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SUMMARY 

At the request of the Chairman, Subcommittee on Inter- 
governmental Relations I Senate Committee on Government 
Operations, GAO conducted case studies on general revenue 
sharing at 26 selected local governments throughout the 
country, including Bostonl Massachusetts. :I-, p, ‘-2 I. p c ‘:’ 34 i c .“,I 

For the period January 1, 1972, through June 30, 1974, 
Boston was allocated approximately $48.9 million in revenue 
shar ing fund s p or a per capita amount of $76.34. Of the 
amount allocated, about $4386 million was received by June 
30, 1974, and about $5.3 million was received in July 1974. 
The revenue sharing funds allocated to Boston were equiva- 
lent to about 10.3 percent of its own tax collections. 

The Chairman’s letter listed seven areas on which the 
Subcommittee wanted information. Following is a brief 
description of the selected information GAO obtained on each 
area during its review of Boston. 

1. The specific operating and capital programs funded 
in part or in whole by general revenue sharing in each 
jurisdiction. Boston has designated $24,976,439 through 
June 30, 1974, as being used in the the following areas. 

Function Amount 

Public safety $ 7,8,93,620 
Environmental protection 5,399,999 
Public transportation 3,319,217 
Health 6,616,059 
Recreation 11690,825 
Social services for poor and aged 56,719 

Total $24,976,439 

The city’s accounting records showed that within these 
use designations the funds were used for operations and 
maintenance, including salaries, services B and supplies. 
Boston did not use revenue sharing funds for capital pro- 
jects. 

I 2. The fiscal condition of each jurisdiction, includ- 
ing its surplus or debt status. An analysis of Boston’s 
fund balances at the end of the five most recent fiscal 
periods revealed a deterioration in the city’s fiscal con- 
dition. As of December 31, 1969, the general fund showed a 
surplus balance of $1.9 million, but as of June 30, 1974, 
it showed a deficit of $37.8 million. City officals at- 
tributed the deficit, in large part, to an increase in unpaid 

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report 
cover date should be noted hereon. i GGD-75-77-K 



real estate taxes. The city’s net indebtedness has more than 
doubled--from $175.8 million in 1969 to $364.9 million in 
1974. Although the debt ceiling imposed by State statute as 
of June 30, 1974! was $105 million, and Boston’s outstanding 
debt within this limit was $70 million, certain statutes 
allow borrowing outside the debt limit for school construc- 
tion I urban renewal p and the construction of public buildings 
and par king garages o 

3. The impact of revenue sharing on local tax rates 
and any changes In local tax laws, and an analysis of local 
tax rates vis-a-vis per capita income. Boston’s tax reve- 
nues are ralsathrough taxes on real and personal property 
and an excise tax on motor vehicles. The excise tax rate 
has remained unchanged since 1960, but the rate on real and 
personal property has increased from 144.40 mills in 1969 to 
196.70 in 1972., which was also the rate for 1974. Appropr i- 
ation of the full $‘48.9 million in revenue sharing entitlements 
for the L8-month fiscal period beginning January 1, 1973, and 
ending June 30, 1974, would have resulted in a tax rate re- 
duction. However I city officials decided to appropriate only 
$29 million in revenue sharing funds far that period in order 
to stabilize the tax rates for the fiscal periods ending June 
30, 1974 and 1975. 

The percentage of a family”s income that is paid to the 
city of Boston and to the State government increases slightly 
as family income increases. The tax burden for a family of 
four increased from 19.8 percent of family income to 19.9 
percent and 2‘0.3 percent as family income increased from $7,500 
to $12,500 and $17,500, respectively. 

4. The percentage of the total local budget represented 
by generaE&enue sharing. Revenue sharing funds received 
by Boston through June 30, 1974, totaled approximately 
$43.6 million. Boston did not budget any of its revenue 
sharing funds prior to January 1, 1973. For the transitional 
period beginning January 1 I 1973, Boston budgeted approxi- 
mately $29 million, or 4.5 percent of the city budget and 3.5 
percent of the combined city and school budgets. The $14.6 
million that had not been budgeted as of June 30, 1974, 
amounted to about 2.3 percent of the cityIs transitional 
budget. 

5. The impact of Federal cutbacks in three or four 
specific categorlcalprograms and the degreep if %y, 
that revenue sharing has been used to replace those cutbacks. 
Boston has not experienced a reduction in total Federal cate- 
gor ical aid 0 During calendar year 1971, Boston received 
about $23 million in Federal aid and about $29.6 million in 
1972. During the 18-month fiscal period ended June 30, 1974r 
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Boston received about $44.1 million in Federal aid. Estimates 
of Federal aid to be received in fiscal year 1975 were not 
available. 

The city used revenue sharing funds to partially fund a 1 local antipoverty agency whose funding by the Office of 
I Economic Opportunity had been stopped. The city discontinued 
I its support of the antipoverty agency after the Office of 

Economic Opportunity reinstated the funds. 

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

Since December 31, 1971, 78 employment discrimination com- 
I plaints have been filed against the city of Boston. Thirteen 

of these cases have been closed, three in favor of the com- 
plainant. One major civil rights suit is pending against 

/ the fire department. In another suit the police department 
I was prohibited by the courts from using a biased qualifica- 

tion test and was required to give minorities preference in 
I hiring. 

Four public service discrimination complaints have been 
filed since December 31, 1971, against’city departments that 
received revenue sharing funds. Two of these cases have been 
closed. In one, the case was closed because the complainant 
moved ; in the other, the agency ruled that it lacked juris- 
diction. 

According to the 1970 census, the civilian labor force 
in Boston consisted of 278,607 persons, of which 46 percent 
were females and 15 percent were blacks and Spanish language 
individuals. As of June 30, 1974, the city-county govern- 
ment work force totaled 13,968 employees, of which 30 per- 
cent were females and 10 percent were blacks and Spanish 
language individuals. However, some departments had low 
ratios of minority employees. For example, 96.9 percent 
of the fire department’s employees were white males; all 
the department’s new hires during the year ended June 30, 
1974, were white males. The local government has estab- 
lished an affirmative action program and an agency to investi- 
gate employment discrimination complaints. 

As Boston did not use revenue sharing to fund capital 
projects, the Davis-Bacon provision of the act did not apply. 
Also, the prevailing wage provision did not apply since the 
amount of revenue sharing funds used for personal services 
was less than 25 percent of the total departmental expendi- 
tures for personal services. 

/ 
7. Public participation in the local budgetary pro- 

/ cess, and- ng on that process. - -P-w 
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The normal budgetary process in Boston includes holding a 
pub1 ic hear ing e The city published the planned and actual 
use reports required by the Revenue Sharing Act and, on 
various occasions, released to the news media articles 
concerning the revenue sharing program. Howe’ver, GAO was 
unable to identify any participation by public interest 
groups in the public budget hearings held by the city coun- 
cil. A city official stated that effective public partici- 
pation in the budgetary process occurs bdfore the hearings 
through a series of neighborhood meetings. Community 
needs identified during these meetings are included in the 
mayor’s budget recommendations to the city council. 

iv 



CAAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

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

On July 8, 1974, the Chairman, Subcommittee on Intergov- 
ernmental Relations, Senate Committee on Government Operations, 
requested us to conduct case studies on general revenue shar- 
ing at 26 selected local governments throughout the country. 
The request was part of the Subcommittee’s continuing evaluay 
tion of the impact of general revenue sharing on S,tate and local 
governments. The Chairman requested information on 

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

--the fiscal condition of each jurisdiction; 

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

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

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

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

--public participation in the local budgetary process 
and the impact of revenue sharing on that process. 

Boston, Massachusetts, is one of the 26 selected local 
governments, which include large, medium, and small munici- 
palities and counties as well as a midwestern township. 
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON 
BOSTON 

According to the 1970 census, Boston had a population of 
641,071. With an area of about 43 square milesl it is the 
largest city in New England and the sixteenth largest city 
in the United States. Boston is the center of the commer- 
cial r financial B wholesale and retail trade and service acti- 
vities for all of New England. It is the major market and 
distribution point for raw materials and manufactured products. 
It is also the center of the fishing industry and one of the 
major seaports on the Atlantic coast. It is the largest wool 
market in the Nation. 

In 1971 the Massachusetts Division of Employment Security 
reported that Boston had 17,683 firms which employed 360,247 
persons and had an annual payroll of about $3 billion. Whole- 
sale and retail trades, with 30.5 percent of the total number 
of employees and 25.9 percent of the total annual payroll, 
were the leading industry category. Wholesale firms numbering 
2 I 255 employed about 36,999 persons and had an annual payroll 
of $385 million. Retail firms numbering 4,031 employed about 
72,075 persons and had an annual payroll of $396 million. The 
manufacturing industries reported 1,515 firms with 58,621 
employees and an annual payroll of $518 million. The fishing 
industry reported 17 firms employing 301 persons and an an- 
nual payroll of $1.8 million. 

Boston is governed by an elected mayor and a nine-member 
city council elected at large. The mayor appoints all heads 
of city departments and members of municipal boards with the 
exception of those appointed by the Governor, namely the 
licensing board and finance commission. The annual budget, 
as well as subsequent appropriations and transfers, is pre- 
pared under the mayor’s direction for submission to the city 
council e 

The responsibility for operating and maintaining the 
city’s public schools rests with the Boston school committee. 
This committee is made up of five members elected at large 
for a term of 2 years. Although the school committee is 
independent of the mayor and city council, it is part of the 
total city structure, and the cost of operating and maintain- 
ing the school system is funded by the city’s general fund. 

In addition to education, the city provides health serv- 
ices, police and fire protection, highway and street mainte- 
nance f sewage disposal I library facilities, social services 
for the poor and aged, an air pollution control agency, and 
park and recreation facilities. The city is also responsible 
for financing the operations of Suffolk County, which provides 
court and correctional facilities. 

2 



REVENUE SHARING ALLOCATION --- 

Revenue sharing funds are allocated according to a formula 
in the Revenue Sharing Act. The amount available for distribu- 
tion within a State is divided into two portions--one-third for 
the State government and two-thirds for all eligible local gov- 
ernments within the State. 

. 

