 4,215 |} e | e o | o 'Y ——
77 Reading, Pa, -
78 Knoxville, Tenn,-— JEREG |— 1,720
79 New Bedford , Mass,——~——
80 Gary, Ind.
81 Tacows, Wash, ————ew——e
82 Canton, Ohlo— ]
85 | Wichita, Kans,~———— —]
84 Tazpa, Fla, ——mmemm e ]
85 Peoria, Ill.-wr—mmeeemmr o
86 South Bend, Ind,-———— ]
a7 Somerville, Mass,-——ve——
88 Duluth, ¥inn, —-—- 504 | mememem
89 Lowell; Mass,—————-—- ——— 40
80 Utica, N. Y, 5,640 | wmmeem | —moeeeem
g1 Waterbury, Conn, . 120 40 | ——m————
92 [EUSUENINS, [ 12
FH
94
Honolulu, Hawaif ? ——oormoerma ] 8,295 {| wewme | s | e

»Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 48.-BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY RATE OF INTEREST: 1938—Continued

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not

operated by the city.

Amounts expressed in thousands)

City| p— 3-1/2 3-5/4 4 41/4 4-1/2 4-3/4 5
No, percent |percent jpercent |percent |percent |percent |percent
$820,015 | $42,829 { $469,510 | $568,002 | $555,364 | $52,984 | $191,713
Group I 297,198 | 33,986 | 365,687 | 493,075 { 400,013 | 27,859 63,878
Group II. 12,679 2,489 46,783 35,511 82,344 4,684 42,218
Group ITI———eev 10,138 6,355 56,840 39,416 73,008 | 20,441 85,616
GROUP I.—~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 | New York, N, Y, $225,998 | $15,710 | $208,929 | $441,494 | $228,749 | wmmmmmm | mmuees
2 Chicago, Ill.———e—ume— 2,500 | o 330 $14,432
3 Philadelphia, Pa.
4 Detroit, Mich,-——— — 4,051 2,087 26,372 20,063 23,578 $237 1,524
5 Loa Angeles, Calif.-— 52,059 | 11,536 32,766 9,775 42,660 | 23,328 18,677
6 Cleveland, Ohi 1,506 2,395 10,203 4,257 2,959
7 Baltimore, Md. 4,777 37,612 14,129
8 St. Louis, Mo. 3,009 4,534 | commoee | mmmme
9 Boston, Mass,———-- 7,453 4,653 33,465 7,925 2,250 221
10 Pittsburgh, Pa. 360 613 4,952 738 ] 27 | —m—e——
n San Francisco, Calif. 12,134 | ——aemm 84,168 10,485
12 | TWashington, D. C.

13 Milwaukee, Wis, 3,289 325 660
14 Buffalo, N. Y. 8,671 3,137 792
GROUP II,—LITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | MNew Orleans, La,-——ommemmommemmo $80 | mcmamem | $6,052 | —mmoam $4,400 $2,000
16 Mimeapolis, Minn, 2,317 $576 426 | $422 | e
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio- 2,883 617 1,251 3,599
18 6,453 | 10,008 | 17,795 129
18 Kansas City, Mo. 1,660 | ——ememm 12,645 825
20 Indianapolis, Ind. 52 | —ommmme 8,603 32
21 Houston, Tex. 3,058 6,009
22 Seattle, Wash.——-———————u 5,661 | $2,489 8,280 4,629 6,118 26,343
28 Rochester, N. I, 2,755 5,840 2,436 436

24 Louisville, Ky. 368 1,079
25 Denver, Colo, 12,187 —mmem
26 | Portland, Oreg. 14,588 274 1,524
27 Jersey City, N, J, 1,194 87
28 Columbus, Ohi 43 664 405 1,435
GROUP III.-—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif, $5,025 | $1,538 | $33,368
350 | Atlanta, Ga. 511 | — 1,241
31 Dallas, Tex. $267 $1,800 5,382 527
52 s, Temn. $3,000 920 | —monmem 1,170 1,485
55 | St. Paul, Minn, 1,078 2,903 2,380 | 67 | e
34 Toledo, Ohio 227 | = 255 83
35 Birmingham, Ala. 4,000 15
36 San Antonio, Tex,
37 | Providence, R, I. 16,190 2,000 1,000 | —mmmmnn | e
38 | Akron, Ohi 3,285 757 2,291 918 1,657
29 | Omsha, Nebr. 100 50 3,960 | —mmmme 1,707
40 Dayton, Ohi 252 480 283 1,660 | -~ 483
41 | Syracuse, N, Yoo ] $570 378 1,431 280 18
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. ) [P 1,857 | —meemeem 1,513
43 San Diego, Calif. 184 488 4,213 588 7,027
44 Worcester, Mass. 1,035 748 94 38 | me—re | e
45 | Richmond, Va, 1,889 2,558 [ 107: 35 [—— 330
4% Fort Worth, Tex. 57 504 376 2,372 1,080 995
47 Youngstom, Ohio. ——— |- [ — 20
48 Hartford, Comn. 827 2,481 428 23
49 Nashville, Tean. 250 97 1,201 652
50 Jacksonville, Fla. 10 S§70 | memmem— 796
51 Grand Rapids, Mich, 125 1,375 500
52 New Haven, Conn. 189 ———
53 | Long Beach, Calif. R 2,105 1,919 1,791 1 1,095 4,178

407809 O—41——19
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(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city.

FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 48.—BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY RATE OF INTEREST: 1938—Continued

Amounts expressed in thousands)

City crTY 3-1/2 5-3/4 4 4-1/4 4-1/2 4-3/4 5
No. percent |percent | percent |[percent |percent |percent jpercent
GROUP III.—-GITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000——Continued

54 Des Noines, I $274 $200 $751 $88 $3,010

55 Miami, Fla. 1,531 — 587 1,920 3,237

56 Springfield, Mass,———m—meeud $514 | $1,421 2,787 1,345

57 Flint, Mich. 200 | cmmem e 1,261 115 346

58 Salt Lske City, Utah 115 2,792 525 179 375 9

59 Brid t, Conn.

60 Tulsa, Okla. 278 390 2,284

61 Norfolk, Va. - 108 | —m—ee— 2,366 | e 11,215

62 Yonkers, N, Y, ——-mmoommm 170 425 324 952 1,138 | ——— 1,008

63 Seranton, Pa.

64 | Paterson, N. J, 1,310 7,021 3,546 | —meme e

65 Albany, N, T = 248 782 2,424 5,213 5,811 1,218 1,812

66 Kansas City, Kans, 180 3,645 1,500 275

87 Chattanooga, Tenn. 1,030 70 350 | —ormmm — | ————

68 Trenton, N. J. 332 298 | —memm 546 | o m | e

€9 Spo , Wash. 149

70 Fort Wayne, Ind. 1,780 20

71 Camden, N, J, 214 337 152

72 Erie, Pa, 463 e

7% Fall River, Mass. 122

74 Cambridge, Mass. 449 Bl mmmm—mee | 132 | e | e

75 | Wilmington, Del. 785 600

76 Elizabeth, N. J. 56

77 | Reading, Pa. 1,850 168 | e e 408

8 Knoxville, Tenn. 4,170 515 | —mmemam 3,394 580 121

79 New Bedford, Mass. 24 666 80 81

80 Gary, Ind.

81 | Tacoma, Wash. 1,801 P2 o — 5,41% 299

82 Canton, Ohio ————e 179

83 Wichita, Kans, 102 83 | ——————

84 Tampa, Fla. 238 | e 2,547

85 Peoris, I11, 240 | —o e | e

86 South Bend, Ind, 75 500

87 Somerville, Mass, 23

88 Duluth, Minn, 945 | wmmmmem 357 10 | -~

89 lowell, Mass. 85 195 | w—oe 5 | o | e

20 Utica, N. Y. 9 pay 57

o1 Waterbury, Comn. 200 3,048 1,270 | ———ur— 960

92 | Lymn, Mass.——-—cmmemmmemem e 11 12 154 ? 23 41

93 Evansville, Ind. 629 46

94 £1 Paso, Tex. 15 29| ——mem 380 498 847
Honolulu, Hawaii ? 800 7,498

* Not included in group or grand totals.
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TABLE 48.-—BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY RATE OF INTEREST: 1938-—-Continued

Amounts expressed in thousands}

5-1/4 5-3/4 Other Rates |Nonin-

City CITY peﬁ- 5-1/2 4 | per- 6 ¢ |reported motre- |terest Aveiage

No. cent |PereeR cent |Pereen rates ported |beering Fate
Grand total—————e-—~—ne— $8,105 | $34,148 | $5,429 |$19,496 |$220,757 |$9,115 |$2,934 4.1
Group I 4,003 | 15,969 | 5,573 { 5,943 | 211,605 | 7,481 | 2,654 4.0
Oroup ITe— oo e e o] 940 7,151 | ————- 5,319 1,651 49 36 4.2
Group ITIwe—meoeam 5,162 | 11,028 56 | 10,234 7,412 | 1,584 244 4.4

