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The report subw5tted 'h st Navembsr .mas $as& to & lai-ge e%sQ;er% upon 

an ex8minatfon. of .%sail. able 8tstS s t ios ,  Y91blt j  kin?% pe~m$.ti;ed some Inspee- 

tion of perks and t h e i r  !:sea, %ha @o~i.!.?-f;i;e~ felt that more first-hand know- 

ledge gas needad. B~aord ing ly ,  i;rhiPe t h z  tvt'i-k .if t h e  Commiktes w i t h  khe  

auper%ntandsnl '  s of rice and t h e  pa& aornn? s s i  on@rs on m r i o i l ~  ~ u b j e b t s   BUG^ 

as  budgeting, planning QP p a ~ k s ,  eke,, 32s beaz; ~ i ? i n ' L t i ~ ~ ~ d ~  it ilfi5s 5een 

%upi>lemontad by a program of organized park ~iaitations~ 

.The Cs~irn5.ttne is a$: least as i n t e ~ e a t a d  1x1 t h e  qua2i.ty of *he Park 

System and the various programs 5% ~ff'e'rrr, 3.3 3% is in theis c o s t ,  TAfs 

5s why we ~ B V Q  orgtmi zed Yas Cor [mi ' t t~e  t c  obta in  first-SraaG knowledge of , 

pa& opemkf one, rather than  relying p r l r ~ e r i l y  rjtn 8 stati s-kbeal analysf s. 

The f o l l o d n g  ssc%ioias of this repost  are based on the pmsent ly  avai l -  

able  rsaults  of thsse park visits plus further . F S V ~ ~ V  of 189% yearqia st&- 

k i s t - i e a l  m8tar9.sEe which ham been bmught up to date. La-ker this f a l l  when 

our program OF par& .Enspeotfon is oonpSleQe, it i a  oup fzltentloola to subm%t a 

more complete repork on t k 5 a  mbjeot, 
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dfi a ~ t i @ ~  gird :fst:;ts t;f pa'intgaanoe 2 3 ;  ;,'.~~.?,-JuE s : ~ r ; & ~ ~  gf fac;.?-:i.C,,j..:-!~., 

*> % T ~ ~ B  izmzY %ean9 :jbpe ci2,:.i~..i-;5~ %h8 i f  >. j .  .;:" ; .,. ,,;s ~ 3 3 ~ ~ 2 2  $3 teat t3;f.s a;::! 6 a urnma I- 

3;xxi;zmp~q~s arid .:.q a. &.. z+ . . . . .~~ : . . ,3ge  ?. .. : ' J ~ . 4 -  *J.L raai;.~::,; .. . R L : F ~ F ~ ~ S  o.? BOBD~.C uatkg and perk.. 

.my s , 

; :; >L.R :<.a* .g7,& 2. 9 -* . 'bt,. .?.A ;;i 1 , ,+- 4 9 .-. ta&a'c;%~a onoXl;sXun -""-' ‘ . pa I 6. ... ;,,L, 3 a r e  we91 sa5n?gjned9 
*hat progress is befng m d s  on catching n? on deferred mintmancs 
and Lhttt 4s lf-c*k~'l;E! &;.%: (]ezca nf '  V~:~st,.;!:i'':ii_ $ 1 ; ~  ~3;ca~ss:';vg ou"r,54ys kaF2nd 

grogran oansrisd opzL at %che;se oea. te~s,  There  5 s  conuidgrabie mric",ian, bo7i.."n 

in age and geoer~l ottasaoi;ar, or permanent s-t~rusturas lacaked on p& tkfaal.7.i-- 
.,- %f es used eho 8jauzmer plkygrotunie, &ere pllrm&z~-b:?t; etr!lc%ures care : A . T G ~ ~ A ~ ~ s ?  

t h e y  a r e  used pr imar i ly  d.~;riat; ,t)!e svenkng hours  and 5% is uur -iinds~stwxidSng 

.that they are alsrj used q u i t e  in-tessivel ,y  d u r i n g  t h e  wiater. a k a t i r g  season, 

The aurwy taama have beea favorably impressed-with t h e  qwgrams c a r r i e d  

 din %he oo~~mar.i%a oenters and a-k the sumn;.er playgrsund;~, J!Z, skternpt f . 9  

mad@ to pl.016d9 8t3%;4@~4:feg fcpp- moat ~lgr3 g r a ~ p $  and at thi? fittifie kI.m~i 

%ha ~ 8 , j o ~  emphasis i n  t :)?.~ pP~nn5ng Pa dl recLed -Lo thnas groups shr;vm. by 



of t h e  park system oente:rad i n  l;ke acquisition and development of B sy8tm 081 

pa~krmys eanneetiog o u ~  il;..pe?%and lake 62 s t - 4 c t s  w i t h  $ha &l?ssissipp-I.  Eiver 

~ r i y  System, RelaL.EvaXj. ? :lt tie a-btentioy -vr, s p i d  "GO the a cq::fl.sj.t3 c.2 of 

Bo;a,~d Park C o ~ f a s 4 , c ~ s . ~ s  erisagsci -&he ae-.v,!.ce8. of EJr, I,., He 'tkis, F i e l d  