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

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

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

Boston was constrained at the 145 percent level in all 
four entitlement periods (January 1, 1972, through June 30, 
1974). Our calculations showed that if the allocation formula 
were applied in Massachusetts without all the act’s constraints, 
Boston’s allocation for the period from January 1, 1972, through 
June 30, 1974, would have been $63,799,027. However, because 
these constraints were applied, Boston was allocated $48,941,428. 
This included $5,294,320 which was received in July 1974. 

The following schedule shows revenue sharing per capita 
and revenue sharing as a percentage of adjusted taxes for 
Boston (with a population of 641,071) and the next two largest 
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cities in the State, Worcester and Springfield, with populations 
of 176,572 and 163,905, respectively. 

Revenue sharing funds received for the period 
January 1 I 1972, through June 30, 1974 

-As a percent 
Received Per capita taxes 

City (note a) share (note b) -- __I-- 

Boston $481941,428 $76.34 10.3 
Worcester 11,286,011 63.92 13.4 
Springfield 8,295,419 50.61 13.8 

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

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

The 145 percent maximum constraint for the governments 
in Massachusetts was $76.32 per capita. (The difference be- 
tween the $76.32 maximum value and Boston’s $76.34 per capita 
is due to rounding .) The 20 percent minimum for the same 
period was $10.51 per capita. 



CHAPTER 2 ------e-v 

BUDGETING AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION -------_I_ ----------em 

IN THE BUDGETARY PROCESS ---p--w- ------ 

Boston’s fund structure consists of five funds: the 
general (operating) fund, the Federal revenue sharing fund, 
the nonrevenue fund, the trust fund, and the sinking fund. 

1. General fund-- is Boston’s primary operating fund and T----- is the only fund that reports a surplus or deficit. 
Activities-financed by this fund include the opera- 
tions and maintenance expenses of the city and county 
departments along with certain functional expenses. 
Major functional expenses are debt and interest 
charges, State assessments (e.g.l annual examination 
of the State-Boston Retirement System), metropolitan 
district commission assessments (e.gO, park mainte- 
nance) , Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
assessment (e.g., Boston’s contribution to the public 
transportation expenses), and the city’s contribution 
to retirement funds. I 

Real property taxes, personal property taxes, and the 
motor vehicle excise tax are the general fund’s pri- 
mary sources of revenue. Additional sources are 
grants from other governments, water and sewer use 
charges, parking meter’ fees, and miscellaneous li- 
censes and fines. 

2. Federal revenue sharing fund--is the operating fund 
Z?%KiiZsharing . 

-- 
The activities designa.ted as 

being funded by revenue sharing during the 18-month 
period ended June 30, 1974, include portions of the 
operating budget for the office of public service 
and the departments of ‘police, fire, public works, 
health and’hospitals, and parks and recreation. En- 
titlement payments from the U.S. Treasury and interest 
income realized from the investment of these funds 
are the revenue sources for this fund. 

3. Nonrevenue fund --7 --- --is Boston’s and Suffolk County’s 
capital debt fund, Activities financed by this fund 
include establishment of parks and playgrounds and 
construction of bridges, sidewalks, and school build- 
ings. City bond issues are the primary source of 
revenue. State and Federal grants are additional 
revenue sources. It should be noted that debt redemp- 
tion and interest charges pertaining to city obliga- 
tions are paid from the general fund. 
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4. 

5. 

Trust fund--consists of approximately 300 separate 
T<%c-izh a total value of $262.7 million at 
June 30, 1974. The State-Boston Retirement System 
fund, with assets of $224.4 million at June 30, 1974, 
is the largest individual fund. Certain trust funds 
have restrictions placed upon their use, such as the 
trust fund for the maintenance of a cemetery or the 
fund for the care of convalescent men at the Boston 
city hospital m The revenue sources for the various 
trust funds are primarily donations and bequests to 
the city, employee contributions and city appropria- 
tions to the retirement system, and investment income. 
The city collector-treasurer is the custodian for the 
trust fund, which is independent of other city funds. 

Sinking fund-- is used for the redemption of debt in- ---v-P 
curred. by the city for public transportation purposes. . 
Boston’s liability was $16,860,500 at June 30, 1974. 
The fund’s assets consist of cash and investments in 
bonds and notes. The income from these investments 
and the revenues from assessments, rents, and sales 
of land are used for servicing the debt. 

RELATIONSHIP OF REVENUE 
ZZARING ~0 TOWBUDGET ---- -- 

Through December 31, 1972, Boston’s fiscal period coin- 
cided with the calendar year. In order to convert from a 
calendar year to fiscal year basisl the city adopted a tran- 
sitional budget for the 18-month period beginning January 1, 
1973, and ending June 30, 1974. 

Revenue sharing funds received by Boston through June 30, 
1974, totaled approximately $43.6 million. Boston did not 
budget any of its revenue sharing funds prior to January 1, 
1973. For the transitional period beginning January 1, 1973, 
Boston budgeted approximately $29 million, or 4.5 percent of 
the city budget and 3,5 percent of the combined city and 
school budgets ,, The $14.6 million that had not been budgeted 
as of June 30, 1974, amounted to about 2.3 percent of the 
city’s transitional budget. 

The following table shows Boston’s budget for 1971, the 
year prior to revenue sharing. It also shows revenue sharing 
funds received in 1972 and received and budgeted for the 18- 
month fiscal period ended June 30, 1974, and their relation- 
ship to Boston’s budgets for those years. 



Year ended December 31 18-month period ended 
Boston ---- 

-  -~ I_p-____----- 

1971 1972 --- -- ,Junc 30 1974 ,,,,---L.----- 

Combined city 
operating 
budget $396,666,733 $445,046,203 

School district 
budget 95 701,109 -r---e- 105,812,855 ------ 

. Total $492,367,842 $550,859,058 _-_-- ----- 

Revenue shar- 
. ing payments 

received 
Revenue shar- 

ing funds 
budgeted 

Cumulative rev- 
enue sharing 
payments re- 
ceived but 
not budgeted 

Percentage of 
city budget 
represented 
by revenue 
sharing 

Percentage of 
city and 
school dis- 
tr ict budgets 
represented by 
revenue shar- 
ing 

$8,904,129 

$8,904,129 

$642,690,134 

179,782,035 ---- 

$822,472,169 -----I 

$34,742,979 

$29,013,549 

$14,633,559 

4.5 

3.5 

School district budget data is included in the foregoing 
table because the cost of operating and maintaining the school 
system is funded by the city’s general fund. Although the 
Boston school committee is independent of the mayor and city 
council, and independent school districts do not receive rev- 
enue sharing funds directly from the Federal Government, the 
financing of the Boston school system is a major responsibil- 
ity of the city and represents a significant part of the local 
tax burden. 

Revenue sharing funds applicable to 1972 were not used 
in 1972 because the funds were not received until the end of 
the fiscal period. A city official stated that, although ap- 
proximately $48 million was available for expenditure during 
the subsequent 18-month fiscal period, only about $29 mil- 
lion was appropriated. Appropriation of the entire amount 
would have resulted in reducing the tax rate for that fiscal 
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period and increasing the’ tax rate for the following fiscal 
period. According to the same city official, it was a matter 
of sound financial management to appropriate only the amount 
of revenue sharing funds which enabled the city to maintain a 
stable tax rate. 

Departmental appropriations for 1971, 1972, and the 18- 
month fiscal period ended June 30, 1974, are shown in appen- 
dix I. 

Boston’s normal budget process includes submission of 
the operating budget for the city and county by the mayor, 
public hearings before the city council, and approval of the 
budget by the city council. 

Boston’s budget process for the transitional lS-month 
fiscal period beginning January 1, 1973, began in September 
1972 when the budget instruction manual and appropriate forms 
were sent to all city and county agencies. All agencies were 
required to submit their budget requests to the city budget 
division by the beginning of November 1972. During the same 
month and the following month, departmental hearings were held 
by the administrative services department and final budget 
policy and limitations were determined by the mayor. In Feb- 
ruary the mayor’s budget recommendation was presented to the 
city council and, during February and March, public hearings 
on the budget were held. The appropriation ordinance of the 
city council was passed in April 1973. The same time frame 
was proposed for the fiscal year 1975 budget process. 

Proposals for capital projects are submittted to the 
public facilities department by other city departments and 
interested community groups. The public facilities depart- 
ment reviews and evaluates all proposals to determine how 
the proposed projects affect each other and what impact the 
projects will have on a neighborhood. The f’iscal feasibility 
of each project is also analyzed. 

For accepted proposals, priorities are established and 
the legal and financial considerations are coordinated with 
other city departments. These projects are then incorporated 
into Boston’s lo-year capital improvement programl which is 
updated annually, and are submitted to the public facilities 
commission for its review and approval. The first year of the 
lo-year capital improvement program becomes the basis for the 
capital budget request. 

a 
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The mayor submits the capital budget to the city council 
for approval and authorization of funds. The council can ap- 
prove all or part of the capital budget. Capital projects 
are financed by (1) bond issues (representing approximately 
90 percent of all capital financing), (2) Federal or State 
a’id, or (3) cash from the general fund. 

Boston published the required planned and actual use re- 
ports in local newspapers and, on various occasions, released 
to the news media articles concerning the revenue sharing pro- 
gram. 

We were not able to identify any local interest group 
participating in Boston’s budgetary process regarding the use 
of revenue sharing funds or other city funds. 

A city official stated that effective public participa- 
tion in Boston’s budgetary process precedes the actual hear- 
ings. Community needs are determined in a Series of neigh- 
borhood meetings throughout the city before the budget is 
prepared. Once the community needs are identified, efforts 
are m:ade in the budget to provide the services requested. 

/ 

a 
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CHAPTER 3 ---- 

PROGRAMS FUNDED WITH REVENUE SHARING -- y-------p 

Boston was allocated $48,941,428 in revenue sharing 
funds for the period January 1, 1972, through June 30, 1974. 
Of the amount allocated, $43,647,108 was received by June 30, 
1974, and $5,294,320 was received in July 1974. A city offi- 
cial stated that since the eighth entitlement check was not 
received until July 1974, it was not available for appropri- 
ation in June 1974. Earned and accrued interest amounted to 
$4,655,557, for a’total available of $53,596,985. Revenue 
sharing expenditures totaled $24,976,439 as of June 30, 1974. 
There were $1,812,231 in unliquidated obligations and 
$2,224,879 in appropriated unobligated funds. 