GROUP I—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1 New York, N. Y. ————e e 3.9
2 Chicago, I1l. 3 ——— | ——— 4.3
% | Philadelphia, Pa. $205,999 | —mem | ommemm 4.3
4 Detroit, Mich. ] $9,667 $20 | $1,000 | ———-———— | $7,480 |$2,615 4,3
3 los Angeles, Calif,-— 2,165, 1,028 2,781 1,034 | e | e 4,2
[} Cleveland, Ohi0————w——mmmemmm—o] 4,137 | e 22 | e | e e 4.7
7 Baltimore, Nd. —— 2,664 A 4.0
8 St. louis, Mo. 4.4
9 Boston, Mess, 3.9
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 4.1
13 San Francisco, Calif. ———— 4.5
12 Washington, D, C. ———
15 Milwaukee, Wis. 50 4.2
14 Buffalo, N, Y, 4.1
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 T0 500,000
15 New Orleans, La. e 4.3
16 Minneapolis, Minn, ——— 3.8
17 Cincinnati, Ohi ——— $400 3.2
1B Kewark, N, §,———————4  $920 | $2,879 2,200 4.4
19 Kangas City, Mo. 4.4
20 Indienapolis, Ind. 4.5
21 Houston, Tex. 940 4.8
22 Seattle, Wash.—-———ce——~eeemrf 845 1,779 4.5
28 Rochester, N. Y. 4.1
24 louisville, Ky. 3,9
25 Denver, Colo. 4.1
26 Portland, Oreg. 4.2
27 Jersey City, N. Ji—ommead e 3,166 ———— 4.7
28 Columbus, Ohiow——ommem— e 20 261 $49 35 4.1
GROUP IIX,--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

29 Oakland, Calif. —_—— 4.8
30 | Atlanta, Ga.—-—————— $19 ——— 4.5
31 Dallas, Tex. —— 4,4
32 Memphis, Temn,—-——ee~cemmeeee - 64 —_— 4.%
33 St. Paul, Mimn, ————m 350 — ] ———— 4,2
34 Toledo, Ohi —— —— 4,1
36 | Birmingham, Ala, — —— 4.0
56 San Antonio, TexX,—————vee—cmore] —cmmee 6,082 | mmmwmm | e 5.5
b1 Providence, R, I,~—cremcmemmm ey e —_ 2,9
38 | Alron, Ohio: 1,640 | —mmam 15 4.6
39 Omsha, Nebr. — 4.8
40 | Dayton, Onio—ce——m oo oo s 400 4.5
41 Syracuse, N. Y. 4,2
42 Oklahoma City, Okla, 4.7
43 San Diego, Calif. 4.8
44 Worcester, Mass. 3.2
45 Richmond , VA, wwemem—ee e e - ——— 3.9
46 Fort Worth, Tex. 4.6
47 Youngstown, Chi ——— 610 5.7
48 | Bartford, Comn, E ——— 3.1
49 Nashville, Tenn. 4.5
50 Jacksonville, Fla. ——— 3.4
S1 Grand Raplds, Mich,-——-—wmommer} cmme | e | e 150 4.5
52 New Haven, Conn. 4.4
§3 Long Beach, Calif. ———— 4.8

2 Estimated rates.
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FINANCIAL STATISTICS OF CITIES

TABLE 48.--BONDED DEBT AT CLOSE OF YEAR, BY RATE OF INTEREST: 1938 —Continued

{Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city.

Amounts expressed in thousands)

S-1/4 5-3/4 Other |Rates |Nonin-
‘?OW CITY per- :;iéit per- rgen 4 reported | not re- | terest A::::ge
: cent |P cent | P® rates ported | bearing
GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A POPUIATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000~—Contimed

54 Des Moines, Iowawem——————mnu— $325 | - el 4.5
55 | Miami, p———e NE—— 120 4.7
56 Springfield, Mass, —_— 4.0
57 Flint, Mich. 4.6
58 Salt Lake City, Utah 4.0
59 Bridgeport, Conn.
60 Tulsa, Okla,——————e—m o] 1,185 | ~e— 81 5.1
61 Norfolk, Va. 1,670 5.0
62 Yonkers, N, Y. 69 225 4.3
83 Scranton, Pa. - —————
64 Paterson, N, J. rmmmme | e | e 1,888 4.5
65 Albany, N, Y. 4.1
66 Kansas City, Kans, 4.6
&7 Chattanooga, Tenn. 4.1
68 Trenton, N, J. 4.0
&9 Spokane, Wash, 3.0
70 Fort Wayne, Ind. ———— 4.3
71 Camden, N. J. 4.4
72 Erie, Pa. 4.4
7% Fall River, Mass. 3.3
74 Cambridge, Mass. ——— 3.7
78 Wilmington, Del. ———— ——— 4.5
76 Elizabeth, N, J, 450 —— 3,705 5.9
77 Reading, Pa. 182 4.0
78 Knoxville, Tenn.—-~--———m—cemwd wmmee 147 | e 3.9
79 New Bedford, Mass. 211 4.2
80 Gary, Ind. ——
81 Tacoma, Wash,—————mooreem e 106 1,047 4.5
82 Canton, Ohio 530 5.7
83 Wichita, Kans, 4.7
84 Tampa, Fla. ———— 4.9
85 Peoria, Il1l, ————— 4.5
86 South Bend, Ind. ———— 100 | —————- 4.9
87 Somerville, Mass, _—— ———— 2.4
88 Duluth, Minn, ——— 3.8
89 Lowell, Mass, ———— 3.6
90 Utica, N. Y. 2,427 2.8
91 Waterbury, Conn, ———— 4.3
92 Lynn, Mass. 1e 3.7
93 Evansville, Ind. 3.5
94 E1 Paso, Tex. 4.8

Honolulu, Hamaii ! oo oo | oo | e | — | ———— 4.9

1 Not included in group or grand totals.
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TARLE 49.--ISSUE AND RETIREMENT OF DEBT: 1938

{Includes data for enterprises omned but not operated by the city. PExpressed in thousands)

%

g ISSUED RETIRED

g CITY

) General |Revemue | SPOTY~ General | Reveme | SPOT%~

S5 Total bonds bonds term | Total bonds |bonds | oT®

© loans loans

Grand total-——-—-——-d $174,264 || $110,288 | $40,981 | $22,994 | $86,124 || $53,790 | $6,087 | 86,247
Group Temmm—mmn 132,725 95,333 | 20,108 | 17,284 | 54,893 | 29,750 | 2,447 | 22,696
Group II-=——- -~ 10,455 4,519 3,148 2,788 | 15,596 11,369 | 2,285 1,943
Group IIIm-mwmmmm—e=— 31,084 10,436 | 17,725 | 2,923 | 15,634 || 12,671 1,355 | 1,609
GROUP I.=-~CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER

1 $100,332 || $84,844 | ~~--—e- | $15,487 | $29,902 || $7,926 5

2 | Chicago, Ill.-~- 7,300 $7,300 1,354 20 1,328

3 | Philsdelphia, Pa 1,842 1,842 | mommem | o 6,084 6,084 | ——emr

4] Detroit, Mich.~———— 1,407 * e | 1,407 | 2,445 1,788 | e

5 | Los Angeles, Calif.- 14,433 1,993 | 12,350 90 5,702 5,389 313

6 | Cleveland, Ohic 1,556 1,556 | wmmm

7 | Baltimore, Md.-—w—me—m—m—rd 3,804 3,804 | wmmmmmm | mmmmeee 1,390 1,390 | —=m=mm

8 | St. Louis, Mo. 710 /| 100 | 610 | =—m=-m-

9 | Boston, Mass.-————e-e——e—m—aa 710 710 488 ——————

10 | Pittsburgh, Pa. 739 ——————

11| San Francisco, Celif.--~--4 1,460 1,460 | mmmmmem | mmmemem | 3,125 —

12 | Washington, D. C.