Sscretarr f o r  %he %h's;j,ona!, Renrestion Assor:fat%o~ af Werid !fork, to make ba 

and r " ~ ~ r e ~ t i . 0 ~  5t:~'nr3y of the C i t ~  ~?f h $ ? n 3 ~ 3 ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~ +  ThZ3 p1aX.l haa b9m 

kept up-to-dste by the Fm-k a t ~ f f  aad oar:zes as the bas io  guide t o  the ?ark 
-5 r.~ae;.6 ~ n d  gte%f 3.n i;&e saqri?raition sf 2roped-y  and in t h e  d~~rs1op?aeat of %he 

..- Pa,& ~-eel-eti-bfor, $~imgrparn, The Park E n a r d " ~  p l a r s  reoogn5zc dAc dsficiemey of 

n@tghborhoad p l  a y ~ r o u n d s  ia cie~rtia En aress, 

'.The C n m r l f t t a r  has aP~r,  hs:; B O G ~ S S  t o  mnumero.ous landscap and nrahitee%- 

urai  d s a * & ~ g s  -&ich hasas Been prepared by %he ESa& staBf, A pa& +;our wes 

made by aernbers sf the Committee w i t h  asroe of t h t  Park Comisslsners on which 

mriws _rrl~ns fcr dervelapnast of ElianeepolXs parka were shcwl by the aupsrfn- 

tmdent. 

In t h e  apfxlfon of %he Cowtni.Stters .the supe~ini:enden% has a c l e a r  id@& of %ha 

dl=i?-k%on b whLicj7 ite fee ls  t h ~  x k r ~ e a ~ o l f  s Park System sboltad .fsvs;op., 

%t is 'the ooac2raaiau ef t h e  Cor;lni%%ea the.% well cona~ii-ved p l ans  f 'or t h e  

bssalopiaarzt of park props,*ies are  msfnt%insd and ountinu~liy rs-trisad, Fur= 

themiore, we also Q O X I O P U ~ B  - ths% t h e  giWoWCA ~f the idifir.ea_soljis Perk System h s ~  

been we!.% directed w5th'lsn the l ' i m i t a  nf t h e  f imda 8~9~liIi:.bl@, 3.22 B C S Q ~ ~ B D C ~  

~ 4 t h  t ,h le  plan, 



uext 16 yj;s;3ys, This ~ m o r y - a t  2ae be r;.:~$ is .  asr-ic From, ko 5s ys;p&i;2 $3. 
and possibly frtana operating funds, 

~p@ct%;a:! ?I ssss.smer;~~s (~2:s~ t. 1 &/but kh.3 -na$,yi g e u e ~ a f  o&l  ;at.f.on ':>on$% .ac u l a  

aged $ 3 ' : ~  ,CQQ ~ * l u a a B j , ~  c;-i2 t i ? ~  la 8% ff-<.5 ;$arsnpz, . 

39ECL,USaCG.X 
--"a- 

'Is):* le-B ef aaptta? eweriditurea far  the 3 i r n l e a p ~ l i s  ?ark System slust 

be de;s-LdeC an rela'l;lon to a l l  ob&er needs and the ci ts r"?  ab.i?i.t;y $0 finance 
<-t R suob. improvements, lhssa  que;sti onu a re  beyond %he soope of t h i s  :*omaf t%w, 

but., far tm~3tsfy  for cityV a Joint ~ i $ i z e ~  PUIIIQC ~ f f i o d i ~ S  committee ha8 

been estsb'lished ";o work ~ u t  a long-raage p:rogmrn st' p t - f - o ~ d t i e a  e:rd fj.nanaing 

2- the f%etld of aapEtsZ i ~ i p ~ ~ ~ a ~ . ~ n t . ~ 1 ~  



The 3udyat  Rc>cxtaLse 
- ~ , , - e ~ . L A : , - - . "  

, " - I n  1554 it; f ea*$j.s,c+.i;ad .!::?at B~nneaon;<s w2.i: rgoaiive flai?rn %?b~ec6, 
$1 !j mg ,g$s iiicr ts Pa~*ks ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ M I I ~ < ~ " '  an" -eo,~ea-Sian ~ ~ * G ~ T G ! z ,  

I :.- 2 a e l . '  * 'I . - -  carq?--oveys and m ~ g ~ s C J ~ s n a n l , ~ s  YE'.;-%::.;:-.~: mi:. _;.&d an&'ic,r '~86;:30[3 80 %hat  1964 'b02-&2 
< ,. e~~;~Asy-rd$.~,~;.es 91-6 psz;:iisa.k.rid a$ $1,1375 s$<;i>e --T - 

T'ba 19:<5 byi:jgs% r%,9r\uoal \-'-- ,.>lid 2gi-I- .go$ rd j..s $2 ,WI ,653, 'based G,E 
-&s M :3srxq-&, 0s 't'+j $;;;. .;'kg P;td,j 5 2ji.l: 5 > y i % l  be 29vied an& ths?; the 
&83986sL3 m~z&tfO‘st ' " . $ ? 9  $* .. -: .a. kle $975 ; r)<7:iq ?-- :,'hi$ sxpsnd.lLu~s .will be 
h:,rr.igs-&e3 c o c o ~ - ~ ~ . ~ L ; ~  e% fc!jEo-sd..iyeg $5&;dbliti0n; 

i&q:ami Aaco~nCg 2 . ~ $  . 
&n.kftrig 1 1 ~ ~ "  air_ Pa :+a ~fbd 
TEaygrsunds 51% 

S p s a i a l  r?,ecis:s.t:o (Xigk4;f n!;; 
wrecta~p sexage ; 1,Psr*es.%ziz:i 
mrd , v;!?'P!: rind bu izd ing  
YgDa $1.8 324 ;.ei,ab-i,l f ' t a t i p ? ~  I. .& 