USES OF REVENUE SHARING _--------- 

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

For example, in its accounting records, a government 
might designate its revenue sharing funds for use in financing 
environmental protection activities. The actual impact of 
revenue sharing on the government, however, might be to reduce 
the amount of local funds which would otherwise be used for 
environmental protection, thereby permitting the “freed” local 
funds to be used to reduce tax rates, to increase expenditures 
in other program areas, to avoid a tax increase or postpone 
borrowing, to increase yearend fund balances, and so forth. 

Throughout this case study, when we describe the purposes 
for which revenue sharing funds were used, we are referring to 
use designations as reflected by city financial records. 

Functional uses -- ---- 

As of June 30, 1974, the city had spent $24,976,439 of 
revenue sharing funds for operations and maintenance purposes. 
The following schedule reflects the functional uses for which 
revenue sharing funds were used. 

10 



Function 
Amount expended as 

of June 30, 1974 

Public safety 
Environmental protection 
Public transportation 
Health 
Recreation 
Social services for poor and aqed 

$ 7,893,620 
5,399,999 
3,319,217 
6,616,059 
1,690,825 

56,719 - 

Total operations and maintenance 
expenditures W&976,439 

Specific uses 

The specific expenditures of revenue sharing funds for 
the above func.tions were as follows: 

Department and element 
t.o which applied Amount Total -- -- I- 

Police: 
Payroll $1,761,83FJ 
Repairs to service 

equipment 343,992 
Automotive supplies and 

equipment 1,015,951 
Clothing 1,074,700 $ 4,196,481 I_-- 

Fire: 
Payroll and overtime 2,014,032 
Repairs to service equip- 

ment 261,670 
Miscellaneous contract 

services 16,, 701 
Automotive supplies and 

equipment 301,578 
M,iscella.neous supplies and 

equipment 892,017 
Miscellaneous current 

charges 204,180 
Office furniture 6,961 3,697,139 
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Department and element -----LT---- T------ to which applied 
-------LL- 

Public works: 
Heat I light I and power 
Rubbish removal 
Repairs to service equip- 

ment 
Automotive supplies and 

equipment 
Miscellaneous supplies and 

equipment 
Structure improvements 

Parks and recreation: 
Heat, light I and power 
Repairs to buildings 
Miscellaneous contract 

services 
Miscellaneous supplies 

and equipment 
Nonstructural improvements 

Health and hospitals: 
Communications 
Heat, light, and power 
Repairs to service equip- 

ment and buildings 
Transportation of persons 
Miscellaneous contract 

services 

Mayor's office of public service: 
Miscellaneous contract 

services 

Mattapan Chronic Disease 
Hospital: 

Communications 
Neat, light, and power 
Repairs to service equip- 

ment and buildings 
Miscellaneous supplies 

Long Island Chronic Disease 
Hospital: 

Communications 
Heat, light, and power 
Repairs to service equipment 

and buildings 
Automotive supplies 

Total 

12 

Amount --- 

$2,302,579 
5,399,999 

Total --- 

43,363 

327,825 

225,332 
420,118 ------ 

287,177 
278,987 

$ 8,719,216 

299,922 

474,100 
350,639 1_---- 

589,025 
1,390,052 

1,690,825 

738,329 
10,661 

3,453,414 6,181,481 

56,719 56,719 

55,335 
83,419 

98,069 
4,914 241,737 

27,917 
67,557 

96,631 
736 ------- 192,841 

$24,976,439 ----- 



The city budget director believes that future revenue 
sharing expenditures will be used for paying operations and 
maintenance expenses. 

Plans for unobligated funds ---------- 

For fiscal year 1975, Boston had $26,808,315 of revenue 
sharing funds available for appropriation. This amount con- 
sisted of $2,224,879 in unexpended prior year appropriations 
available for reappropriation; $14,633,559 that had not been 
appropriated for the fiscal period ended June 30, 1974; 
$4,655,557 i n earned interest; and the eighth entitlement 
check for $5,294,320, received by the city on July 8, 1974. 

For fiscal year 1975, $21,000,000 in revenue sharing 
funds was appropriated to the various city departments. The 
following is a breakdown of the appropriations. 

Department ------ Appropriation m---.-P 

Police 
Fire 
Pub1 ic works 
Parks and recreation 
Health and hospitals 

$ 2,705,OOO 
2,057,100 
9,291,202 
1,540,000 

3406,698 --- 

$21,000,000 -- 

The remaining $5,808,315 has not yet been appropriated. 

ACCOUNTING FOR REVENUE SHARING FUNDS ----we- 

When an entitlement check is received, the collecting 
division of the treasury department records its receipt. On 
the same day the check is received, it is deposted in one of 
several banks where,revenue sharing accounts are maintained. 

Revenue sharing funds are invested in U.S. obligations 
(Treasury bills) and certificates of deposit. 

Boston uses three methods to pay revenue sharing ex- 
penses: 

1. Special draft method-- This ----- is used for immediate pay- 
ment of vendor bills. After authorization for payment 
by the city auditing department, the treasury depart- 
ment prepares and issues checks to the vendors. These 
checks are drawn against regular city funds, which are 
reimbursed with revenue sharing funds. 
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I .  ,  

2. Discount voucher account --Vendor -~--------v~-~~~~-m~ -w--w payments are made 
directly from a revenue sharing checking account. 

3. Debit transfer--This is a’bookkeeping transaction -I--- 
by which expenses previously charged to the regular 
city funds are charged against revenue sharing. A 
check on the revenue sharing account is drawn to 
reimburse the regular city funds. 

AUDITS OF REVENUE SBARXNG - ----v-p 

There have b&n no audits of Boston’s revenue sharing 
funds as of June 30, 1974, 



CHAPTER 4 -“a.----- 

COMPLIANCE PROVISIONS OF THE REVENUE SHARING ACT ------I_-- ------------------ 

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

--create a trust fund in which funds received and 
interest earned will be deposited. Funds will be 
spent in accordance with laws and procedures appli- 
cable to expenditure of the recipient’s own revenues; 

--use fiscal, accounting, and audit procedures which 
conform to guidelines established by the Secretary 
of the Treasury; 

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

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

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

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

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

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

For purposes of this review, we gathered information 
relating to the nondiscrimination, Davis-Bacon, and prevail- 
ing wage provisions. 

NONDISCRIMINATION PROVISION -1-w--- - 

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

In January 1974 Boston established a formal policy to 
provide equal employment opportunity under an affirmative ac- 
tion program. The purpose of the program is to assure that 
Boston does not underutilize minorities and females. The pro- 
gram requires all city departments to take appropriate steps 
toward recruiting minority and female employees, developing 
and implementing departmental affirmative action plans, and 
informing potential recruitment sou;ces of job openings. De- 
partments must also furnish personnel information to the de- 
partment of affirmative action, the overseer of the program. 

As of January 2, 1975, 4 of about 33 city departments 
had submitted affirmative action plans under this program. 

The mayor’s office of human rights ( MOHR) I established 
in May 1968, is the local agency responsible for civil rights 
matters. Its responsibilities include integration planning, 
Spanish community outreach, monitoring construction contracts, 
employment referral, and, since 1973, investigation of employ- 
ment discrimination complaints. HOHR also handled the affirm- 
ative action program until the fall of 1974, when the city’s 
new department of affirmative action took over. 

MOHR processes employment discrimination complaints from 
city employees or applicants for city employment only. Its 
primary function is investigation since it has no real enforce- 
ment power. If MOHR cannot resolve a case through informal 
conciliation, the complainant is referred to the Massachusetts 
Commission Against Discrimination (MCAD), the responsible 
State agency. 

MCAD is the successor to the Fair Housing and Practices 
Committee, established in 1946. As the State legislature in- 
creased the committee’s power and jurisdiction, the organiza- 
tion evolved into #CAD, with offices in Boston# Worcester, 
Springfield, and New Bedford, MCAD enforces the laws regard- 
ing discrimination complaints in housing, employment, educa- 
tion, and public accommodations and also has enforcement 
powers over any Massachusetts employer, public or private, 
with three or more employees,, 

MCAD can subpoena witnesses and documents, and its rul- 
ings carry the weight of district court decisions. MCAD 
decisions against the respondent to a complaint may be ap- 
pealed in superior court. (In Massachusetts, the judicial 
system generally consists of district and superior courts 
and the State supreme court.) In cases involving discrimina- 
t ion in employment, the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC) may disagree with any MCAD ruling and can 
reverse or amend the decision. 
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Comparison of local government ..m..s-----------7t-r----‘---- 
work force and clvlllan labor force --------.----.-----1____1_11__ 

According to the 1970 census, the civilian labor force 
in the city of Boston consisted of 278,607 persons, as shown 
below. Since the city government work force is not limited 
to Boston residents but includes people from the surrounding 
areas, we have included the 1970 census statistics on the 
civilian labor force (1,177,942 persons) in the Boston Stand- 
ard Metropolitan Statistical Area. 

Civilian Labor Supply--1970-Census Statistics -----I--.-- ----m-- ----e-m- 

Total male 
Total female 

Total 

Black male 
Black female 

Total 

Boston Standard 
Metropolitan 

‘Boston Statistical Area -u--v---- 
EiZEZr Percent Number PerFEX ---- ---a-- ---- ---- 

151,566 54.4 695,123 59.0 
45.6 482,819 41.0 d-e ------- -- 

278,607 100.0 100.0 ---- 1,177*942 -.- M-1-B .- 
19,531 7*0 24,162 2.1 

2iL619 6.0 21,035 1.8 I-- ---- ---- ---- 

36,150 13.0 3.8 ---- 45,197 ---- -w--.-p- --- 

Spanish language 
male 3,754 1.3 8,060 0.7 

Spanish language 
female -2&51 0.9 5,007 0.4 ----- e-w- --- 

Total 6,205 2.2 13,067 I.1 -111.8.. ---- --A---- -- 

As of June 30, 1974, the city-county government work 
force consisted of 13,968 persons. Because of the close ties 
between the city and county governments--Boston hires, fires, 
and pays county employees-- the county government work force 
is included in our analysis. 