13 | Milwaukee, Wis.—w——-————--—r 533 |} == 458 75 386 —————an
14 | Baffalo, N. Y.~ 904 679 | wmmmmem 225 1,012 6C
GROUP II.—-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La,————-ww—weer $3 4828
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.--—— o ——————— 260
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio-——em—mm—md 1,000 3,659
18 | Newark, N, J =—w-mwmemomed 285 || wimmmrmrem | o rene 285 1,383
19 | Kansas City, Mo,—m———me=—md 800 900 | wmmmremr | e 86
20 | Indianapolis, Ind. o] 70 R 92
21 | Houston, Tex,—=—wwm—ra—ea—d 198 195 | memmmsn | e 740
22 | Seattle, Wash,=—srmmuem ——ea 3,557 284 | $3,148 ws! 2,71
23 | Rochester, N, Y. 20 20 { wmm——— m———— 745
24 | Louisville, Ky, =—-—=mv———-x 85 | m———— 95 38
25 | Denver, Colo. - 210
26 | Portland, Oreg,-——-~——=——- 80 (] mmmemee | e 80 1,714
27 | Jersey City, N. J. 288
28 | Columbug, Ohiom=—==mm=mn= — 2,400 1,200 | ~wmeeemr 1,200 | 2,843

GROUP III.-—CITIES HAVING A-POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

28 | Oakland, Calif,--—--~- mmnaed $300 $3Q0 | ——wuma | wmomeem | $1,101
30 | Atlanta, Ga. 178
31 | pallas, Tex.———-—— 300 500 | —omewem | e 298
32 | Memphls, Tenn 1,040 || w—emmmms | =mmeewm | $1,040 285
331 St. Paul, Minn,-——=—————-—d 548 300 | ——mmirem R48 195
34 | Toledo, Ohi 92
35 | Birmingham, Ala.-- —d 1,000 $1,000

36 | San Antonio, Tex.-—-— i 30 30 | mmmmmr | e 28
37 | Providence, R, I S 1,136 1,100 36

38 | Akron, Ohig=———--- 1,154 679 | ~memmem 475 979
39 | Omaha, Nebr, 754
40 | Dayton, Ohiow—- 200 —————— 297
41 | Syracuse, N. Y. 232
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla. 472
43 | San Diego, Calif. 579
44 | Worcester, Mass,—— 225 225 ———— 338
45 | Richmond, Va.~- ~ 1,580 1,534 46 216
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. 53 53 | wmmmmm | e 217
47 | Youngstown, Ohi 72
48 | Hartford, Conn.=———-——v-—ri 2,268 2,268 —— 367
49 | Nashville, Tenn. 147
50 | Jacksonville, Fla,—————---+ 2,570 395 2,175 | == 637
51 |} Grand Repids, Mich. 55
52 [ New Haven, Conn. 30

*Less than $500.
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TABLE 49.--ISSUE AND RETIREMENT OF DEBT: 1938-—Continued

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)

b
g ISSUED RETIRED
- cIrr Short- Short
General | Revenue General | Reverue -
hf Total term Total tern
i
3 bonds bonds loans bonds | bonds loans'
GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 30Q,000-—Continued
53 | Long Beach, Calif,-————=-=—o 4123 || mmmee | e $123 $568 $445
54 { Des Moines, Io 208 208 |-
55 | Miami, Fla,-—~——-rm—mome] 73 $78 | wrmmmmam | e 151 65
56 | Springfield, Mass. 275 275
57 | Flint, Mich. 141 141
58 | Salt lLake City, Utah———w—od 108 109
59 | Bridgeport, Conn.
60 | Tulsa, Okla. 400 400
61 | Norfolk, Va.=ww—=—w—mm—mme 50 51 51
62 | Yonkers, N. Y.— 425 392 392
63 | Scranton, Pa. 5 || m=——————
64 | Paterson, N. J. 369 369
65 | Albany, N. Y.w-w-emme—— — 1,444 876 | mmmammm 768 | 1,389 757
66 | Kansas City, Kans.- 103 103
67 [ Chat » 1,000 1,000
68 | Trenton, N. J. 115 86 | w———m—m 29 269 191
69 kane, Wash. 89 || ~mm———
70 | Fort Wayme, Ind,—————m-—==n 86 || —mmmmmmm | e 56 129 129
71| Camden, N. J. 297 129
72 | Erie, Pa,—————e——meomea——o 7 32 32
73 | ¥all River, Mass,———=——--— 175 14 14
74 | Cambridge, Mass. 76 76
75 | Wilmington, Del. 130 130
76 | Elizabeth, N. J. 420 420
77 | Reading, Pa,-—=m=w==—————-d 10 10 | wmmmmmm | e 53 53
78 | Xnoxville, Tenn,—wmeerw—emd 5,890 || =mmmemn $5,890 | mmevreamr 68 68
79 | New Bedford, Mass. 114 114
80 | Gary, Ind.
81 | Tacoma, Wash,~—~———==~——===a 760 || —oeommmm 760 | weommmww 1,022 59
82 | Canton, Ohi 48 48
83! Wichita, Kans.-- 110 50 | weme 60 24 24 ——
84 | Tampa, Fla. 113 105 | —=mmmmm 8 180 180 | m=em—m= (%)
85 | Peoria, Tll.-- 28 || w—m——— s e 28 23 20 | m———— 3
86 | South Bend, Ind.
87 | Somerville, Mass.—~———=-—-- 75 78 } mmmmaem —————— 20 20 | == | m———
88 | Duluth, Minn. 179 179
89 | Lowell, Mass,~=——m———=—am—m 40 40 | mememee | mmeree 32 32 | e |
80 | Utica, N. Y. 7,900 28
91 | Waterbury, Conn.-—- et 28 226
92 { Lynn, Mass,—— - 25 65
95| Evansville, Ind. o 180 91
94 | E1 Paso, Tex. 44 119
Honolulu, Hawaijl ~——---—m 450 || —-—-m 450 | ———-— 245 || —momeem 245 |~

#Less than $500. 1Not included in group or grand totals.
TABLE 50

Assets in sinking funds, public trust funds, investment funds, and general
funds of public-service enterprises are shown in table 50. Such assets totaled
$1,259,000,000 at the close of 1938.

Assets in sinking funds.-——Assets in sinking funds of public-service en-
terprises totaled $359,604,000 of which amount 84 percent was in the form of in-
vestments in city securities, 3.3 percent in Federal and other government secur-
ities, 12.5 percent in cash, and a negligible amount in other investments. As
previously mentioned, the reported amount of sinking-fund assets for public~
service enterprises should be qualified by the statement that in several cases
1t was not possible to segregate assets of general government from those of pub-
lic~-service enterprises, in which case the assets were Included under sinking
funds of general government.
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Assets in public trust funds.—As might be expected, assets in public
trust funds are negligible, since such funds are normally associated with general
government and are usually created for purposes which fall within the scope of
general ggQvernment functions. In only two cases, Detroit and Fort Wayne, were
public trust funds created in connection with public-service enterprises. In
the case of Detroit it 1is a retirement fund for the platform employees of the
Department of Street Railways, and In the case of Fort Wayne 1t is a retirement
fund for the employees of the water and electric 1llght and power systems. The
fact that this particular trust fund in Detroit 1s kept entirely in cash 1is an
unusual circumstance and 1s especially rare in connection with retirement funds.

Assets in investment funds and miscell aneous investments.-—This group
of assets, which total $793,019,000, comprised approximately 63 percent of all
specified assets held by public-service enterprises. Investments in real prop-
erty amount to 97.8 percent of total investment funds held 1in this group and
comprise for the most part the investments in municipal public-service enter-
prises which are leased to others. It wlll be noted that investments in the
New York transit system and 1in the Philadelphia gas works constitute more than
70 percent of investments in real property. Investments of this character are
shown at their book value. The other items of investment under this group are
of negligible relative importance and are self-explanatory.

Assets in general funds.-—The last two columns in table 50 show the amount
of cash held in general treasury and general adminlstrative funds at the close
of 1938, and they require no speclal comment.

TABLE 51

Information on municipal employment—first made avallable in the 1936 issue
of this series of reports—was collected for 1937 and 1938, Table 51 shows the
number of full-time and part-time employees on April 1, 1938 and the pay rolls
for the 1938 fiscal year for 67 of the 94 cltles included 1in this study. Aas
with other tables in the report, the flgures Iinclude a proportionate part of the
employee and pay roll data of all independent units of local government covered
as part of the "city."

Number of employees and amount of pay rolls.— Approximately 7 percent
of the employees of clties over 100,000 population are engaged in public-service
enterprises. By far the most important public-service enterprise of citles is
water supply,which 1s provided by municipally-operated enterprises in 64 of the
67 cities reported. Allocated to this function were 58 percent of the personnel
and 54 percent of the putlic-service-enterprise pay rolls of these citles. Eight
of the reported citles operate their own electric light and power systems. Em-~
ployees of these power systems comprised 17 percent of the total public-service
enterprise employees reported by all cities. In the 8 cities which operated
electric light and power enterprises, almost half of the public-service enter-
prise employees served this function.

Other public-service enterprises operated by clties accounted for 25 percent
of the total number of employees and 27 percent of the pay rolls.

Average earnings of public-service-enterprise employees reported were $1,666
per year. Water-supply employees reported an average earning of $1,545 per year;
electric light and power system employees earned $1,922 per year; and employees
of other public-service enterprises earned $1,785. These rates of pay indicate
that employment in public-service enterprises is relatively constant and that
the compensation compares well with that of employment In general governmental
functions. It should be remembered that the average earnings referred to in-
clude the earnings of part-time and temporary employees, so that the rate of pay
for full-time work is In every case higher than the figure shown.