Rsa Feat  ?on 23% 
Havenue A c o o ; i ~ ~ t a  4% 

A dlsar.aaion of each of t h e  &are i.le~d5ngs 5.8 a~failab'm e in the AVO- 
v ~ ~ b e r  1955 rapcr t  of t k l s  Carnunltt@e, 

:in nn effort k~ ?ksl:r; daf<i.mloa if t h i ~  a m a ~ i t  5 s  fi:.d&q~tate fiadeqeate 
o r  @x=ssaive, oer-kaia f e ~ . t e  prases;%od 5n 185% yegr's r a p ~ r t  ef this 
~ s ~ i m l t t a s  have hsen brought; up-to-date, These facts fnaluds hisatorioal 
dater or: %inx~eapol i s  park r ~ j . v e ~ ~ e  I Z E ~  e ~ p e ~ d L t u r . e e  and eome ampa ricsom8 
ars..%%? of:l?er citf.er, 

- Figures %re froms the  Pgrk B ~ a r d  budget  and are subgect %o revision , 
fa 'Prlew of aahary oharges recently aciwptcsd, 



The t rend einae 1920 In assessed v~?Puat5sn, m l % i  rakes an6 2ark 
aod playground f ~ m d  tax  m*ecc:tp$a i a  & o m  Balowi: 

COMPARS SOIT QP ASSESSED V$-LUAT ION --- 
TAX RATES AND .PAW fix-? --- .- Pa* o p e ~  

T o t a l  City Pa ~k Perk an6 Play- atlng Tax 
At9aoascxI Tax  Rake Tea Rate W o u n d  P m d  Tax a& Psmank 

Year Baf u e t i  on - --- ( M i l l f a )  ( ~ i l l a )  Reoeipta ---- - cf Total - 

@ Park Board sakimate of wssesssd sa3uatiom for Sndioatsd revmy 
** Park Board i~aquestisd r a t e  f ~ r  1966 

a** Bst%matad tax fnooms 

Sourca8 Pfmtanoial Statistios, 4963 and Anzlncal Budget 
Estima%ss 8 s  issued by the Boarci of Estimate 
and Taxa t i an ,  

The right-hand ~olurrtn shows t h e  park t ax  a s  8 percsent sf %he total 
oiky t a x  for each year, In "154, 5,00 m411s o u t  of a total oSty 
1evy of f10094 mPPls was spent on t h e  park prsgmm i)~" 405$o 1% can 
be seen that there f a  a msrked inai-ease in t'ns prapor-bion of the cfty 
tsx d o l l a r  spent for the park pmgranB espeofa2ly during the p s t  ken 
years.  norea eased i ta~ome from other  souroes thec tkk property t a x  has 
been available to other o i t y  opera-kfons s u ~ h  as inoreased s t a t e  a i d  to 
aahools and l iquor and oigaratte t a x  reaefpke for a l t y  operating ex- 
pmses*) 

EOTEs LaLese e s t h a t s  or" assessed val~ation f o r  1955 has been g%veaa au 
$350,805,,20fi. Thfs means Park Board ra-venire f a r  1955 4 1 3 .  ba 
Poweke than that shorn in Table 11, 



Pa& a : s p ~ r i d f t u ~ * ~  ;?ere E " B ~ B $ f . V ~ ~ 1 7  acg&&a.t f ' r ~ m  29% %bough  1940 er;d 
o ~ s %  o f  If d E , g  ind%o@r; y y 6 2 ~ a  i ~ e ~ g ~ i \ ~ g ~ y  &able+ .?a& g ~ p ~ n d g e ~ ~ @ g  $jj~ieb 

'hay-6 f.ncreas&. g7.r::. i ; imye~$s: ,xz .  Part;  of t h i s  $ 8  pi:qsfred to rise% 
i n f l s $ i u n  t h e  baRfin~e j1:i8 L, ., U ~ E "  merint~fianee an2 an expacded 
park nz:R rfj:,arsaJ;f on prcxrsm, ii Ths eff@c$ of i n f%a t f  o n  nn park expendi- 
tares own ba ~ g h o ~ ~ a  by ~4.jus.L.ing 39443 pa& expend.itures w i k h  t h e  Con- 
ei~iiier~ s Pr5.a~ Indax. %%a t rend of i%s.t;ua% pa& axpenditures ver~sets the 
1940 pa& expezidiluree ac?-Ju::,ted f o r  coat  iaorsases 5s shorn ia Table III 
beam, ' 

Park Beard Total 
Wsquirbrnens;s, & a h -  

194-0 ?xpgndPtur=@~ 
Adjusted f i r  Cost  

Ycar ---- %enan@@ and Ope,-%% on - --- - $08 t Index - 

Sour~ez 1) Budget Estim~;..t;ss;, issued by Board of Estimate 
and T-emtio annually, 

8) Cost Index baaed on Gohsrsrurner'! s Prioe Index, 
%ontkhy labor Reo;im, July 1954, Page 838, 
(1947-49 100)~ 