Male Female -----a- 
Percent Num6ecr---Fe?cenF --- -- ---- Number -- 

White 9,040 
i3lack 5842 
Spanish surname 128 
Asian American 16 
American Indian 8 

64.7 3,449 24.7 

0':; 
678 4.9 

55 0.4 

8:: 
6 
2 

0.2 17 0.1 -I -a- --- 
69.9 4,207 30.1 --- -.- .-- 

Other 

Total 

27 --- 
9 761 -L,-- 

Total 
Nuse?---Pe?ce~E --~_ 

12,489 89.4 
1,220 8.7 

183 1.3 
22 0.2 
10 0.1 
44 0.3 ----- -- 

13,968 100.0 ----_- ----- 
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During the year ended June 30, 1974, the city of Boston 
and Suffolk County hired a total of 1,761 persons, as follows: 

White 
Black 
Spanish 

surname 
Asian 

American 
American 

Indian 
Other 

Total 

Male Female Total I-- I 
Numbr-j%???%if 

E.EgF-lFgFcenle Nu~5-&-.-.-~rcenE 
--- e-V -m-w- ------I ---Be ------- 

652 37.0 779 44.2 1,431 31.2 
100 5.7 127 7.2 227 12,9 

45 2.6 18 1.0 63 3.6 

11 0.6 1 0.1 12 0.7 

7 0.4 1 0.1 8 0.5 
9 0.5 11 0.6 20 1.1 1-w -- --- ---- ---- 

824 46.8 537 53,2 1,761 100.0 = --- -- --- .- ---- m---e 

The statistics for individual departments vary greatly. 
In the Boston fire department, white males comprised 96.9 per- 
cent of the work force and 100 percent of the new hires. This 
department is currently involved in a civil rights suit. De- 
tailed schedules of the work force and new hires for each de- 
partment and job c&&gory are included as appendixes II-VI. 

According to the assistant supervisor of personnel, there 
was not a significant minority population in Boston 30 years 
ago, and, as a result, the majority of the top positions are 
currently held by whites. However, he told us that the city 
government is hiring more minorities and females for super- 
visory as well as supportive service positions and that this 
trend will continue. 

We did not analyze promotions for the year ended June 30, 
1974, as the information was not readily available. 

Since December 31, 1971, 78 employment discrimination 
complaints have been filed by’ individuals and organizations a 
against the city of Boston with MCAD. Thirteen of these cases 
have been closed, three in favor of the complainant. 

The most important of the three cases decided in favor of 
the complainants was in a class action against the Boston Re- 
development Authority on the issues of hiring and promoting 
women. The complainants were awarded $55,000 for damages 
together with upgraded salaries, positions, and titles. MCAD 
is also monitoring the authority to insure compliance with 
its affirmative action plan. In another case, a black male 
received a promotion and improved working conditions when MCAD 
ruled that the respondent discriminated on the basis of color. 
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MCAD decided that the third complainant should have been 
allowed to use her sick leave for maternity leave. The 
woman was compensated for the leave taken without pay. 

The remaining cases were closed as follows: 

--A black male complained that he was discharged because 
of his race and color; the case was dismissed for lack 
of probable cause. 

--After a Jewish male was denied a promotion, he filed a 
complaint on the basis of national ancestry/religious 
creed discrimination; the case was closed administra- 
tively when the complainant failed to press charges. 

--An Italian male filed a complaint of discrimination 
based on national origin because he was forced to re- 
tire on a date which made him ineligible for certain 
benefits. The case was closed when the complaint was 
withdrawn. 

--A female filed a sex discrimination complaint when she 
was not reinstated after maternity leave; the case was 
dismissed for lack of probable cause. 

--A black Muslim male complained that he was discharged 
because of his religious creed; MCAD found lack of 
probable cause. The case was appealed and the verdict 
sustained. 

--A black male filed a complaint based on color discrimi- 
nation because he was not appointed to a coaching posi- 
tion; the case was dismissed for lack of probable 
cause. 

--A Polish male charged that he was discharged because of 
his national ancestry; the case was dismissed for lack 
of probable cause. 

--A black male filed a complaint based on color discr imi- 
nation after he was discharged; the case was dismissed 
for lack of probable cause. 

--A black female complained that she was discharged be- 
cause of her color; the case was dismissed for lack of 
probable cause. 

--After a black male was discharged, he filed a complaint 
of discrimination on the basis of race and color; the 
case was dismissed for lack of probable cause. 



The 65 open complaints are based on a variety of 
employment discrimination charges. The following table shows 
the number of open cases and the bases for the complaints. 

Color 
Sex 
Race/color 
Age 
National origin 
Race 
Sex/color 
Sex/race 
Race/color/sex 
Harassment 
Color/religious creed 
Age/harassment 
Nat ional or ig in/sex 
Sex/age 
Race/color/national 

origin/sex 

24 
13 

8 
6 
3 
2 

i 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 

65 = 

MOHR received 50 employment discrimination complaints 
during 1973 and 1974. A schedule of these complaints is not 
included here because we did not determine how many of these 
complaints had also been filed with MCAD. 

There have been two civil rights suits involving employ- 
ment discrimination against the city of Boston. One of these 
cases is still pending. 

The Boston chapter of the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) filed suit against the 
Massachusetts Civil Service Commission (MCSC) and the city of 
Boston charging that the MCSC qualification test for the 
police department was discriminatory. The NAACP also charged 
that the Boston police department’s recruiting and hiring 
practices were discriminatory. In 1971 the U.S. District 
Court found that the MCSC test was discriminatory. The court 
called for a new qualification test and a preference for 
minorities in future certification for the list of eligibles 
in the Boston police department e The case was appealed, but 
the U.S. District Court of Appeals affirmed the decision. 
Revenue sharing funds have been earmarked as used in the 
police department. 

A similar case involved the fire department. The NAACP 
filed suit against MCSC .and the city of Boston in October 
1972, charging that the MCSC fireman’s qualification test 
and the department’s hiring and recruiting practices were 
discriminatory. In January 1973 the U.S. Department of 
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Justice entered the case and fil.ed suit against MCSC and the 
fire department, alleging a “pattern of discriminatory employ- 
ment practices against blacks and Spanish-surnamed Americans.” 
The U.S. District Court decided that the qualification test 
was discriminatory and prohibited its use. One minority for 
each white was to be included on the certification for eli- 
gibles in the Boston fire department. The decision was af- 
firmed by the U.S. Court of Appeals, but MCSC is currently 
seeking U.S. Supreme Court review. Revenue sharing funds 
have been allocated to the fire department. 

We contacted the district director of EEOC, who stated 
that EEOC has not issued any reports regarding discrimination 
by the city of Boston. 

Officials from the Boston chapter of the National Organi- 
zation for Women, the Boston City’ Women for Action, the Spanish 
Alliance, and the NAACP indicated that they were generally un- 
aware of the specific uses of revenue sharing funds in Boston. 
Mowever, some of these organizations felt that the city’s em- 
ployment practices were discriminatory and cited the police, 
fire, and health and hospitals departments; the Boston Re- 
development Authority;’ and the Boston school committee as 
specific examples. 

MCAD handles public service discrimination complaints 
(i.e., housing, education, and public accommodations) as well 
as those involving employment. Since December 31, 1971, four 
public service discrimination complaints have been filed 
against the city departments which received revenue sharing 
funds. MCAD has closed two of these cases as follows: 

--A complaint ‘was filed against Boston city hospital by 
a female on the basis of sex. The case was adminis- 
tratively closed’ because the complainant moved. 

--A Jewish male alleged that he was repeatedly given 
parking tickets while others also illegally parked 
were not. Be filed a discrimination complaint against 
the Boston police department on the basis of religious 
creed. The case was, closed by MCAD because it lacked 
jurisdiction ,in the matter. 

Of the two cases still open, one dealt with discrimi- 
nation in public accommodations and the other with discrimi- 
nation in housing. 

We found no civil rights suits pending against the city 
regarding its use of revenue sharing funds; neither did we 
find any reports by EEOC on the subject. The civil rights 
organizations that we contacted made no mention of discrimi- 
nation in Boston’s use of revenue sharing funds. 
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DAVIS-BACON PROVISION _I_d__-_ -.----1---- 

The Revenue Sharing Act provides that all laborers and 
mechanics, employed by contractors and subcontractors to 
work on any construction project of which 25 percent or more 
of the cost is paid out of the revenue sharing trust fund, 
shall be paid wage rates which are not less than rates pre- 
vailing for similar construction in the locality as determined 
by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon 
Act, as amended. 

Boston did not undertake any capital projects with reve- 
nue sharing funds; therefore, the Davis-Bacon provision of 
the act did not apply. A Boston official commented that the 
city is aware of the Davis-Bacon provision and would channel 
funds into areas where this provision does not apply. 

PREVAILING WAGE’ PROVISION -- 

The Revenue Sharing Act provides that certain recipient 
employees whose wages are paid in whole or in part out of the 
revenue sharing trust fund shall be paid at rates which are 
not lower than the prevailing rates for persons employed in 
similar public occupations by the recipient government, The 
individuals covered by this provision are those in any cate- 
gory where 25 percent or more of the wages of all employees 
in the category are paid from the trust fund. 

Revenue sharing funds were used for personal services in 
city departments but did not comprise 25 percent or more of 
the total departmental expenditures for personal services 
during the 18-month fiscal period ended June 30, 1974. There- 
fore, we did not examine payroll records to determine compli- 
ance with the prevailing wage requirements of the act. 

Generally, employees in similar positions receive equal 
compensation. About 76 percent of the city and county employ- 
ees are covered by MCSC, and 80 to 85 percent are covered by 
collective bargaining agreements with local unions. 



CHAPTER 5 

FINANCIAL STATUS --1__---1-- 

TREND OF GENERAL FUND BALANCES --_l--l__---l__---L 

The surplus or deficit for the general fund for the last 
five completed fiscal periods follows. 

Annual .---- Cumulative u----ill- 

Year ended 
December 31: 

1969 $ 177,217 $ 1,933,857 
1970 1,560,159 3,494,016 
1971 -27,529,575 -24,035,558 
1972 -15,939,885 -39,975,443 

18 months ended 
June 30, 1974 2,125,886 -37,849,558 

The city’s collector-treasurer stated that the accumulated 
deficit is due, in large part, to an increase in unpaid real 
estate taxes. In an attempt to encourage the payment of over- 
due taxes, the city is seeking a change to the State statute 
which presently limits to 8 percent the amount of interest 
that may be charged on overdue taxes, 

Boston has two contributory retirement systems: the 
State-Boston Retirement System and the Boston retirement sys- 
tem. Both are administered by the Boston retirement board, 
which consists of three members. City and county employees, 
employees of the Boston Housing Authority and Boston Redevel- 
opment Authority, and certain personnel of the Massachusetts 
Turnpike Tunnel Authority are covered by the State-Boston 
system. The Boston system covers city and county employees 
who were hired prior to October 1946, and who have not trans- 
ferred to the State-Boston system. 