Inauguration of new series.—In the State and Local Government Quarterly
Employment Survey serles Inaugurated in January 1940, public-service enterprises
are included. Beginning with the month of January 1940, quarterly reports of
the number of employees and amount of pay rolls of public-service enterprises
operated by citlies of all sizes,as well as by State governments, 1s available.}®

195ee also discussion of table 2, p. 22, supra.
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TABLE 50,—AMOUNT OF SPECIFIED
(Includes data for enterprises owned but not
ASSETS IN SINKING FUNDS
Other
“ CITY Aggregate Federal State
2 City se- govern~ and Other
é Total Cash cu:z'li)::es ment gi:::}x invest-
(par ~ | ments
‘? value) value) ?ent
S par
value)
Grand total-—me—e-- 1$1,259,090 || $359,694 || $45,091 | $302,207 | $6,044 | $5,821 $440
Group Tememmmme 21,005,970 291,042 34,188 | 253,931 450 | 2,474 | vommem
Group II-- 111,733 35,004 5,130 27,318 | 1,528 960 160
Group ITI~—mwmmmmr ] 3141,387 33,558 5,774 21,048 | 4,068 | 2,388 280
GROUP I.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y.=-memeeeewed $605,726 $180,533 $16,234 | $164,299
2 | Chicago, Ill.-~ 7,852 635" 635
3 | Philadelphia, Pa. 230,998 53,787 1,807 51,980
4 { Detroit, Mich.- 219,636 17,902 148 17,754
5 | Los Angeles, Calif,————-—=ol 29,586 9,781 9,781
6 | Cleveland, Ohio—-— 2,135
7 | Baltimore, Md,~————m——-——mrni 14,930 6,293 248 6,045
8 | St. Louis, Mo,-—-———- 3,939 587 137 $450
9 | Boaton, Nass. - 74,764 13,107 1,109 9,524 $2,474
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa.-—-- 100 28 18 10
11 | San Francisco, Calif 8,841 2,626 2,626
12 | Washington, D. C 780
13 | Milwaukee, Wis. 1,294 551 551
14 | Buffalo, N. Y.---v 5,408 5,213 895 4,318
GROUP II.~—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 T0 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La,————————— $1,383 $1,014 $1,014
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.— 708 428 94 $294 $40
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio—-—- 52,408 13,915 244 12,720 $873 178 | e
18 | Newark, N. J,~—emv 14,468 3,236 104 3,152
19 | Kansas City, Mo. 1,114 13 13
20 | Indianapolis, Ind,-———mrm—oif 1,993 208 208
21 | Houston, Tex,-——-—————————-o 5,516 1,550 728 761 7 56 | ———mrmer
22 { Seattle, Wash,=——ewvem—o 4,609 478 338 B8R | mmmeeee 25 $34
23 | Rochester, N. Y,——w~—wmm 13,348 1,637 1ue 913 605
24 | Louisville, Ky.—— 1,265 821 15 98 582 - 126
25 | Derwer, Colo,———————-— 1,550 981 242 726 13 | ———— |
26 | Portland, Oreg.—— — 7,566 5,755 518 5,030 51 1) [p——
%7 | Jersey City, N, J,————emv 4,442 3,678 114 3,563
28 | Columbus, Ohio- 1,383 1,381 1,381
GROUP IIT.--CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | Oakland, Calif.-—---—~ $3,236 $637 $340 $296
30 | Atlanta, Ga,-— 284 187 147 40
31 | Dallas, TexX.- 801 461 232 229
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 3,008 352 166 186
33 | St. Paul, Minn. 1,763 1,423 106 681 $443 $100 $94
34 2,282 98 98
35 | Birmingham, Ala,-——-—--—- 254 5 5
36 | San Antonio, Tex.- — 1,996 1,616 404 1,137 | e | e 75
37 | Providence, R. I.- 8,007 6,262 32 6,230
38 | Akron, Ohig—w~—— 590 7 7
39 | Omahsa, Nebr,-~—- 4,697 L 3: [ | — 1,780 | 2,448 | ~——omm | oo
40 | Dayton, Ohio—-——— 1,082 804 4 800
41 | Syracuse, N. Y.
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.
43 | San Diego, Calif.- 1,152 305 305
44 | Worcester, Mass.-——— 260

See footnotes at end of table,
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ASSETS AT CLOSE OF YEAR: 1938

operated by the city. Expressed in thousands)

CASH IN GENERAL
TREASURY AND GEN-

ASSETS IN INVESTMENT FUNDS, AND MISCELLANEQUS INVESTMENTS ERAL ADMINTSTRA-

TIVE FUNDS
Other
1Ty Fod- | gtate Exelu-
o City eral and Other | 5ive of | Amounts
2 secu- [ gov~ |4y Real in- amounts | held in
§ Total Cash | rities | ern~ 1~ | property | vest- held in | private
s (par ment | 8T property private trust
- Jue) ment nents trust "
B value par (par rus accomts
pel
3 value) value) accounts
Grand total-—-—-| $793,019 || $5,938 | $5,901 | $1,156 | $1,679 | $775,942 | $2,402 | $102,869 | $3,283

Group I--—- 644,708 4,127 | 1,666 750 | 1,426 | 635,479 | 1,260 88,942 1,060

Group II 65,758 358 | 1,668 80 16 63,160 485 10,625 256

Group III- 82,553 1,453 | 2,565 3486 37 77,304 647 23,302 1,968

GROUP I.——CITIES RAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER

1| New York, N. Y,-————2 $393,787 || $2,877 ~————~ | $390,058 $832
2 | Chicago, I1l.— Rl e Bl el el B el It
3 | Philadelphia, Pa.-- e | 177,211 | ——me—
4 | Detroit, Mich,——- JENNES PO — 58
5 | Los Angeles, Calif,-— $1,426 20 370
6 | Cleveland, Ohio—————o Rl I B
7 { Baltimore, Md.-——m—ww ———— 8,526 | ~———mm
8 { St. Louis, Mo.
9 | Boston, Mass.——— ———— ——

10 } Pittsburgh, Pa.-—
11 | San Francisco, Calif
12 | Washington, D. C.--
13 | Milwaukee, Wis, —
14 ) Buffalo, N. Y.~

15 | New Orleans, La. $359
16 | Minneapolis, Minn.-—— 280
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio- 493
18 } Newark, N. J.~———- 601
19 | Kansas City, Mo.- 1,021 | ~mnmee

20 | Indianapolis, Ind
21 | Houston, Tex.-—w—wrmrm

-7 f—

22 | Seattle, Wash.——————o 697
R3 | Rochester, N. Y. 11,135
R4 | Louisville, Ky. 95
25 | Denver, Colo.- 5
26 | Portland, Oreg. 1,244 48

R7 | Jersey City, N. J ~
28 | Columbus, Ohio-=—— [ |

GROUP III,—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000

29 | Oakland, Calif.-- $555
30 | Atlanta, Ga.

31 | Dallas, Tex.-——- ————
32 | Memphis, Tenn. 1,638
33 | St. Paul, Minn.-—- 248
34 | Toledo, Ohiow-—m—muamq 185
35 | Birmingham, Ala,—-—~=-| —=~—mmae
36 | San Antonio, Tex,~— 306

40 | Dayton, Ohio—-
41 | Syracuse, N, Y.
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.-—-
43 | San Diego, Calif,--~--
44 | Worcester, Mass,————|
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TABLE 50.—AMOUNT OF SPECIFIED ASSETS

(Includes data for enterprises owned but not

ASSETS IN SINKING FUNDS

Other
u CITY Aggregate Federal State
o City se- and
2 curities | BOVET™T | joce1 Other
§ Total Cash (par ment | e | Lvest~
> value) (par ment ments
» value) (
3 par

value)