Reoogaf zing that  any one index c a a o t  fuP ly ref lest c o s t  ina reases for 
B pta&f~uPar progr~tltl,, we may a%%Pf osnalude from the table that  paJ& 
axpend%tolres Rave s:gn2f'baantfy exceeded the amount needed t o  keep 
pea@ wSth fufletform, By 13%, if we had the %dentfoal park program fa 
1940 [and we are not saying %ha& t h i s  was m adequate or  inadequste 
 ragram ram) and we had &o 28y .fop this in. 1964 dollars, it would oost the 
af'ty $1,080,000 or $900,000 less  than  d P f  prtibabfy be 8penP;. This 
d % f  fe rmt ia f  approxfmates t h e  additiona%i funds available for as ex- 
pandef ?ark progpaz~, POP examplej t h e  number of pamanen* smplcyecs@ 
has  increased from 340 to 450, 



Ewk only are qs spmding s grep-ster ~ s r t i ; 3 ~  u ?  . the %Z.X G Q P ~ ~ Q F  034 pai-ke 
than before,+ bwt we are? a l s o  s p e ~ 6 i . n ~  .-. mm.;!r.=. ; i e ~  pei-sonl This  ean be 
shorn by. a comparison c!f per otapfka park s:.:pendfturae ove r  t:xe la& 
se-verai years, ' h e  t ab le  '$~ZP*QTC T?LAOES ?en* ea?i.'i;a pa& oxponditures:; 
both aotual and adjusted f z r  a o s t  5 n c ~ e a s a s . ~  . 

FZ3 CAPITA PAITIi EWiSENDTTLP3ZS --. ---- -- - - 

Year - & ~ % U L I ~  -.- 

* C ~ ~ S U I  f igus-89, %n-betpreen year8 a r e  ets~lnates ** Adjusted f igures ere sctual f f g w s s  ad3usted bg 
Consumess a Prlos Index, 11. S, Bxreau o f  Laber, 
(2954 r 100) 

Xn 1954 X5meapsIis w i l l  spend $3.69 per person for the! psrk prog-m 
aompared to-$2.80 per parscx in 1940 Tf 3.940 dol lars  are twr~9r%ed 
to 1954 d o l l a ~ s .  This i a  a 86% ins~ewsz ,  

COMPMZ 3014 iZTE OTBm CITIES -- 
Another brrslf s for evaltreting t h e  amount ~ p e n t  f DP %YLe . ! + f i ~ n e ~ p ~ 3 8  Pa& 
pmgpam is t o  compare park eq(3nb?'l%u~es wikh o t h e ~  elt?.es, h i s  is 
usually done in terms sf per oapii%a sxpsnd5.P-urea, Gnfoi-t-ma% uXy, the 
aeaoe;nting systems and the olassiflaatiune of expsrL.,dl&ures w-ry beheen 
o f t i e s  80 that  reliable oompal.'rsms are, a:; prss%r:ri, wetv&SXc\bPs, 
FuPtAemore, dfffermt a l t i e a  SueEnde ac t iv i t i e s  t h a t  make ooaparieon 
d l f f i s u l t ,  POP exampbe, aotae a i t i e s  m i n t a h  a ~s.:,, %5nnezpolis does 
not; b&, on t h a  othel- hand,, Mimaspof'ls ha$ Beaches wid rsoms o%'t~er 
o%%iee do n ~ t ,  Fiaslly, in  soma oi t iezs many dSfEcm-nt sgencsies pr- 
t i f c s f  pale  in t hs pa*, p%ayg,-oum? wnd ma~es+dc?fi pm&ken ,, i n ~ l u d b g  



school bcards, af,fad.eb-io Isa;guss, auun-k,i [ v P - ? ~ .  boeircts, eta , ,  ag::in 
mkfng oomparison d i f f f  o ~ l i & .  i n  npi 'ce c.f t'lese Sfnits-iir:na, {:txs -ay. r d "  
aapita expenditures f o r  rcajur cities are m :i.sor;abPy cor,.,.sistex. i, and 
do appear %a prodde a baeis for gunerml. oo~parZsor~ .  

Thera are two eauraes of infsrrnatfoa from =hich eomparaSive data asn 
be obtained. The data published by f i e  Ea%ioaaP Reoraatf cn Assooia%ran 
aom5inee all opera%tLrig e x p ~ a d i t ~ ~ e ~  ~3"tlsthsr from oity or ~ 4 ~ h f . r  agencies. 
The Past publfshed Piguree f r o m  t h i s  ~ G U P O ~  is for 3.950, A comp~1r5aon ' 
of per oapita park expanditures for  it !es wlth ~ O Q P U ~ ~ ~ $ O S ' . B  compn.mbls 
to B54nneapolfs is shorn in Table 8, P a m  t h f s  t ab le  it 5 s  cl?ar  %hat 
Mimeapofl e i s  above avcara,sle, 

A more recent soume of information is %hat supplied by t h e  U, S .  fle- 
parhent of Comepure in its "Conpsndf srn af  Citz Government Fincsxleea, $2 