These retirement systems have an annuity savings fund and 
an annuity reserve fund which consist of accumulated deductions 
from members’ compensation and interest for active and retired 
employees, respectively. Each system also has a pension fund, 
made up of appropriations by the city to meet pension fund 
disbursements on a pay-as-you-go basis. The amount Boston 
appropriates each fiscal year for paying pension benefits is 
determined in advance by a State agency. The city has not 
had to make any appropriations for the Boston system in recent 
years. The accrued pension liability is apparently neither 
calculated nor funded. 
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Boston also ha.s a noncontributory retirement system which 
it maintains to provide pensions to city employees who were 
military veterans and employed by the city prior to July 1, 
1923. The city annually appropriates the necessary funds 
to pay the benefits under this system. At the end of each 
year there is no significant balance in this pension fund. 

For the contributory systeml the pension fund balances 
which are reported by the retirement board as available for 
payment of benefits at the end of the last 5 completed years 
follows. 

Year ended 
December 31 ----I- 

State-Boston 
Retirement System 

Boston 
retirement 

system 

1969 $38,617,030 $4,946,249 
1970 37,118,604 3,718,133 
1971 41,978,921 3’567,958 
1972 45,591,196 2,862,958 
1973 57,767,640 2,151,418 

INDEBTEDNESS 

The net outstanding capital debt, exclusive of the sink- 
ing fund, for each of the last five fiscal periods was as 
follows: 

Date Outstanding debt (net) 

De,cember 31, 1969 $175,752,950 
December 31, 1970 211,188,559 
December 31, 1971 263,993,202 
December 31, 1972 325,582,101 
June 30, 1974 364,945,395 

Boston’s budget director stated that the increased out- 
standing debt resulted mainly from the’ need to substantially 
improve the city”s capital plant. He said this increase in 
the debt would probably continue for several more years. 

Borrowing procedures 

Under Boston’s bond issuance process, the mayor submits 
loan requests to the city council for its review and approval. 
The city council has to read and approve the loan request at 
two of its sessions. After the second approval, the mayor 
certifies that the purpose of the loan is not to meet current 
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expenses. The city clerk has to certify that petitions 
questioning the approval or disapproval of the proposed loan 
were not filed with his office. 

When required, external authorization for bond issues 
is obtained from the Massachusetts Emergency Finance Board. 

The quality rating assigned to Boston’s general obliga- 
tion bonds remained constant through 1973 and improved 
slightly in 1974. The rating assigned to bonds issued for 
transit purposes has remained constant for the last 10 years. 
Boston has not experienced any problems during the last 
3 years in regard to financing through bond issues. 

Borrowing restrictions m---m--- 

Boston’s debt limit is established by State law, which 
places a ceiling on the amount of money that the city may 
borrow for most capital expenditures. The debt limit for 
Massachusetts cities is from 2.5 to 5 percent of equalized 
valuation. Boston can borrow up to the 2.5 percent level 
without obtaining any approval, but, when between 2.5 and 
5 percent, each loan authorization must be approved by the 
Massachusetts Emergency Finance Board. ~ 

Boston’s 5 percent debt limit at Jun’e 30, 1974, was 
$105 million. Boston’s borrowing within the debt limit has in 
recent years been mostly for public works projects, land ac- 
quisitions, major equipment purchases, and renovations of 
public buildings. At June 30, 1974, Boston’s outstanding debt 
within the statutory limit was $70 million. 

Boston can borrow outside of the debt limit; however, 
such borrowing is regulated by the following general laws 
and various special statutes: 

--School’construction fundsl which are a major portion 
of the capital budget, are borrowed “outside” the 
debt limit under a State law dating back to 1948. 

--Urban renewal bonds are issued by’ Boston under a debt 
limit of 6 percent of equalized valuation or $126 mil- 
lion. 

--Parking garages are built under a 1946 State statute, 
amended over the years to allow a total of $40 million 
for parking projects. 
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--When the public facilities department was created in 
19661 it was given special authority to obtain 
$230 million of loans outside the debt limit. Since 
1966, construction of public buildings, which was 
formerly done within the debt limit, has been financed 
by public facilities department loans. 

In effect, Boston’s debt ceiling is limited only by the 
city’s ability to obtain State approval of financing in ex- 
cess of the limits established by State law. 

TAXATION -1- 

Major taxes levied ---,m------ --- 

Boston’s tax revenues are raised through taxes on real 
and personal property and an excise tax on motor vehicles. 
The personal property tax is levied on the inventories and 
fixed assets of sole proprietorships and partnerships. 

For 1974, the assessed valuation for purposes of the real 
property and personal property taxes was $1,742,200,000. The 
tax rate for 1974 was $196.70 per $1,000 of assessed value. 

The tax rate on real and personal property since 1969 
has changed as follows: 

Year Rate -- _I- 

1969 $144.40 
1970 156.80 
1971 174.70 
1972 196.70 

Boston’s commissioner of assessing stated that Boston 
maintains a relationship of 100 .percent between the assessed 
value of property and its fair market value. However, Moody’s 
Investors Service, Inc. I Municipal Credit Report, dated 
August 10, 1973, reports that the ratio of assessed valuation 
to full valuation for Boston is approximately 30 percent. 

Discussion with city officials regarding Boston’s position 
in determining total valuation of real and personal property 
was precluded by pending litigation regarding valuation practice 
in Massachusetts communities. 

t 

The motor vehicle excise tax is levied at a fixed rate 
of $66 per $1,000, based on the valuation assessed annually 
by the State Tax Commissioner. This tax rate has remained 
unchanged since 1960. In 1972 the total assessed valuation 
of motor vehicles was $251.9 million. There are no special 
taxes levied on nonresidents of Boston. 
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Total net tax receipts for the last five fiscal periods 
follow. 

Real and personal Motor vehicle 
property taxes excise tax -- -- 

Year ended 
December 31: 

1969 $208,282,500 $ 8,663,998 
1970 235,256,337 9,787,093 
1971 263,868,086 91178,746 
1972 293,194,335 7,312,457 

18 months ended 
June 30, 1974 432,209,347 14,464,402 

Taxing 1,imitations 

Boston’s taxing authority is limited by State statute. 
,Boston, however, is authorized to set the tax rate on real 
and personal property. 

Family tax burden 

We calculated the 1973 tax burden of Boston residents by 
assuming such things as level of income, size of family, and 
value of real property holdings for three hypothetical families. 
Each of the three families depicted below had four family mem- 
bers, had income solely from wages earned by the head of the 
household, and owned a home having a market value equal to 
2-l/2 times that of the annual income. The annual incomes 
of families A, B, and C totaled $7,500, $12,500, and $17,500, 
respectively. Families A and B each owned one automobile and 
used 1,000 gallons of gasoline. Family C owned two automobiles 
and used 1,500 gallons of gasoline. 
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Tax -- 

City: 
Real property (note a) 
Motor vehicle excise tax 

Total 

State: 
Income 
Sales 
Gas01 ine 

Total 

Total 

Total as percentage 
of income 

FAmily A 

$1,106 
112 --I 

1,21a 

164 404 
26 40 
75 75 -- w-w-1 

265 519 ---- --- 

$1,483 $2,482 - -I_ 

19.8 19.9 20.3 -z - E 

Family-B_ - Farnil C --- -- 

$1,844 
119 

1,963 

$2,582 
152 -mm.- 

2,734 

654 

1:: dd_L 

819 

$3,553 -- 

a_/In computing the tax we applied the tax rate to 30 percent of 
the assumed market value (see p. 26). 

Additionally, the city resident is s’ubject to a motor 
vehicle registration fee of $6 per vehicle; State taxes of 
5 percent on meals of $1 or more and on alcoholic beverages 
consumed on the premises; a room occupancy tax of 5.7 percent; 
a cigarette tax of 16 cents per pack; and an alcoholic bever- 
age tax of as much as $3.36 per gallon. 



CHAPTER 6 --a---- 

OTHER FEDERAL AID ---_I_-- 

Boston has not experienced a reduction in total Federal 
categorical aid since the inception of revenue sharing. The 
amount of total Federal aid received by Boston, exclusive 
of revenue shar ing , has increased since 1971. During calendar 
year 1971 Boston received about $23 million in Federal cate- 
gor ical aid I and during calendar year 1972 the city received 
about $29.6 million. During the 18-month fiscal period ended 
June 30, 1974, the amount of Federal categorical aid received 
was almost $44.1 million. The following table shows a break- 
down of Federal aid to Boston. 

Function --- 
School department: 

Education 
Manpower, training, and 

economic opportunity 
Miscellaneous 

Total 

Other departments: 
Judiciary and law enforce- 

ment 
Health and welfare 
Education 
Manpower, training, and 

economic opportunity 
Housing and urban de- 

velopment 
Model Cities 
Recreation 
Social service for the 

aged 
Transportation 
Miscellaneous 

Total 

Total, 

1971 -- 

$ 7,942,169 

669,244 

8,611,413 ---L- 10,418,627 --- 

2,065,192 
420,552 

36,000 

776,594 

2,617,709 
8,128,827 

105,230 

.43,098 

93,288 

14,386,490 -- 

18 months ended 

$ 9,986,679 

431,948 
--- 

2,227,890 
1,159,907 

573,127 

3,860,313 

2,340,281 
8,481,223 

146,340 

_ 413,433 

19,202,514 

$29,621,141 

Estimates of Federal funds to be received 
1975 were not available. 