GROUP III.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000—Continued
45 | Richmond, Va,=m—--m $4,103 $2,785 $72 $2,214 $498 | ~mmmm R
46 | Fort Worth, Tex. 169
47 | Youngstown, Ohjo——-- 83
48 | Hartford, Conn.—m—rm—wm—mm=r 3,606 433 258 L4 IR $103 | -
49 | Nashville, Tenn,-——- 511 191 191
50 | Jacksonville, Fla,~— 1,830 153 183
51| Grand Rapids, Mich.--- 1,586 1,296 345 918 | ~mmmmmm | e $34
52 | New Haven, Conn,
53| Long Beach, Calif,——=———e—m 70,57¢ 394 394
54 { Des Moines, Iowa-— -~ 716 680 130 318 | e 172 | ——em
561 Miami, Fla.-—— 1,094 78 78
56 | Springfield, Mass 177
57 | Flint, Mich,=~—m—=emm 1,323 916 151 745 | e [ o 20
58 | Salt Lake City, Utah--——-- 57
59 i Bridgeport, Conn
60| Tulsa, Okla. 18
61| Norfolk, Va. 10,403 4,378 861 3,502 | ———mmmm | mmmmmee 15
62 | Yonkers, N. Y.
63 | Scranton, Pa.-~— 1
64 | Paterson, N. J. 18
65| Albany, N. Y. 61 10 10
66 | Kansas City, Xans 5,138 3,541 457 957 250 1,877 [ e—e———m
67 | Chattanoega, Tenn 1,438
68 | Trenton, N. J.-— 770 438 ———— 438
69 871 305 180 40 | wmr—e TS | mmmermimm
.70 3342 (%) E——— (%)
71 167 11s 54 61
72 521 30 || —e———m 30
73 111
74 | Cambridge, Mass 53 47 2 2 e B 43
75! Wilmington, Del 811 798 25 316 396 8l | ——mmmmm
76 | Elizabeth, N. J.- 430 95 95
77 | Reading, Pa,———~—w— 340 43 2 8 23 [ R——
78 { Knoxville, Tenn.- 475
78 | New Bedford, Mass.- 30
80 | Gary, Ind.
81 | Tacoma, Wash.—-=—=——m——ceco 1‘,690 151 151
82 | Canton, Ohio=~———mm——m—— — 192 4222 4222
8% | Wichita, Kang,~-—=—--~ 78
84 | Tampa, Fla.~— -~ 109 63 63
85| Peoria, T1l.— -~ 58
86} South Bend, Ind. 270 245 245
87 | Somerville, Mass.— 39
88 | Duluth, Minn,-—---- 270
89 | Lowell, Mass.
90| Utica, N, ¥,-———mm—mmeeoel 568 86 86
91| Waterbury, Conn.
92 ! Lynn, Mass,-——— R8
93 { Evansville, Ind 583 43 43
94 { F1 Paso, Tex,—--- 583 80 31 49
Honolulu, Hawaii® ~me—wew — 1,751 1,024 181 843

*Less than $500.

! Includes assets in public trust funds, not separstely tabulated—total $225,000, consisting of
$2192,000 cash, $5,000 city securities, and $1,000 miscellaneous investments.

Includes assets in public trust funds, not separately tabulated-—consisting of $218,000 cash.

? Includes assets in public trust funds, not separately tabulated—total $7,000, consisting of $1,000
cash, $5,000 city securities, and $1,000 miscellaneous investments.

*Overdraft.

B Not included in group or grand totals.
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AT CLOSE OF YEAR: 1938—Continued

operated by the city.

Expressed in thousands)

291

City number

ASSETS IN INVESTMENT FUNDS, AND MISCELLANEOUS INVESTMENTS

CASH IN GENERAL
TREASURY AND GEN-
ERAL ADMINISTRA-

TIVE FUNDS

CITY

Total

Lash

rities

value)

Other
State
and
local
govern-
ment
(par
value)

Fed-
eral
gov-
ern—
ment
(par
value)

City
secu~-

(par

Exelu-
sive of
amounts
held in
private

trust
aceounts

Other
Real
property | vest—
ments

Amounts
held in
private
trust
acconts

GROUP IIIL

«—CITIES HAVING 4

POPULATION OF 100,000 T0

300,000~—Continued

45

47
48
49
50
51

Richwond, Va.

Fort Worth, Tex.,------
Youngstown, Chio—-
Hartford, Conn,-—-———of
Nashville, Tenn.-
Jacksonville, Fla.——-~
Grand Raplds, Mich.—-

New Haven, Conn.---———-
Long Beach, Calif,—-
Des Moines, Iowa-
Miami, Fla,-——=—
Springfield, Mass.——-
Flint, Mich.————-—o
Salt Lake City, Utah—

Bridgeport, Conn,————o
Tulsa, Okla,—~—-
Norfolk, Va.-——-
Yonkers, N. Y,————--
Scranton, Pa.--
Paterson, N. J,=——~~-]

Albany, N. Y,-—-—n=-mn
Kansas City, Kans.——
Chattanooga, Tenn.
Trenton, N, J.=—me——rmq

pok , Wash.
Fort Wayne, Ind,-——-e~vq

Camden, N. J.-———--—
Erle, Pa.——-
Fall River, Mass
Cambridge, Mass.
Wilmington, Del.
Elizabeth, N, J.--mw=vq

Reading, Pa.--——=—nmun
Knexville, Tenn.
New Bedford, Mass,--—-
Gary, Ind.—-
Tacoma, Wash.-—
Canton, Ohio——~—~vuv

Wichita, Kans, ~—e——e-f
Tampa, Fla.--
Peoria, I1l.-—
South Bend, Ind.
Somerville, Mass.-—
Duluth, Minn,~w—cveen-

Lowell, Mass.

Utica, N. Y,—remeer—ee
Waterbury, Conn.—
Lynn, Mass.,—-

Evansville, Ind.——-
El Pago, TexX.-—w——=v—w~i

112

Honolulu, Hawaii® -
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TABLE 51.—EMPLOYEES AND PAY ROLLS OF MUNICIPALLY-OWNED
PUBLIC-SERVICE ENTERPRISES: 1938

{Pay roll expressed in thousands)

II.~ELECTRIC LIGHT
TOTAL I.~~WATERWORKS AND POWER III.~~ALL OTHER
Number of Pay Number of Pay Number of Pay Number of Pay
. employees, | roll enployees, | roll | employees, | roll | employees, | roll
3 CITY April 1, for April 1, for April 1, for April 1, for
| 1938 fiscal 1938 fiscal 1938 fiscal 1938 fiscal
& year year year year
5 Fuil | part | 920 1) a1 | part | *°990 ) pun | part | ©29% | pund | pare | OPdCE
[£) time | time 1938 tine | time 1938 time | time 1938 time | time 1938
Grand total-----1,761 [L,544 [$71,829 |[24700 1,121 §5%6,972 B,991 | 75 15,578 0670 | 148 $19,279
Group I--—m——--—--—28,911 | 525 | 51,829 [[15202 | 482 |25,824 5,845 | ~—— | 11,406 [7,864 | 43 | 14,599
Group ITewmm—m-———wmdd 5,166 | 163 | 7,373 |[3,681 | 125 | 4,783 | 127 | - 209 1,358 | 40| 2,381
Group IIT-———--———-- 7,684 | 656 | 12,627 ||5,217 | 516 | 8,366 1,019 | 75| 1,963 1,448 | 65| 2,296
GROUP I.—-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 500,000 AND OVER
1| New York, N. Y.lem—o —emew | come | commme ) e | e | s | s | e | e | e | e | e
2 | Chicago, Ill,- 5,087 | 106 | $7,329 {5,006 | 106 | $7,140 | e~ | —vre | eomee | 81| - | 189
3 | Philadelphia, Pa.-=~ 961 |~——-| 1,086 708 | ~—— 931 | ww—m | =~ | = | 252 | mmm 188
4 | Detroit, Mich,—-n——d 6,407 | —=—= | 12,368 || 936 | ~=—= | 1,887 | wewm | =nmm | e [5,471 | ~== | 10,481
5 | Los Angeles, Calif.- 8,289 | ~—- | 16,579 ([2,855 | —-- | 5,840 4,995 | ~~ | 99,819 | 441 | —— 920
6 | Cleveland, Ohfio-=—w=j 1,979 { ===~ 3,553 [|1,149 | === | 2,015 | 812 | === | 1,503 18 | —-—— 34
7 | Baltimore, Md.-=~—-- 936 | === 808 839 | wm—m 690 | ——m | e [ mmmem 97 | w—e 117
8 | St. Louis. Mo.—-—= 1,033 4| 1,614 {|1,008 4 e | e L 27 | e 35
9 | Boston, Mass. —-q 635 17| 1,265 486 | ~mame ———— | wm—— 149 17 381
10 | Pittsburgh, Pa,-—--~ 296 95 870 262 95 m—— | ——— 534 | wom 30
11 | San Francisco, Calif.| 1,777 96 | 3,535 506 80 | 1,318 40 | = 84 1,231 16| 2,136
12 | Washington, D. C.=-- 584 [ 51| 1,111 || 584 | 51| 1,111 | ===~ | e | commciom | oo | s | e
13 | Milwaukee, Wis,~-——- 464 | 156 800 432 | 146 P81 | mmmr | e [ e 32 10 69
14 | Buffalo, N, Y.ww——=— 463 | == 911 432 | === 859 | wamim | mom | memen 31 | - 52
GROUP II.—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 300,000 TO 500,000
15 | New Orleans, La.--- 906 66 | $1,148 528 46 $503 ————| 378 20 $645
16 | Minneapolis, Minn, 3o —=wem | meme | mwemon || come | oomn | e i | v | e | e
17 | Cincinnati, Ohio-——- 545 | —=- 879 6|~ n
18 | Newark, N. J, t-———f —o ———— e | | e
19 | Kansas City, Mo.-——- 902 | ~—~— 909 16 | =—= 21
20 | Indienapolls, Ind.—-| 672 | ——=~} 1,101 |} =——= | ~—— 672 | ~emm | 1,101
21 | Houston, Tex, -———-—- 443 18 718 301 | == 142 18 302
22 | seattle, Wash.-—— —-—- Rl Rt | et e Bl Rl e
23 | Rochester, N, Y,—-4 223| 16 328 200] 15 23 1 31
24 | Loudsville, Ky.le=—-o ———o= | ~—== | wmrme || e | e e | e | e
25 { Denver, Colo, - 505 | —=—- 753 479 | ——— 26 | ——ee 27
26 | Portland, Oreg.-—--—— 301 26 622 223 25 78 1 204
27 | Jersey City, N. J.—j 244 37 275 235 37 9 | = 27
28 | Columbus, Ohio~ww=~{ 42§ |-—- 638 290 | ==—m 8| ——- 12
GROUP III.—-CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000
29 | cakland, Calif,?-— ——— | —— | ——=— ———| ——
30 | Atlanta, Ga.l- e el e
31 | ballas, Tex.-— -~ 270 102 $493
32 | Memphis, Tenn, o e | e [ e
33 | St. Peml, Minn, -~ o [ —oom | ~moeen
34 | Toledo, Ohtolm—m—mmd ———— | == [ =em—u
35 | Birmingham, Ala.-—-- 44 4 104 8 4 14
36 | San Antonio, Tex.---4 165 34 255 3| - 3
37 | Providence, R. I.-— 181 03 414 6 10
38 | Akron, Ohio—==—ww=—{ 206 | ~—~- 311 15 | == 19
39 | Omaha, Nebr. — 643 2] 1,074 445 2 733
40 | Dayton, Ohio—- 142 6 189 [CRIOEEG)
41 | Syracuse, N. Y.}-—4 —— | ~— | ———- e | e | e
42 | Oklahoma City, Okla.| 111 [ e 169 101 | ~—=— 187 | ——— | —— | === 10| — 12
43 | San Diego, Calif,——q 197 1 331 161 | ~—- 264 |~ | e [ e 36 1 67
44 | Worcester, Mass, *=aef ————= | come | oo e | e | e | e | e e | — | ——
45 | Richmond, Va.-———-- 328 1 538 128 1 209 | mmew | e | emmmeem | 200 ] - 330
46 | Port Worth, Tex.l-—ed —=— | —mam | mmmmee || omom [ e | e | e | e e ] e | e | e
47 { Youngstown, Ohiow=-sq 105 70 238 108 70 238 | —mmm | o [ e | o | s | e