This is sn wmual r e p o r t  and it s h o ~ ~ s  t h e  anaunt spent by all c i t i e s  
for d i f f e r a t  f"w?ot;iuns such as ~ e l t ' a r e ,  e6uoat ion,  recreakion ,  etc, 
Ths %ecreation" c lass i f i ca t ion  not o32y includes t h e  amount spent for 
parks. and playg~ouads ,  but 18130 for RU8bL.rmSC gtzd5t.*-- A ...J ; i i~ma , bathing bmahe8, 
yaokt harbors, eta, 'Therefore, the esrrpandi%ul-e gsr s ~ i % s  slii Le gsn-- 
%ral ly  higher t h a n  tlrse s h ~ m  by :;3e ?l.a.?Aonr,'i Waereetion .Aasc>iatfon. 
Although these Slgures hare t h e l  r ?.i~i.+:~.%i::~j.~ they do prsvi6e a basis 
for oomparlslg the arr,oun'I; eps& fey al.1 "t.a~;---$si;loa" By ",he ~ ~ E A + O I =  J c i t i ese  
Table V shows p e r  s a p i t s  expendlt;rri-es s l ~ ~ r : ;  ? i l l i s  eo?lx=ca ?or 19% and 2952; 
The data for 1950 from B o t h  t h e  !4a.i;-50nwl H s ~ r e a t i u n  ti-,sosi&tlon and the 
Departmexi% uP Cornmerotr besr a vary ccloss oarpealaticar, IE botll g e t s  of  
figures h i i ~ n e b l p ~ l l s  2s above a ~ e r a g e ~  LargePji- a s  E i - c ~ s l t  o:f @he fn- 
creaee in 1952 t o  6 mills f o r  t h e  i"&.i;in: a;.ld, i21aygmiad Fund, %he ref.aQ,ive 
posftion of Mffmeapalfu chai:ged. i n  1952 -Lo f i f%h p':aae. 

In vfew of t h e  data p ~ s s e n t a d  in T a b l a  6 P t  5~ sa fe  t c  aor&cltda t h a t  
Edirznewylolis fs %,sending msrg oe..- sa;$..tsa on ?arks snd recreation then %kia 
average oities of eompaa~.ble. s%iao, ~rsbsalj-12 in tt.",o upper fou -t'h 02  these 
oftfese 



2btt CP-311A  'aidEERAT?l:G EXi3B:OXT'J?ES CX iJ~%R# FP0CkM - COWA'IISOH BET ,SFN UJQR CITIES -. .--marr̂ -l."-iuElu--.-rl r-.i.^-.-r*p -* r.-a-r--"-...3 ---- - 

Sean D i  a g ~  340 98 San D i s g s  $S,20 
Oak2 exis 4," 66 Rh*i.ohsa%ejr, 3,)'Y; 5 , l 3  
IC&ne%.a 6 1 % ~  4,18 13ak3.s~d S , 08 
Buf :'a3 a $ , I 6  UBEVBP 4,,96 

SeacgtGles 
1'0r:l$?ld Or@, 
2Tecfd P\C 
Eal. li& e 
P",.k~bl~.~g:^ab 
C5::cfnnrstl 
L o u ~ ~ v I  l i e  
To;.leOo 
A,tLant& 
Hemphi s 
~i mingham 
San tlnim~ics 
Dovstob? 
CB P umbua 
Indianapolfa 

Buffalo 
3L, P%.t;2. 
Sr;a%tls 
A%lwnca 
P.'or%Xond, Ora,, 
14sCT O ~ l b ~ f 3 &  
TIallarp 
P i t t r r t u  lrgh 
Re?%% 1% 
Clnoinnati 
E ~ S W ~ U ~ Q O  
Toledo 
Xndianapol%s 
Memphi 8 
Loufe~.rrPli&? 
Birmiogham 
§an Antonio 
Houe.Gonz 
Go%mbut3 

Avemge 2,22 Avarra gs 2,84 Average 3,46 

IJ.JOTEJ Tha  Mimetipolis f"igur*as a re  h i  $her t han  ~ P ~ Q E I Q  shorn in fable I V  baoause, bn the aasa of %he IRA 
d a t a ,  $380,,8@0 f c r  ,golf ~0urkler8 and $60,008 for Minneapolis aathsleeio Aesooiation a . ~ ~ d f i t ; u r s ~  
%rs SnoPudad, The Dep~rtmcnns of Qa?arne~o@ data inoludee go l f  and other  reaseation @xp@nditu~ee 
wlinah aa c%reeLt ?ara,c%ry,, ~o'd,$..%;errim azd ~ U B ~ ~ S D B . .  



y@v@nue &?,c.l 3 ~ ; ~ ~ ~ d ~ t \ l ~ ~ ~  b~d ;<c? t  f~ 1 i'g;l.j  ring ye2 :*., T b j - ~  b ~ ?  dgt3.b %hf ah 

wi.%:l, be ymfeyysd .irl tfiu fsiiouling pep.ri,..r.:$r:'t"i~t '>-- t--=- a s  . Y E ~  pl-elimir;g.$y budgete 

5.8 g s a e P n ~ : ~ y '  p~apar :& 2.z an< 23 . 3~3 i : . ; ;~ .  .. by the Boa,rd of X'nrk Commia- 

s$sneYs 2 a e f ~  ~3 S B f i ~ ~ ~ e T  Z~ 'yhg :..- l i ~ ~ p ' i  ..,..,& i re- ,  iA?(.:;.;- e 4: ' oudgct Gcgethes -&wth inform- 

%;ha budgr,gt ri;$iiP%%ng only f n  t ~ . a r a f o r a  be-lxesn departnsnts r ~ r  8cti~itie8 

'be mads by a&lnf stn-e.tive aokian, aily ahauga r e ~ ~ x i  r i n g  an Iriorease in t o t a l  

~xpmlb.TLuree ~:,taslt; have appreml of -the Board of' Park Cot-:mila&iionst.a, 

b e  made c~wxiJ.abPa Lo Lk% h ~ i :  Board, 

and Ci%itar:a League s taf?ha-rc  ra-trievard t h e  pre23%,mir.epg; sne f ind l  budget8 