June 30, 1974 --- 

$13,654,524 

786,996 
4,891 ---v-e 

14,446,411 ---- 

6,465,735 
2,714,390 

263,264 

5,301,553 

2,143,340 
12,021,760 

215,364 
202,701 
305,568 ---- 

29,ii33,675 

$44,080,086 

in fiscal year 

The amounts shown above do not include $49.2 million 
received by the Boston Redevelopment Authority in calendar 
year 1971, $20.9 million in calendar year 1972, and $22.1 mil- 
lion during the 18-month fiscal period ended June 30, 1974. 
The unusually large amount of funds received in 1971 was due 



to a temporary acceleration of payments in an effort to reduce 
the authority’s intere$!,t casts. Thus, the substantial reduc- 
tion in receipts during 1972 and the l&month period ended 
June 30, 1974, was not due to program cutbacks, 

Boston has used revenue sharing funds to partially fund 
the programs of Action for Boston Community Development 
(ABCD) I a local antipoverty agency. During the l&month 
fiscal period ended June 30, 1974, the mayor and city council 
appropriated $1 million of the city’s revenue sharing funds to 
ABCD. This appropriation was necessary because ABCD’s fu;ling 
from the Office of Economic Opportunity was eliminated. - 
sequent to the city’s ‘a$@ropriation to ABCD, funding by the 
Office of Economic Opp,o$tunity was reinstated after about 
$56,000 of the $1 mi;2lian appropriation had been spent. The 
remaining funds were returned to the revenue sharing account. 

:I 

,i 
Ii’, 



SCOPE OF REVIEW .-e--v-.-- 

,iewed city officials and rev We interv iewed financial and 
other records of Boston to gather data relating to the func- 
tions funded by general revenue sharing; the city’s fiscal 
condition; its compliance with the nondiscrimination, Davis- 
Bacon, and prevailing wage provisions of the Revenue Sharing 
Act; the extent of Federal grants received; and the impact 
of revenue sharing on city taxation. Additionally, we con- 
tacted Federal, State, and local commissions involved with 
matters of nondiscrimination. Our work was limited to 
gathering selected data relating to areas identified by 
the Subcommittee Chairman. 

CHAPTER 7 

We also contacted representatives of public interest 
groups to obtain their comments on the impact that revenue 
sharing had on public participation in the budgetary process, 
and the extent to which these groups had made recommendations 
on the use of revenue sharing funds. , 

Officials of Boston reviewed this case study, and we 
considered their comments in finalizing it. 
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I 

CITY APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL PERIODS ENDED --- --- 

DECEMBER 31, 1971 AND 1972, AND JUNE 30, 1974 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 

City budget--general government: 
Legislative and executive 
Finance 
Law 
Recording and reporting 
Planning 
General government buildings 
Miscellaneous 

$ 3,591,522 $ 5,703,109 $ 9,760,901 
41448,617 5,425,324 8,968,273 

847,250 930,131 1,438,920 
422,777 484r543 786,676 

4,960 14,960 7,440 
7,125,787 5,590,534 15,033,541 
1,471,539 2,332,114 2,922,413 

City budget--public safety: 
Police 
Fire 
Protective, inspection, and 

regulation 
Military and civil defense 
Other 
Public works 
Health and hospitals 
Aid to needy veterans 
Libraries 
Parks and recreation 
Miscellaneous 

40,627,268 48,480,820 71,589,175 
25,758,178 31,617,509 47,038,501 

2,483,202 2,711,594 4,026,213 
100,000 115,222 28,781 

2,524,Oll 3,072,603 5,026,559 
18,083,455 20,507,313 31,190,853 
52,662,743 59,695,806 86,749,192 

7,678,192 9,234,676 . l6,165,562 
6,312,447 7,121,446 12,156,563 
7,485,781 71728,012 11,048,349 

15,810,198 21,017,659 32,713,768 

Total 197,437,927 235#783,375 

City budget-- school department 
Suffolk County budget 

95,701,109 lO5,812,855 
16,753,672 20,200,436 

356,651,680 

179,782,035 
30,005,403 

Total 309,892,708 361,796,666 566,439,118 

Other funds 
Federal grants 

110,303,888 138,575,179 
72,171,246 

189,895,127 
50,437,213 66,137,924 

Total $492,367,842 $550,859,058 $822,472,169 

Year ended December 31 _ 
1971 1972 

I8-month per ioa 
ended June 30, 

1974 --- 



APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

Function/ 
jooceteqorp I-- - 
All functions: 

Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
6 Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Total 

Percent 

Function/ 
job category 

All functions: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Tot& 

Percent 

CITY-COUNTY GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE ------_-.------_-._- __._ ----..-__- ____ 

POSTON AND SUFFOLK COUNTY MASSACHU=ETTS __-- ---- -._-...---.- ----- ----b---------k---.. 
JUNE 30, 1974 ----_---__---- 

Male Female Total P~iEe’-‘?jiack-~f~er--~oe6i ~~ife--B~~ck~~~~i--To~ai I~i~S;--~~TIZjfiier-.-~otai 
---- ----_ 1-1 ---- ----- ---- ---- -I--- ----- ____ _____ _____ 

229 16 
1,161 62 

677 32 

4,127 102 

317 
688 
728 

:: 
26 

1,113 135 -- - 
9,040 542 E - 

65 4 -- F 

6 251 33 7 - 40 262 
49 1,272 848 18 951 2,009 

7 716 236 
2 

2 304 913 

20 4,249 88 9 - 97 4,215 

:o” 801 427 1,132 731 231 207 :: 1,398 955 1,048 1,820 
3 757 26 1 - 27 754 

40 1,288 355 72 8 435 1,468 -- -- -- I- -- -- 
173 9,761 3,449 678 80 4,207 12,489 L= TzzTzZE -?zzzzr a r --- -- --~.- _- - 

1 70 25 5 1 30 89 -- -- -- --- --. -- --- - -. --. -_ -- - - 

CITY-COUNTY GOVERNMENT NEW HIRE; 

BOSTON AND SUFFOLK COUNTY, MASSACHUSETTS ----- - 
YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1974 ---- 

Male Female 
%fiife Black -Otber?zT i%zrxEk Other-m -I_- ------ 

40 
120 lo’ 23 1:: 

28 5 ‘- 33 
210 23 240 

26 4 2 32 44 8 
_’ 

52 

43 1 15 59 58 8 - 66 

248: 3’: lo' 295 117 342 80 4”; 1: 135 392 

34 4 2 40 4 - - 4 

55 13 8 76 --- - 13 -2 -2: 15 

652 gg 72 824 779 - 127 31 r= 937 

37 6 4 47 44 7 2 53 -1 = c E IT ==5- c - 
GAO note: 1. The jobs in this appendix were categorized by the city-county 

using Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission defini- 
tions. 

2. Percentages may not add due to rounding. 

23 
147 

98 

111 

293 
314 

27 

207 --- 
1 220 -L- 

9 --- - -- 

6 291 
67 2,223 
9 1,020 

20 4,346 

41 1,382 
65 2,199 

3 784 

48 1 723 - -1- 
259 13,968 =- ----- _--_ 

2 100 -L -- _-- 

Total ---mm me-Black Other Total I-- I_ -- - 

68 12 5 85 
330 33 30 393 
70 12 2 84 

101 9 15 125 

430 63 16 509 
326 79 25 430 

38 4 2 44 

68 -- 

1,431 

15 - 
227 ZEZZ 

13 E 

8 91 -- -- 
103 =T 1,761 - 

81 -- 6 -- 100 -- -__ 
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APPENDIX III 

CXTY GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE -I_ 

BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS -------- 

JUNE 30, 1974 

Function/ 
200 cataory --- 

All functions: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Pacaprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

160 
988 
674 

14 
54 
31 

81 

86 

i84 

134 --- 

492 = 
4 = 

3 
47 

7 

19 

:: 
3 

s! 

173 = 
1 =CG 

1 
c 
r 

-- 

1 -- 

3 

1 

*- 

4 

1 .- 

15 

i 

197 20 
1,069 783 

712 235 

3,936 70 

*l? 
66 

4 

207 
204 

1 

71 

638 = 
5 = 

- 
17 

2 

Total -- 

25 
880 
303 

3,636 

313 
536 
693 

1,017 

Total 8,237 

Percent 66 - 
Financial admin- 

istration: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

24 
97 
44 

1 

sionals 14 
Office/clerical 142 
Skilled craft 105 
Service/mainte- 

nance 45 --- 

Total 472 

Percent 65 -- 

Streets and 
highways : 

Officials 4 
PcoPessionals 
Technicians 1:; 
Pcotective 

service 
Pacaprofes- 

sionals 8 
Office/clerical 13 
Skilled craft 165 
Service/mainte- 

nance 209 

Total 

Percent 

589 

65 -- 

Police protection: 
Officials 
Professionals 4: 
Technicians 113 
Protective 

service 2,206 
Pacaprofes- 

sionals 12 
Office/clerical 168 
Skilled craft 41 
Service/mainte- 

nance 53 

Total 2,648 

Percent 83 

4 
2 

3 
3 

4 -- 

16 -- 

2 - 

2 

1 
7 

5 - 

15 - 

2 - 

12 
1 

57 

1 
3 
3 

2 -- 

70 -- 

3 - 

25 - 

1 - 

423 730 
634 779 
720 23 

1,191 320 - -- 

3,902 2,960 -V .-- 

71 24 -- -- 

1:: 
6 

38 
46 12 

14 
145 16: 
108 5 

49 1 .- -- 

489 228 --- -- 

67 31 -7 

645 -2 
.lO 1 

9 61 

1; f : 

214 3 13 -- 

608 75 -- 

88 11 -- - 

11 

,:a -3 2 

2,278 67 

14 1 
100 24 

44 - 

55 4 .- - 

2,743 101 -- - 

96 4 -- -- 

7 

17 
32 

0 .- 

76 = 
1 = 

4 

7 -- 

1 - 

- 

10 

4 -- 

1 -- 

1 

10 -- 

1 -- 

3 

1 

- 

4 -- 

1 

3 

-- 

3 --- 

Total dKlTe-Blac-@-6er--=-‘- 
Total _I_ ---- --- --- 

74 

954 
1,015 

24 

200 19 
1,771 134 

909 97 

3,906 85 

1,043 293 
1,315 272 

716 25 

399 1,337 205 -.--- -- -- 

APPENDIX III 

3,674 11,197 1,130 _I -- -- 

29 09 9 -.- -m -- - 

6 30 - 

:; 135 56 4 2 

1 - 

6 
171 319 10 

5 110 3 

1 46 4 ---I --- -- 

239 700 23 -- I__ --- 

33 96 3 --- - .- 

4 

: 1:; 

72 69 

I 
20 

166 

3 212 -- 

A.--- 664 

12 96 -- 7 

9 

: 
49 

115 

70 2,273 

2: 1;: 
41 

4 57 ---- -I- 

108 -- 2,749 

4 96 

2 

10 
1 
7 

5 -- 

25 -- 

4 -- 

2 

: 