1Not reported.
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TABLE 51,-~EMPLOYEES AND PAY ROLLS OF MUNICIPALLY-OPERATED
PUBLIC-SERVICE ENTERPRISES: 1938—Continued
{Pay roll expressed in thousands)
11.~ELECTRIC LIGHT
TOTAL I.~—WATERWORKS AND POWER IIX.—ALL OTHER
Number of Pay Number of Fay Number of Pay Number of Pay
employees, | roll employees, | roll |employees, | roll |employees, | roll
E CITY April 1, for April 1, for April 1, for April 1, for
§ 1938 fiscal 1938 fiscal 1938 fiscal 1938 fiscal
€ year year year year
- Fall {Part |99 |l g1 fpart (P90 Tpuy | pare |00 Pl fpare |OPESC
18] time | time 1938 time | time 1938 time |time 1938 time |time 1938
GROUP III.~—CITIES HAVING A POPULATION OF 100,000 TO 300,000-—Continued
48 | Hartford, Conn.- 257 | w8243 || 248 | memm | $221 | mmmm [ e | $22
49 | Nashville, Tenn,le—of ——om | oom | oo [ e | e [ | e e [ ————
50 { Jacksonville, Fla.-- 736 | —-- | 1,062 114 | == 162 | 366 | == $629 271
§1 | Grand Rapids, Mich.- 137 2 227 137 2 227 | —mim | oo | e | e ———
52 | New Haven, Conn.-—- 6 3 9 || wemm | o | = ———— | ——— | —— 8 3 9
$3 | Long Beach, Calif.--| 381 | (®) 700 || 180 | (?) 335 | wwee [ wmom | e—=—— | 201 {(?) 365
54 | Des Moines, Towad — ememm | mome | s Bl el Rl Bl B e B
55 | Miami, Fla. —cmermoof mvee | e | e e | e el Bl Rl B
56 | Springfield, Mass. ——— 263 | mwmm | e | s | e e | oo
57 | Flint, Mich,*~—-—o-| — PRV USRS SO [PIS PR D P—
$8 | Ssalt Lake City, Utah® — [EURSE (OR (USIRY [P (PRI, PRSI, | ——
59 | Bridgeport, Conn,ter] e | moom | oo e | o b e | e [ | e [ i | o
60 | Tulsa, Okla,---——o 132 2 182 |} 127 [ ~=—n 171 o | e 5 2 11
61 | Norfolk, Va,———mmm=d 66 16 113 66 16 113 e | e (1) [ (D) (@]
62 | Yonkers, N. Y,~~—— 304 12 271 303 12 288 | meemen | e | e 1| 3
63 | Scranton, Pa,l-—-—od ——— | ——— P ) [y DRSNS P USSR SN RIS PR
64 | Paterson, N. J.~w~wdf 93 | —eme 165 93 | w—m 165 | ——= e | e | —em | [ e
65 | Albany, N. Y. ——woed —acm [ | e — [ESORN (U U, RSN N
66 | Kansas City, Kans,'d ———o | —- [ —————- —— —— ——— J—
67 | Chattanooga, Tenn,?d ——wm | come | cmmcme o | e SIS [DUNIEU [USNII, PUNIES SRR DS
68 | Trenton, N, J.————-+4 178 20 286 171 5 287 | e [ e [ moeee 7 15 29
€9 | Spokane, Wash. 51 % 202 50 75 200 | memm | e | e 1 e 2
70 | Fort Wayne, Ind.—-~ 396 | 68 751 |{ 157 | --—- 263 239 | 68 881 (1) () (Y
71 | Camden, N, J.e—v—=—o = 62 | —~—m 110 52 110 | memee | wem [OIS] (M
72 | Brie, Pa.temcsmemead e | o | e (] e [ e | o | e | e [ | e [ el
75 | Fall River, Mass.-— 65 | = 107 65 | ~—— 207 | m=mm | = | e [ (1) D) (O]
74 | Cembridge, Mass.~-— 110 1 238 110 1 238 | mmem | mmmm | e | e [ e | e
75 { Wilmington, Del.~=—f 214 { === 309 139 | ~—-~ — 75 82
76 | Elizabeth, N, J.—=~d 47| —— 102 45 | —~m R 2 4
77 | Reading, Pa,--——-— 165§ 2 246 || 165 2 ———— D) &)
78 | Knoxville, Tenn.=~-~ 276 ——-= 275 156 | —=— 149 7 4
79 | New Bedford, Mass.-- 88 6 132 87 | e 126 | meweer | e | s 1 6 6
80 | Gary, Ind.'—- el el Rl Il e e | v [ e [ e | e
8l | Tacoma, Wash. - 473 2L 1,041 142 10 7 698 30 4 60
82 | Canton, Ohio=—— 4 110 15 151 110 15 JEEE P, PR, [FRIPRE R,
83 | Wichita, Kans.~—-~- 10 1 BN T e | mee | 20 1 19
84 | Tampa, Fla,ww———=m - 83 | ———m~ 120 T2 | —~——m JEGIORY P, 11 | —-m 10
85 | Peoria, Jll.—— -~ 2 » 13 [} ==== | = 2 12 i3
86 | South Bend, Ind.--—- 96 50 158 96 50 — | m—— ] ———
87 | Somerville, Mass.—- 52 | = 82 52 | ~—= wonns | e | et
88 | Duluth, Minm.-- 187 27 539 88 12 79 15 180
89 | Lowell, Mass, te— [P, (ORI | SNSRI, | oo | e | e
90 | Utica, N. Y. temmmood e | | e ——— —
91 | Waterbury, Conn. 61 91 61
82 | Lynn, Mass.—- - 84 | ———- 155 84 | v
93 | Evansville, Ind -4 121 8 202 118 8
94 | El Paso, Tex.~- - 116 2 147 111 2 140
Honolulu, Hawaii ® md cmmme | oo | oo | e | o e | o | e | e ) e | e | e

1Not reported.
2 Tncluded with full~

time employees.

3Enployees on December 31, 1938,
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DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

REVENUES

(See also figure 4, pages 26-29)

ACCOUNT. An account is a statement of debit and credit entries within a fund and re-
lates to specified sources of receipts end purposes of expenditures.

BUSINESS TAX. A business tax is a tex on business activity exacted in proportion to the
volume of business and computed through a levy which measures activity by earnings,
premiums, etc., such as & tax on insurance premiums, on income and esrnings of banks
end other corporations, and a tax on public utilities based on their gross or net in-
come, or on miles of track operated, or on passenger ecar or truck miles, number of
miles of wire or miles of water mains, and also a license fee per car or bus,

CHARGES FOR CURRENT SERVICES. These charges are those made by general governmemt depert-
ments in the form of fees, minor seles, and other charges. The fees and charges here
included are those which represent the actual compensation for services performed and
ere to be distinguished from receipts which securse, for the locel governments, individ-
uels, or corporations meking the payments, the privilege or right of doing something.