For 1954 and more rscen'ily have obsar've6 procedu~es followsd 1~ ths ?re3 imLlzl- 

d f  s a t l a s t e : ~ ~  zsgardicg t h e  u se  orbudge-ts i a .  t,"io eidm,;.:-:i sbui-ati.~~:. cf ?&e Par;; 

systen, 
i ,*. r:a .2 
L 13, -4 & 

% .  



n re::arn;ieoda'i;ic,ns ijf t%:e S ~ c t i o ~  w!~ich have cmlved ~ P C I ? I  these 6:s- 

eussiosa sad s t u d i e s  are emarm ~ i z e d  aa fo110ws: 

De+,af Zed budye-ting s h ~ ~ ' : I d  8k8rk&T9 .----.---..---> - 
As was gointed ou t  i n  ou r  px*eviouo r o p o r t ,  the 2~oliminary budget 

kaa been essent ia l ly  a ststenant of need t o  jusc;lfy the s u t h o ~ i t a -  

tlon of the maximm levy, n?ar.t ioipatioa of tho various de?artmcnt 

heeds i a i  b u d g e t  preperatfcn hss  been l imi t ed  almos% e a t i r e l y  to 

the p ~ e p a ~ a t i o n  cf the fir,al Sudget ,  Consequently the pre l iminary  

budsot is not  really a budzot at n13. but a, mvgh @skimate of how 

so much funds would probably be a l l o c a t e d  i f  .they were awilable, 

7le are iafom,ed t h a t  Vne depar-tmant heads ware given a more import; 

ant r o l e  in t.be preparation o f  t h e  '6955 preliminary budget,  bu t  we 

believe t h a t  Jlnaufficieot t ime %as allowed f o r  e f f e o t i v e  review o f  

t h e  budge+, e s t i m a t e s  by the Super in tendent ' s  admfnistrative s t a f f  

before the 'audget went t o  the Park Board and Board of ds t imate  and 

Trixetion, nor was t h e  preliminary budget prspared in  t h e  d e t a i l  

necessary  for an operating budget, This  seems t o  ua t o  give t h e  

Board o f  Ystimate an inadequcnta baste For determining what park af 

t h e  f i v e  n i l 1  maximum levy should be authorised.  

It is the opinion o f  t h i s  eoimi-ttee t h a t  t h e  pselimfnsrg; budget 

should be prepared a s  an opemtjng budget and accorded t h e  more 

careful eons ide ra t ion  now g f ~ e n  t o  -the final budget. iihile minor 

adjustments smuld have t o  be mads afker the tax levy has been s e t ,  

a budget >repared in the manner reaommended would provide e more 

r e l i a b l e  basis f o r  d s t o m i n i n g  t h e  a m u r t  o f  funds mqtlired to oarry 

out  t h e  planned program, 

;Ve o o m m d  t h e  B o a ~ d  and a t a f f  for ~ n k f n ~ ,  a s t a r t  i n  t h i s  diracti oyl 

%his year and express the hope that; t h i s  proposal may he  more fully 

sdo2ted next year. 
Page 13 



Expenditure est ima-tss s?lou96 be ncdt; in -terms of es.&ji~~?latsd c o s t s  

sf' glamed programs and p ~ o j e c t s .  ?rior yearaP expenses shoul6 

be used as guides En sstimaking f'u-ktz~e c;osts, but should mnot be 

aoeepted as tho basic element in preparing a budget with explana- , 

%lions given only f o r  shangss f r o m  t'ne current y e a r ' s  l e v e l  o f  ex- 

pense, 

3, RespsmsibiPitiee - fo r  budget A --- prapars%fon, revisv, approval and 

adwi~%sLra.t;f cn - 
In developing t h e  budget, depnrtrnex-k haads and supervfeors ~ l h o ~ l d  

Se reeponsibls f o r  rasking pmllmina-yr astlrnates, The park super- 

intendent o r  his represel~tet i ve  should rev1 m such s s t i m s t e s  and, 

in cooperation w i t h  i;!?a mrisus department heads, make whatever 

changes are necessaqr  t o  keep tkes over-a l l  budget &th in  t h e  ob- 

jeativea of t h o  Board. The Pas% Eoard, o r  its designated commit.tee 

o r  committees, ahoriPd review the budgst  t o  determine t h a t  both totab 

resen?ue and expenditures planned aa sell a s  t h o s e  o f  the i nd iv idua l  

a a t i v f t f e s  and departments are  witkin the l i m i t s  and o b j e c ~ t i ~ e s  of 

the Board, The budget sholald be a f i n a n c i a l  p l an  f o r  ca r ry ing  out 

the park ope ra t ions  in secordance wILh the p o l i c i e s  of  t h e  Board. 

The p repa ra t ion  of the budget and t h s  admin i s t r a t ion  of the Park 

System wi th in  t h e  frsmmerk of  the approved budget are the respon- 

s i b i l i t y  o f  t h e  Park S u p e r f n t s n d a ~ t ,  The f fnal  review and approval 

o f  t h e  budget, both before and a f t e r  t he  Board o f  Est imate haa ac t ed ,  

5s t h e  r e s p o n s i b t l f t y  of  t h e  Board. There should be no de legat ion  

or assumption of the responsibilities of the Park Board by t h e  Super- 

in tendent  or vice versa, 

?age 14 



4.. Ee't;i@fp e3~.p.~?~$.:~:-""t38 3-7 f';*,$i - Q -  p = f ~ y y ~ & i : : . ? & =  L . .  2 : .  2 % .  . : - , - * - -  ." 