60 

: 
3 

2 -- 

74 - 

3 - 

3 
64 

9 

19 

41 
62 

3 

rs 

249 = 
2 --- - 

1 

4 

-- 

5 -- 

1 --- 

3 

1 

1 

- 

5 - 

1 -- 

15 

1 
12 

-- 

26 - 

1 -- 

222 
1,969 
1,015 

4,010 

1,377 
1,649 

744 

1,590 -- 

12,576 -- -- 
100 --- 

31 
139 

50 

1 

20 
316 
113 

50 -- 

128 .-- 

100 -- 

4 

1PI 

- 

00 

1;: 

217 -- 

694 

100 

11 

1:: 

2,346 

15 
208 

44 

59 --- 

2,851 

100 

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding. 
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

F’unction/ r 
Lob catego 

Male 
white-iTi~E~--dEG’T--T~Gi ---- --.- - I_ 

Female _------ White BEEt-~e~-fZ:ai .--- -- - - 
Total ---..--.--A fiiiiE--iiizcx Other Total --- --- .-- --_ 

Fire protection: 
officials 71 
Professionals 362 
Technicians 26 
Protective 

service 1,576 
Pacapcofes- 

sionals 
Off ice/clec ical 1 
Skilled craft 71 
Service/mainte- 

nance 7 

Total 

Percent 

2,114 -- 

97 

Packs and recrea- 
tion : 

Officials 40 
Professionals 17 
Technicians 13 
Protective 

service 1 
Pacaprofes- 

sionals 40 
Office/clerical 7. 
Skilled craft 11 
Service/mainte- 

nance 239 

Total 376 

Percent 47 

Hospitals and 
sanatoc iums : 

Officials 15 
Professionals 244 
Technicians 102 
Protective 

service 5.2 
Pacaprofes- 

sionals 185 
Office/clerical 71 
Skilled craft 143 
Service/mainte- 

nance 303 -- 

Total 1,115 

Percent 29 

Health: 
officials 1 
Professionals 40 
Technicians 31 
Protective 

service 
Pacapcofes- 

sionals 27 
Office/clerical 6 
Skilled craft - 
Secvice/mainte- 

nance 49 --- 

Total 160 

Percent 46 -- 

1 

16 

3 

-- 
20 - 

1 - 

6 

1 

1 

10 

17 - 
35 - 

e 

3 

:; 

7 

-64 
28 

2 

74 - 

pilJ 

5 -- 

4 

5 -- 

9 - 
3 -- 

1 

3 

5 - 
8 - 
1 - 

3: 
2 

3 

14 
13 

1 

27 - 
99 -- 

3 - 

1 

2 
3 - 

1 - 

26 

1,593 

1 
74 

7 -- 

2,135 

98 

46 
17 
14 

2 

61 
7 

11 

261 

419 

52 

62 

263 
112 
146 

27 
6 

56 .- 
172 - 

49 

4 - 
43 - 

2 - 

6 
3 

26 - 
365 - 

45 - 

60: 
208 

3 

323 
427 

17 

280 

1,864 

49 

1 
94 

9 

12 
35 

2 - 

153 I- 
44 -- 

3 

- 
3 -- 

2 

16 

- 
18 - 

2 - 

2 

6’: 

1 

174 
132 

1 

71 - 
496 - 

13 - 

7 

1: 

-- 

25 -.- 
7 --- 

2 
71 

364 
26 

1,576 

1 

16 1 1,593 

40 3 
3 

4 

46 -- 

2 --- 

38 
71 

11 

2,157 

99 

- 

23 - 

1 - 

8 
3 

46 
20 
13’ 

1 

4 338 
12 

8 

1 

1 

26 

26 -- - 

-387 4 

1 48 --- 

366 
19 
11 

265 

741 

92 -- 

17 5 287 - -- 

53 12 806 - -- 

7 2 100 - -- 

5 18 
13 669 847 

1 212 310 

4 55 

5 

;: 

8 

10 507 508 238 
17 576 498 160 

18 160 3 

8 359 -- -- 
49 2,409 --- 

1 63 -- ---- 

583 

2,979 

78 -- 

145 - 
697 - 

18 - 

1 2 
101 134 

9 46 

15 
2 52 

- - 

39 
41 

2 -- ---- 
2 180 -- -_-_ 
1 51 I- -- 

51 -- 

313 _--- 

89 

11 

3 
15 

5 - 

34 I- 

10 -- 

1 I 
365 

26 

41 
74 

11 -- 
1 2,181 -- - 

100 

54 
20 
14 

2 

7 399 

:iY 

1 24 
51 963 

3 386 

3 66 

24 770 
30 688 

1 164 

35 763 -- 
148 3,824 - 

4 100 -- 

2 
1 146 

46 

42 
2 58 

2 58 --- -- 

5 352 I- - 

1 100 -- -- 
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III, 

Function/ 
job category ------ 

Female --_---_ 
mfe-'ISi%?k Other Total --- - -- ---_ 

Total -- ---I-- White Black Other Total -- - - ---- 

2: 
177 

Housing : 
OfEicials 
Professional,s 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

1: 2 

3 
28 

194 

1 

: 
2: 

179 
1 

16 

2: 2 3 
1 

30 

I 

13 2 

2 
1 

m 

‘_ 

15 2: 15 

229 - 
81 -- 

-- 

22 

s 

-- - 
26 237 - - 

9 -.L 84 - 

- 
38 - 

la 

2 

5 

- 
7 - 

-2 

*- 

1 

Total 

Percent 

Utilities and 
transportation: 

Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Total 

Percent 

Sanitation and 
sewage : 

Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Total 

Percent 

Other: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Total 

Percent 

13 

9”: 
33 -- 

190 - 
93 - 

32 

4 
43 

78 - 
166 - 

92 - 

12 
79 

4 

18 11 
64 30 

1 -- 

178 - 
38 - 

f 

- 

2 
2 - 

1 

2: 
2 

12 

88 - 

19 

5 

2 

1 

-. 
1 
1 -. 

2 
24 - 

5 -- 

256 - 
91. - 

1’9 

37 
96 

33 

194 - 
95 - 

lo 
5 - 

10 - 
5 - 

33 - 
200 - 

98 - 

9’ 8" 
32 32 

.- 

-4 4 
48 43 

87 - 
181 - 
100 - 

16 
110 

6 
3: 

1 
1; 

2 

3: 

4 
1 

: 

- 

11. 

2 

4 
56 

4 

78 8 - - 
166 13 - - 

92 7 - - 

15 4 
112 42 

5 4 

35 9 
98 67 

15 27 15 a 50 
104 131 63 a 202 

25 - 

290 - 
61 - 

113 - 
24 -- 

183 - 
39 -- 

1 - 
291 - 
62 -- 

16 - 
6 - 

- 
10 

9 
19 

45 
94 

1 
2 

3 - 

-2 

1 

4 

19 - 
147 - 

31 - 
GAO note: The jobs in this appendix were categorized by the City using Federal Equal 

Employment opportunity Commission definitions. 

1 - 

1 - 

1 

1 - 

2 - 

1 

1 
12 

1 

5 - 

35 

-I 

4 
35 

197 

1 
45 

- 

282 - 

100 - 

47 
96 

33 - 

204 - 
100 - 

1 

3: 

a7 - 

iai - 

100 - 

20 
166 

10 

25 - 
473 - 
100 - 
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APPENDIX IV APPENDIX IV 

COUNTY GOVERNMENT WORK FORCE VTP-.-----v--------- 

SUFFOLK COUNTY, MASSACSLJSETTS ------_ -- 

JUNE 38, I.974 ----_--- 

Function/ 
fib cateqo;fy ---- - 

Male Female Total 
%iiET--Wkother-ToGi *Tee- Black Otherm m Black Other Tota --- -- -__ --- ----- ---we - --- - - - - 

All functions: 
Officials 49 
Professionals 173 
Technicians 3 1 
Protective 

service 291 21 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 4 - 
OfEice/clerical 152 15 
Skilled craft 35 2 
Setvice/mainte- 

nance 96 _1 - 

Total 803 F -2 
Percent 58 4 - I 
Financial administration: 

Officials 48 
Professionals 151 
Technicians 2 
Protective 

service 129 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 4 
Office/clerical 149 
Skilled craft 31 
Service/mainte- 

nance 91 -- 
Total 605 -I 

Percent 53 
Corrections: 

Officials 1 
Professionals 22 
Technicians 1 
Protective 

service 162 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 3 
Skilled craft 4 
Service/mainte- 

nance 5 -- 

Total 198 --- 
Percent 80 

2 
8 
1 

7 

1; 
2 

1 

?5 

2 

14 

1 

- 

12 

2 

- 

6 = 

3 
2 

- 

r 

1 

- 
1 VT 

185: 
4 

313 

4 
167 

37 

97 -- 

859 -- - 
62 -- 

53 
161 

3 

136 

4 
163 

33 

92 - 
645 -- 

56 - 

1 
22 

1 

177 

4 
4 

5 -- 

214 -- 
87 - 

13 
65 

1 

18 

35: 
3 

35 - 

489 C 
35 = 

13 
54 

1 

7 

34: 
3 

35 - 
459 -- 

40 -- 

11 

11 

8 

- 

2 

12 

2 
5 

5 

27 

2 

40 = 
3 = 

2 
5 

5 

2; 

2 

38 

3 

2 

- 

1 

1 

2 

1 

- 

1 

15 
71 2:: 

1 4 

23 309 

1 5 
383 505 

3 38 

36 131 -- - 

533 1,292 = - 
38 93 =- 

15 61 
59 205 

1 3 

12 136 

37: 
5 

494 
3 34 

36 126 -- 

500 1,064 -- 

44 -5 - 

12 3; 
1 

11 173 

10 11 
4 

5 - - 

12 228 -- 

42 92 - 

1: 
1 

26 

42 
2 

-z 

90 = 
7 = 

4 
13 
1 

12 

39 
2 

2 - 

73 - 

2 

14 

3 

11 
7 - 

3 22 3 
’ 5 

1 336 

3 55: 
48 

3 68 
2 220 

4 

- 148 

5 
3 536 

36 

128 -- 
AbJ 

_1.- 100 

; 3: 
1 

1 188 

14 
4 

5 - - 

2 -- 247 

1 - 100 

GAO note: 1. The jobs in this appendix were categorized by the county using 
Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission definitions. 