COMMERCTAL FORFEIT. A commercial forfeit is an amount on deposit or an smount specified
in a bond forfeited to the city by reason of some breach of condition, such as a fall~
ure to complete a contract.

CONTRIBUTIONS FROM PUBLIC-SERVICE ENTERPRISES. Contributions from public-service enter-
prises are of two kinds: An actual semount paid over from the revenue of one fund for
the use and benefit of the other; and the excess revenues of a public-service enter-
prise remaining in the general fund.

DONATTONS AND CONTRIBUTIONS. Doneations and contributions are bequests end gifts from
private persons and corporations of cash, reslty, securities, or other property, the
principal or income of which may be expended for city wuses, regardless of whether
such gifts or bequests were paid directly to the city treasury or to the officlals in
charge of funds.

FINES. A fine is a pecuniary punishment imposed for the commission of an offense or for
the neglect of official duty.

FUND. A fund is a sum of money or other resources {gross or net) set aside for the pur-
pose of cerrying on specific activities or attaining certain objectives in accordance
with specisl regulations, restrictions, or limitations. A fund is a distinet fiscal
entity.

PERTY TAX. The general property tax is a direct ad valorem tax upon real
property, real end personal property, or real and tangible personal property.

«—A grant is an amount, other than a receipt from a shared State tax (3.1.), re-
ceived by the city from another civil division-~as the Federal Government, the State,
or a county--to aid in the support of a specified function or for purposes in general.

INTEREST. Interest is the money received by the city for the loan of credit capital.

LICENSES AND PERMITS,., Under this heading are classified fees exacted by the city for
the purpose of regulatlon, although they may be imposed primerily for revenue purposes
with regulation only an incidental aspect.

NONREVENUES. The term nonrevenues, in thls report,is applied to all city receipts other
than revenues (g.¥.).

PENAII'Y. A penalty is the amount recovered by the municipality for a violation of the
statute law of the State or & municipal ordinance, which violation does not constitute
a crime.

PENSION ASSESSMENT. A pension assessment 1is an amount contributed by employees of the
¢ity for the maintenance of a pension or other retirement fund.

. See Licenses and permits.

POLL TAX. A poll tax is a capitation tax, uniform or graded, whether such tax is levied
as a specific amount egainst the person subject thereto or as en ad valorem tax based
upon an arbitrery veluation of polls or occupaticns.

PROPERTY TAXES ON OTHER THAN ASSESSED VALUATION. These are direct taxes which are as-
sessed, levied, eand collected by methods that are not generally applied in the case
of privately-owned resl property. They include taxes upon the property of corpora-
tions levied upon the basis of the amount of corporate stock, corporate indebtedness,
or of both corporate stock and indebtedness, or on any basis other than an assessed
valuation epplied to sll property of the corporation; taxes upon savings banks and
kindred corporations, which are levied in proportion to a certain specified portion
of deposits, as their excess above the value of specified investments; and taxes upon
1life insurance corporations assessed upon the basis of the veluations of their poli-
cies; and all specific taxes upon property, as taxes upon land at & specified emount
per acre, taxes upon horses, mules, and other animals et & specified amount per head,
taxes on vessels al a specified smount per registered ton, and taxes upon grain at &
specified amount per bushel.
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RENTS. Rents are revenues received as compensation for the use of miscellaneous real
estate, investment properties, and properties held by public trust funds and Iinvest-
ment funds. :

REVENUES. City revenues are the moneys and other wealth received by or placed to the
ecredit of cities that increase their assets without increasing their liabilities or
that decrease their liabilities without decreasing their assets.

BOYAITTES. Royalties are amounts received for the privilege or rights created by a
lease, such as the privilege of drilling for oil, gas, and other minerels, as well as
the share of the product or of the profit,.

SALES AND SERVICE TAXES, A sales tex is a locaelly imposed tax upon the sale, use, stor-
age, or consumption of selected articles, such as cigareties, tobacco, and gasoline,
or upon generel sales, consumpticn, use, storage, and, in some cases, services. A tax
of this nature is levied in proportion to the sales volume or smount consumed, used,
or stored. If the statute provides apecifically that the tax is to be transferred
to the consumer, this is added evidence that the tax was intended to be a consumption
and not e business tax.

SHARED STATE TAX. A shared State tax is a specific State-imposed tax shared with local
governments in proportion, or substantially in proportion,to the amount of tax col-
lected or produced 1in each local unit. The tax may be either collected by the State
and shared with the localities or collected locally and shared with the State. As
used in this report the term refers only to the share of the tax received by the city.
The shared tax should be distinguished from the grant (g.!.).

SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS FOR CAPITAL QUTRAYS. A special assessment is a compulsory contribu-
tion levied under the taxing or police power to defray the cost of a specific public
improvement undertaken primerily i1 the interest of the public, It differs from gen-
eral property taxes in that it is apportioned according to the assumed benefits to
the property affected by the lmprovements. Included also in the definition of a spe-
cial assessment is the special charge, which is a charge egainst the beneficiaries of
a specific public improvement based on the actual cost of the improvement.

TAX. 4 tax, as defined by Bastable, is a "compulsory contribution from the wealth of a
person or body of persong for the service of the public powers."

UNCLATMED MONEYS. Unclaimed moneys are amounts received by the municipality from moneys
held in trust for private persons and uncleimed by the owners, such as funds to pay
debt obligatlons that have beeu cancelled after having been long overdue without
presentation of the claim, revenue from private trust funds or accounts awaiting the
discovery of heirs or ownei's. money from the sale of unclaimed property, unclaimed
saelaries, and cancelled warrants of prior years.

COST PAYMENTS
(See also figure 5, pages 107-112)

CHARITIES. Chearities consists of municipal institutional ocare of independent and neg-
lected children and of adult dependents; other institutional and noninstitutional
care, including public assistence and other welfare services, as regulation of foster
or boarding hames, legal aid, and employment agencies; and all other charities, such
as contributions by the eity to some political division on account of floods or other
disasters.

CONSERVATION OF HEAILTH. Conservation of health consists of vitel statisties, regulation
and inspection, control of communicable diseases, child health services, adult health
services, laboratories, health centers and clinics, and miscellameous activities, such
as general public health nursing not assignable to specific olassifications and ex-
penditures for public health information.

CONTRIBUTIONS TO PUBLIC-SERVICE ENTERPRISES. This 1s a new class of general governmental
expenses, arising from reporting separately the transactions of general government
end of public-service enterprises. Such a contribution may be either an actual amount
paid over from the revenues of one fund for the use and benefit of the other, or the
portion of costs of the public-service enterprise met from general revenues,

CORBECTION. Correction consists of municipal correctional institutions, delinquents in
other institutions, probation and parole, end the net expenses of Iindustrial activi-
ties of institutions.

COST PAYMENTS. Cost payments are all amounts recorded in the books of the cities as
heving been peid on account of operation and maintensnce, interest, and capitsl out-
lay (g.v.). They include all costs of city governments, consisting of the costs of
services employed; properties constructed, purchased, or rented; public improvements
constructed or otherwlse acquired; materlals utilized; and interest on borrowed money.
They are classified into twelve functionsl groups-—such as highways, conservation of
health, and cherities (g.v.).

EXPENDITURE. As used in this report, expenditure is synonymous with cost payment {(g.v.).

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE, LEGISLATIVE, AND JUDICIAL. General administrative, lesgislative,
end judiciel consists of the legislative and judicial branches of locsl government,
and, in addition, suech auxiliery administrative agencies as those established to deal
with finance, lew, elections, and general administrative buildings. The longer ex-
pression supersedes and 1s synonymous with the term "genersl government® used in the
Bureau's reports previously.

HIGHWAYS. Highways includes not only the ectivities relating to streets snd other road-
ways but, in addition, structures and improvements necessary for the use of highways,
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such as bridges, tunnels, viaducts, and grade separations. Waterways are also re-
ported under this function, as well as services that are appurtenant to streets, such
as street lighting and snow emd ice removal, but the cleaning of streets is classi-
fied as sanitation.

HOSPITALS. Hospitals consists of general and special municipel hospitals; where public
patients are cared for in hospitals not municipally-owned, the costs are alsc included
in this function.

INTEREST. Interest is the deslgnation for the interest costs ineurred by cities for the
use of credlt capital.

LIBRARIES, Libraries consists of municipal libraries. Libraries connected with public
schools for the use of teachers and pupils only are included under schools (g.z.).
MISCELLANEOUS. Miscellaneous consists of Jjudgments and losses, not allocsble; pensions
and gratuities on account of service; compensation for employee injury, not allocable;
municipal service enterprises, not allocable; markets and warehouses; cemeteries and
crematories; contributions to public-service enterprises; and certain unclassifiable

items.