. ?&ere poss ib l e '  budgeted .:xpatrnlS;u:-;79 sl;su] 5 '\)t3 ;.-@lt;.t.;ed t o  speaif 3.c 

fmat ions ,  p r o j e c t s  or properkies -%a ~:"ov ide  ft bssi.8 for 8gp1ib381 

. of t h e  r e l ~ t i v e  fmpcjrtance o f  ~ltelzlatim expenditures. Sinee the 

over-a l l  r e s u l t s  of a f i na~ ic i a l  plan For the ope~-a.i;-ion c:P a pa.+ 

system cannot be e p p m i s e d  in terms of a net p%-ofit, a s  resuite o f  

conmerciaP enterprises might  be, %bere must be some basis  f o r  oom- 

paring e&imatsd ~ s s t s  with expected aocomplish~nenls, whether i t  

be miles o f  mad to be rasurfacad us number of recreational parP;5af- 

pants tu be aoco~odsted. See i l luutrtifioxl o f  budget pages attashed 

as appendix B. 

50  Budget should take  into account a13 aveilab2e funds - 
The budget submitted s%ould saf leot  the mast accurate estimates ob- 

tainable of probable funds availebla inoluding estimated oaek oarry- 

over, resulting fmn onaxpendad mads p j * e v j o u ~ l y  au%horieed, 

6, Long-range estimates of eaaftal  eqoenditurea and requests f o r  inp~ove- 
A 

men% funds  should 3e 

Since appso.rra1.s of" c a p i t a l  expendi%ures ~ t a s u l t  u~a-midab1 y in oom- 

mitments for  future  expenditures for operating nevr faci' l it iea,  it 

l a  important t h a t  t h e  tm faatore be aom5dereB simultaneously. If 

anticipated operating costs o f  dgsired "empreweme~its and f a c i l i t f e s  

are urmrealiatio in v5m of estimated amffabfe present and f u t u ~ e  

operaeng funds, t h e  request for such facilities ean be no less LIE- 

realistio,  The nearly complete u t i l5eat ion  of' available property 

w i t h b  the limits of the oity and the resulti3g s l ~ % - u p  in the er- 

pausion of both ths population and property whiah must produce the 

requfred funds in future yoass makes t h e  present status sfgaif"Jczi%ly 

different fmmthat of earlier y.. - 8 ~ 6 0  



CONCLUSIONS 

There stan be l i t t l e  doubt t h a t  &innsapolfs has a L m ~ I ~  system nT high 

quality, This is apparent bbith in the  propapties  vrE.iilsjl make up t h e  systen 

and in %he uses to which they are put ,  The sys'tea is *%ell aoxiceived and 

shly administered, (Seations A & B) 

On t h e  other hnnd, t h e  preponderanoa of' eedenae l i i d i ~ a t e ~  t h a t  tfrs 

c o s t  o f  supporting PfnnespaS.fs parks is high,  ( ~ e c t i o ~ ?  C) Thin daes n o t  

imply that ft is an fner'fialent operstion. Cn the oontrsry, the c o s t  of a 

superior product is often h.igh, 

i% m u l d ,  however, be rsrn2ss if we d i d  not; aPao s t a t e  otrs c:i)fnioa that 

conf huous ly  ina.reasing eccaomy of operation oan be obtained -witkbwk ecaori- 

fice of quality. The adoption of t he  resomendations na~fa nndsr t h e  h e a d k g  

of budgeting (seation B) may be a means -to t h i s  end, 



SE.2 :.BY OF Rd CO: ; ,:<1Da4T IONS 

1 Survey of Park Properties - 
A. The present park system i s  a r e su l t  of long evolution. 

B. Some of the physical ?roper t ies  may have outlived t h e  park purposes f o r  
which they rrere acquired. 

C. Some of t h e  park properties may more properly be uuder the  ju r i sd ic t ion  
of a d i f fe ren t  c i t y  department or  agencies. 

D. Reconmend t h a t  t h e  Parlc Board make public i t s  appraisal  of park properties 
buildings and a c t i v i t i e s  ~ 4 t h  t h e  purpose of advising the  public $hat 
it i s  

1) Discontinuing out-moded f a c i l i t i e s .  

2) D i s~os ing  of lam? t,&ich no longer has, o r  never h%d, proba'3le park use 

3) Seeking t o  t rans fes  t o  other  c i t y  o r  county depzrtments or agencies 
those properties ~;!-iich are more p r o ~ e r l y  under smeone e l s e ' s  
jur isdic t ion.  

11 Vages 
-- A. ifages ccrnpri se 70,x cf :he park budget. 

B. Bo attempt was made by the  c o d t  kee t o  pass on vage scales. 

C. 2ecommend t h a t  t h e  Park Board ask t h e  City CouncilJ s Citizens Survey 
ComTttee t o  include Park Board wage scales  i n  i t s  present study. 

I11 Budgeting and Accounting 

A. Proper budgeting s t a r t s  with t he  yuestinning of a l l  exis t ing functions 
t o  determine t h e  mininu11 sa t i s f ac to ry  level  of expenditures. It extends 
t o  comprehensive planning of fu ture  a c t i v i t e s  and es tabl ishes  a definit,e 
order of p r i o r i t i e s ,  

B, A budget constructed on t h i s  basis  can be a strong administrative device 
if used by t h e  Commissioners, not only i n  advancing programs, but i n  
es tabl ishing control  over costs, 

C. Reconmend t h a t  budgeting procedures based more on these principles,  be 
i n s t i t u t e d  i n  t he  prep- ra t ion  of t h e  ?ark Board ' s tentot ive  budget, 
which i s  suhni3ted t o  Lhe Board of Zstima.te end Taxation, and t h a t  the  
Park 3oard i t s e l f  becane involved t o  a greater extent i n  the  decisions 
as t o  pol ic ies  and programs as re f lec ted  i n  the  budget. 