2. Percentages may not add due to rounding. 
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V 

Function/ 
job category 

All functions: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 

CITY GOVERNMENT NEW HIRES ----- 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS ----- 

'EAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1974 

Male Female Total 
White Slack 

_--- Eher Totar mite Bl’ack ofhe?-- Total -_ White Black -Other- -- ,---- - -- - 

1;: 
25 

43 

84 
Office/clerical 246 
Skilled craft 34 
Service/mainte- 

nance 55 - 
Total 602 = 
Percent 37 C 
Financial administration: 

Officials 4 
Professionals - 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals - 
Office/clerical - 
Skilled craft - 
Service/mainte- 

nance 14 - 
Total 18 - 
vercent 42 - 

Streets and highways: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

: 

4 
10 

Total 

Percent 

Police protection: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Total 

Percent 

- 
22 - 

67 

: 

140 

-- 

146 - 

68 - 

7 
10 

3 

1 

22 
34 

4 

13 - 

94 = 

6 
- 

3 

1 
1 

2 

7 - 

16 

2 

2 - 

2 

: 

2 
1 

- 

2 

-2 

3 
21 

2 

15 

7 
10 

2 

a '- 

68 = 

4 
= 

1 

- 

-i 

2 

2 

1 

1 

- 
4 - 

12 

12 

- 

12 

4 

113 
290 

40 

76 - 

764 
= 

47 
zzz 

5 
3 

1 
1 

16 - 
26 - 

61 - 

1 
7 
2 

1 

4 
10 

3 

- 

28 - 

85 

2" 

12 

142 
1 

- 
163 - 

76 - 

210: 
44 

43 

341 
80 

1 

13 - 
738 
- 

45 
'== 

6 
7 

1 

1 

15 - 

35 

1 

-2 
3 - 

2 

2 

43 

- 

45 

ZL 

1; 
a 

3 

41 
38 

2 - 

114 
= 

7 
=: 

2 

- 

2 - 

L 

3 

- 

3 -- 

1 

6 

9 
13 

- 

28 
= 

2 
ZZ= 

2 

- 

2 - 

2 

3 

- 

_2 

1 - 

2:: 
52 

46 

391 
131 

1 

15 7 
880 
C 

54 
E 

6 
7 

: 

_I 

17 - 

40 

2 

1 

-2 

r 

15 

2 

46 

3 

- 

51 - 

Ifl 

25 
306 

69 

86 

425 
326 

35 

68 

1,340 
ZZ=ZZ 

a2 
E 

.10 
7 

1 

1: 
1 

2 - 

25 - 

76 - 

T 
2 

43 

140 

- 

191 - 

a9 - 

10 
29 
11 

4 

63 
72 

4 

15 - 
208 
II 

13 
= 

3 

1 
1 

2 - 

7 - 

16 - 

2 

2 

4 - 

12 

: 

3 

2 
1 

- 

2 

_p 

2: 
2 

15 

16 
23 

2 

a - 

96 
= 

6 
= 

1 

2 

- 

3 - 

7 - 

2 

1 

1 

- 

4 - 

12 - 

12 

3 

- 

15 - 

7 .-- 

38 
362 

82 

105 

504 
421 

41 

91 

1,644 

100 

11 
10 

1 
3 
1 

17 

43 

100 

1 

6 
10 

4 

2 

33 - 

100 - 

6 
2 
2 

58 

145 
1 

- 

214 - 

100 - 

Note: Percentages may not add due to rounding. 
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APPENDIX V 

Function/ 
job category 

Male 
Wlte Black Other --- 

Fire protection: 
Officials 
Professionals - 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 40 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 2 
Skilled craft - 
Service/mainte- 

nance - 

Total 42 - 

Percent 100 - 

Parks and recreation: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Total 

Percent 

Hospitals and 
sanitoriums: 

Officials 
Prbfessionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes- 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Total 

Percent 

Health: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective 

service 
Paraprofes-’ 

sionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/mainte- 

nance 

Total 

Percent 

1 

21 

22 

1 

90 
22 

3 

47 
9 
3 

31 - 

205 - 

30 

-4 
1 

12 
2 

10 

29 - 

39 

2 

2 

5 
2 

21 
6 

2 

43 

6 - 

Total White 

40 

2 

42 - 

100 - 

6 

2 

1 

23 

- 

32 

9 - 

11: 
24 

5 

14 
22 

3 

46 

290 - 

42 - 

-4 
1 

12 
2 

13 - 

32 

43 

Female 
Black 0th -3 

7 Total 

2" 

. - 

2 

15 4 
- 

3 

305 324 326 

- 

312 

86 - 

17 
s 

.2 
-I 

333 - 

91 

158 18 
38 7 

6 182 248 23 
45 60 9 

35 24 5 64 
52 36 7 95 

10 - 

293 - 

43 - 

- 

18 - 

3 

34 
2 

2 

s7 

13 

1 

2 

- 

3 - 

4 - 

12 

398 - 

58 - 

35 
2 

2’ 1 

- 

38 - 

2’ 

5 

- 

42 

57 - 

APPENDIX V 

Total 
mite Black Other Totar ---- 

40 

2 

42 - 

100 - 

2” 
1 

8 

1 

1 

16 

- - 

334 26 - - 

92 7 - - 

3 

82 
61 

3 

45 
42 

41 - 

498 - 

72 - 

38 
3 

12 
4 

10 - 

67 - 

91 - 

11 - 

130 - 

19 - 

-1 

2 

-1 

r 

1 

5 

- 

-2 

1 - 

1 
26 

2 

11 
14 

e 

60 

2 

1 

1 

2 - 

2 

40 

2 

- 

42 - 

100 - 

13 
2 
2 

1 

347 

- 

365 - 

100 - 

1 
297 

69 

5 

138 
117 

3 

58 - 

688 - 

100 - 

39 
3 

12 
7 

13 - 

74 - 

100 - 

39 



APPENDIX V APPENDIX V 

Punction/job 
category 

Sousing: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective service 
Paraorofessionals 
Off&/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/maintenance 

Total 

Percent 

I!tilities and transpor- 
tation: 

Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective service 
Paraprofessionals 
Office/cler icaI 
Skilled craft 
Service/maintenance 

Total 

Percent 

Sanitation and sewage: 
, Officials 

Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective service 
Paraorofessionals 
Off i&/cler ical 
Skilled craft 
Service/maintenance 

Total 

Percent 

Other: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective service 
Paraprofessionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/maintenance 

Total 

Percent 

Male -- ------_- TO= 

6 

- 
- 

6 -- 

43 - 

3 

24 

- 

27 - 

96 - 

31 
-- 

31 - 

91 - 

-1 

53 

- 

24 
50 - 

2 

-- 

2 -- 

14 

; 

- 

1 

-z 

23 

10 

- 

II! 

71 -- 

3 

25 

28 - 

100 - 

1 

- 

32 
1 - 

34 - 

100 - 

1 

: 

3 

76 26 

2 

73 

Female 
WhiteBrack Other ---- Total --_I 

1 

2 

-- 

3 - 

21 --- 

- 

- 

29 - 

27 - 

i 

- 
i 

1 

1 

- 

1 

-i 

GAO note: The jobs in this appendix were categorized by the city using 
Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission definitions. 

- 

1 

3 

4 -- 

29 -- 

* 

4 

26 

- 

30 - 

28 - 

Total Br;iclc-r----* Total -- White 

1 

2 

6 

-- 

3 -- 

60 

3 

24 

-I 

27 - 

96 - 

31 

31 - 

91 --- 

3 

1 

79 

- 

83 - 

76 - 

1 

2 

- 

2 

21 

1 

- 

-- 

r 

3 -- 

1 

2; 

sz 

24 

22 

2 

-- 

2 

14 

1 

-- 

r 

A 

1 
.A 

2 

4 

1 
1 

- 

1 

2 

1 

3 

- 
10 

14 - 

100 - 

24 

28 - 

100 - 

1 

32 
1 - 

34 - 

100 - 

5 

: 

102 

109 - 

100 - 

h 



APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI 

Function/job category -- 

All functions: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective service 
Paraprofessionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Secvice/maintenance 

Total 

Percent 

Financial administration: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective service 
Paraprofessionals 
Office/clerical , 
Skilled craft 
Service/maintenance 

Total 

Percent 

Corrections: 
Officials 
Professionals 
Technicians 
Protective service 
Paraprofessionals 
Office/clerical 
Skilled craft 
Service/maintenance 

Total 

Percent 

COUNTY GOVERNMENT NEW SIRES 

SUFFOLK COUNTY, MASSACHUSETTS --- 

YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1974 ----- 

Male Female Total --- mBlack-T%?Total White Blacmr Totx ~~ -- 
--I_-- Black Ofii<?--Total - -- --- --- 

30 
15 

1 

4 

- 
50 = 
43 E 

2 

4 

2 
2 

4 = 
3 = 
2 
2 

r 
A 

32 
17 

2 

4 
5 

- 

60 = 
51 = 

32 
17 

1 

4 
5 

13 
9 

15 
1 

3 
- 

2 

35 = 

13 
9 

4 
1 

3 

59 
57 

1 

- 

1 

a 

30 
22 

11 

u 

E 

2 
4 

5 

2 

- 
13 = 
11 = 

2 
4 

5 

2 

- 

12. 

11 

1 

2 

3 
= 
3 = 

2 

2 

2 

1 

8 -- 

15 
14 

20 
1 
4 
3 

- 

57 
= 
49 ZZ 

15 
13 

9 
1 

: 
- 

45 

43 

1 

11 

- 

12 

22 

GAO note: 1. The jobs in this appendix were categorized by the county using 
Federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission definitions. 

2. Percentages may not add due to rounding. 

43 
24 

1 
15 

5 

3 
- 

91 = 
78 = 

43 
24 

4 
5 

3 
- 

2 

I!! 

1 
11 

- 

12 

22 

2 
3 

2 

1 
I 

6 I 

47 
31 

2 
20 

5 
9 
3 

-- 

117 --- 

100 = 

ii 

i i 
5 
9 
3 

-- 

104 - 

100 --- 

1 
1 

11 

- 

13 - 

100 - 
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