NONCOST PAYMENTS. The term noncost payments is applied in this report to all city pay-
ments other then cost payments (g.v.).

OPFRATION AND MATNTENANCE. Payments for operation and maintenance are the costs and
losses of citles for which no permanent or subsequently convertible value is received
or recelvable. These costs ere incurred on account of services employed, property
rented, and materials wutilized in connection with the maintenence and operation of
government or the management of trusts; they are exclusive of costs erising from the
construction or acquisition of permanent properties or improvements.

QUTLAYS. Outlays are the costs of land and other properties and public improvements
more or less permenent in character which are owned and used by cities in the exer-
cise of their city functions.

PUBLIC SAFETY. Public safety consists of police, fire, protective regulation end in-
spection, flood control, and such miscellaneous activities as travelers' aild, gsme
and fish wardens, and bounties on animals.

RECREATION. Recreation consists of cultural-scientific activities, as museums and art
galleries; organized recreation; municipal perks; and special facilities for recrea-
tion, as auditoriums, stadiums, auto camps, piers, and yacht harbors.

SANTTATION AND WASTE REMOVAL. Sanitation end waste removel consists of the removal and
disposal of street deposits, sewage, and waste; comfort stations; smoke regulations;
and such miscellaneous services as the control of publie nuisances, expenditures for
public laundries, washhouses end baths (except those operated In parks incident to
recreation), and the removal of dead animals.

SCHOOLS. Schools consists of all educational activities except public libraries.

DEBT
(See figure 6, p. 186)

CONTINGENT GENERAL OBLIGATIONS. A contingent general obligation is an internal improve-
ment bond payasble from speciasl assessments, but for which the full faith and eredit
of the olty is pledged. While these bonds are presumably payeble from special as-
sessments, in case of insufficient collections of special sssessments to meet bond
and interest payments, the city cen levy a general property tax to retire bonds and
pay interest.

FLOATING DEBT. See Short-term loans.

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS. A general obligation bond represents a debt for which the
faith and c¢redit of the city is pledged; it is evidenced by a formal instrument, has
a fixed date of maturity, end is paysble from any revenues of the city not obligated.
These bonds are either long-term bonds or serial bonds (g.¥.).

GROSS DEBT. Gross debt is the aggregate of all outstanding debt obligations.

LONG-TERM BONDS. See Term bonds.

NET DEBT'. Net debt is the total of general obligation bonds and revenue bonds less sink-
ing-fund assets accumulated for their smortization.

REFUNDED DEBT. Debt issued to retire debt already outstanding is called refunded debt.

REVENUE BONDS, A revenue bond is defined as an obligation payeble exclusively from the
revenues of a specified income-producing property or system for the scquisition, con-
struction, or improvement of which the obligation was issued. Such bonds are titled
"reverue bonds," and usually they are so recorded on the books of the city and on the
face or in the text of the bond., It is expressly understood that the obligation is
not & general debt of the municipality and that there is no recourse to any texing
power for payment.

SFRIAL BONDS. Serial bends are bonds which come due from year to year and are paya-
ble from current revenues.

SHORT-TERM LOANS OR OBLIGATIONS. Short-term loans or obligations consist of bond antic-
ipation notes, tax revenue anticipstion notes, &and other current temporary loans hav-
ing only & short time to ruw, usuelly less than a year. Finesl judgments Tendered
ageinst the city during the yesr but not pald are reported here, but short-term spe~-
ciael asse ent obligetions are reported under special assessment obligations (g¥e)s

SPECIAL ASSESSMENT OBLIGATIONS. Special assessment debt 1s debt which is peyeble from
assessments levied or assessed agealnst the benefited property in proportion to the
velue of the bepefit., These specisl assessment obligations are classified either es
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long-term loans or as short-term losns (g.v.). They are classified under each of
these subdlivisions as oontingent general obligations and those fpeyable only from
special assessments" (g.v.).

SPECIAL. ASSESSMENT OBLIGATIONS PAYABLE ONLY FROM ASSESSMENTS. Special assessment obli-
gations paysble only from assessments are internal bonds payeble only from assess-~
ments. In case of insufficient collections to pay bonds and Interest the holder of
the bonds cannot hold the c¢ity corporation liasble, nor can the city corporation levy
general property taxes to pay bonds or interest.

TERM BONDS. Term bonds, or long-term bonds, are bonds which ordinarily come due at one
time and are retired from sinking funds {(g.¥.).

SPECIFIED ASSETS

GENERAL ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS. General administrative funds are those funds, other than
investment, trust, and sinking funds, that ere independently edministered by boards
or commissions not under the asuthority of the city auditor or comptroller.

GENERAL TREASURY FUNDS. General treasury funds are the aggregate of the principal city
funds, other then investment, trust, and sinking funds, over which the city auditor
or comptroller exercises authority.

INVESTMENT FUNDS, AND MISCELLANEOUS INVESTMENTS. Under this heading are included funds,
other than sinking and trust funds, and all interest-besring securities and invest-
ments, other than those of the funds mentioned, including real property used for pur-
poses other than those of the city. Although the term "investment fund®™ is seldom em-
ployed by State officials, it seems to be an eppropriate designation for funds of the
class here deseribed, The value of real property incidentally acquired and yielding
1little or no income is included as a miscellaneous Iinvestment. In some instances,
the assets in investment funds consist of bdonds or stocks acquired by the oity in
consideration of financial aid or grants to railroads or other public-service corpor
ations; in a few instances they consist of real property temporarily held for secur-
ing rents or for the profits that may result from an increase in value; in other cases
they consist of bonds or mortgages received in exchange for real property end held
as investments awaiting maturity or a favorable market. In most cities reporting
investment funds or investments, the invested assets are comparatively small, and in
gome instances they are held only temporarily while awalting a favorable opportunity
for the city to dispose of them, when the proceeds are to be turned over to the gen-
eral treasury. Funds provided for the purchase, construction, or equipment of build-
ings or the permanent properties of the ecity, which are invested during the period of
accumulation, are also treated as investment funds.

PUBLIC TRUST FUNDS. Public trust funds are established by citles for the purpose of con-
serving and administering moneys and other forms of wealth that come to them by dona-
tion, bequest or otherwise, under such conditions that the recipient becomes & trusiee
charged with the administration of the fund and with disbursements from it, or from
income derived from its principal, for designated public uses, The usual purposes
for which these funds are created are the support of educatlional activities in schools
end libraries, health and hospital services, care of defectives, and pensions for em-
ployees of the city govermment.

SINKING FUNDS. The sinking funds maintained by cities are of two distinet classes, those
with and those without investments, the distinction depending largely upon the method
of distributing the loads to be carried by these funds. The sinking funds with in-
vestments are established and maintained primarily for the redemption of long-term
bonds at maturity, the purpose of converting a part of the cash eccumilatian into se-
curities being to increase the earning power of the funds. The sinking funds without
securities are maintained primarily for the emortization of debt obligations by pur-
chase before their maturity, or for the retirement of serial bonds, the purpose of
the funds usually being accomplished without ¢he accumulation of assets in large
amounts.

ASSESSED VALUATIONS AND TAX LEVIES

ASSESSED VALUATION. Assessed valuation 1s the valuation set upon real eatate or other
property by assessors of a governmental unlt as a basis for levying taxes.

TAX IEVY. A btax levy 1s the emount of a particular type of tax imposed by the State,
such as a general property tax levy.

TAX RATES ON PROPENTY. A tax rate on property is the amount of tax per unit of assessed
valuation. The unit of assessed veluation 1is either $1, $100, or $1,000, the last-
nemed being used by the Bureau., The product of the tax rate and the assessed valua-
tion is the property tax levy.

PUBLIC-SERVICE ENTERPRISES

INCOME. Income is the term used to designate public-service enterprise revenues. This
latter term is defined the seme as revenues of the city {g.¥.).
OPERATING EXPENSE. Operating expense of a public-service enterprise 1s that part of the
payments (g.¥.) which are expended in the actual operation of the enterprise.
. Operating revenus of a public-service enterprise is that part of the
income (g.¥.) which arises from the operation of the enterprise itself.

407809 O—41——20
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PAYMENTS. Paymernts is the term used for public-service enterprises which parallels the
term cost payments (3.1.) used for general government.

PUBLIC-SERVICE ENTERPRISES. Public-service enterprises, according to the Bureau of Cen-
sus classification, include such municipal enterprises as waterworks, electric light
and power systems, street railways and other transit systems, gas systems, ports,
docks, harbors, wharves, ferries, airports, redio stations, terminals, end condults.

SERVICE CHARGES. Service charges are charges for services performed by a public-service

. enterprise for general governmment or another enterprise.

OTHER TEBMS. The definitions of other terms relating to public-service enterprises cor-

respond to the definitions of these terms as given in the preceding sections.