D. Recommend "sat more spec i f ic  l i s t i n g s  of t he  deferred maintenance be 
cleveloped so -i;hat the  cosis of catching up can 5e f igure6 and p r i o r i t i e s  
can be assigned. Coupled with t h i s  -recomnenclation i s  a request t h ~ t  t h e  
Park Board make a statement of policy as t o  t he  p r i o r i t y  t o  be given de- 
f erred maintenance. 

N Should t h e  f u l l  5 mi l l s  be levied f o r  1954? 

A. Ultimately t h e  a-ount t o  be spent on parks nust  5e judged i n  terms 
of t he  overa l l  t ax  r a t e  ssld t he  c i t y ' s  a b i l i t y  and willingness t o  
foot  t he  b i l l .  i i i th in  t h i s  overal l  s t ructure ,  t h e  amount devoted 
t o  pa&s becomes a question of p r io r i ty .  It i s  not wi thin  the  scope 
of t h i s  comaittee t o  decide t l ~ e  question on any such broad basis,  

0,  However, i n  view of the  c o m i t t e e t  s conc l~s ions  

1) t h a t  t he  Park Board has already received subs tan t ia l  add' t '  i ion%?- 
f m d s  beyond %hose reql.dred t o  o f f s e t  increased cperating cocts; 
and 

2) t h a t  t h e  proportion of c i t y  funds devoted t o  parks and plrygrounds 
has been subs tan t ia l ly  increased; 

it i s  t h e  r e s ~ m n e r ~ a t i o n  of Lhe comaittee t h a t  t z x  funds made availz3le 
f o r  parks ancl plnygrouscis should not 5e fu r the r  expanded cC t h i s  time 
and *at a .mill levy be s e t  .f ar 1954 ~ h i c h  w i l l  produce t h e  am0un-i; 
of tax funds produced f o r  1953. 

The committee bases t h i s  reco~:mend c.tion on t h e  Z'ollordng: 

(1) Park expenditures i n  S;innear,olis appear t o  be a t  a hizh leve l  
on any basis of  comparison. 

( 2 )  Progress i n  catching up on maintenance has been made and i s  
being made under :;he 1953 budget. 

(3)  Savings w i l l  r e su l t  from discontinuance of Ryan and Riverside 
baths. 

(4) &her economies of operation appear possible without cur ta i l ing 
p r e s e ~ t  a c t i v i t i e s  

(5) Total property t a x  r a t e  of about 149 m i l l s ,  appecrs t o  be too 
high t o  permit expansion of pa.rk operations. 
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OF MINNEAPOLIS AND HENNEPIN COUNTY 

601 Syndicate Building FEdera18-0791 
Minneapolis 2 

June 7, 1954 

Ierdbers sf the Ordinances and Legislat ion Committee 
Minneapolis City Council 

Gentlemen t 

The Taxation m d  Finanoe Committee and Board of Directors of 
t h e  Cit izens League have been giving consideration t o  the  proposed 
oharge fo r  t h e  use of the  s t r e e t s  by power sompanies whieh i s  
before you comaittee, Our e d t t e e t e  statement of f a c t s  regard- 
i ng  t he  proposal and of arguments made f o r  and against  it i s  
attached. 

A t  t he  meeting of t he  Board of Directors  today, the question of 
t h e  League's posi t ion i n  regard t o  t h e  proposal was discussed. The 
f o l l m i n g  points of paramount iaportanoe were raisedr 

1, As it has i n  t he  past  by i t s  support; of addit ional  t a x  
millage f o r  operating fund purpmes, the League oontinues t o  
recognize t h e  Ci ty  Council' s need f o r  =ore operating funds. 

2. Sinoe as y e t  the re  i s  no overall ,  long range p l a s  f o r  
solving the  f inanc ia l  p l igh t  of t h e  C i t y ,  t h i s  proposed oharge 
represents  only a p iecmeal  approach t o  the  t o t a l  pioture,  

3. However, the  Ci ty  Counsil has s e t  up a specia l  committee 
of government, business and labor representa t ives  to .  work out a 
f i nanc i a l  program fo r  the  City, a d  t o  t h i s  the  League has f r m  
the s t a r t  pledged i t s  support. 

4. Yoreover, the  League's Taxation and Finance o o d t t e e  i s  
nearing completion of i t s  comprehensive repor t  on Yinneapolis' 
t a x  and debt po l ic ies  including possible sources of addit ional  
revenue. 

In t he  l i g h t  of t h e  above points t h e  Board concluded t h a t  i C  3-8 
against  the adoption of t he  proposed charge a t  t h i s  Cime, believing 
t h a t  each revenue measure which i s  adopted should be p a r t  of a 
comprehensive long range financing plan f o r  t h e  City. 

Again, t h e  League Board pledges i t s e l f  t o  t h e  support of t h e  
speedy development of such a plan. 

Yours very t ru ly ,  

Charles S. Bellows 
President 

A NON-PARTISAN CITIZENS ORGANIZATION WORKING FOR BETTER CITY & COUNTY GOVERNMENT -. 


