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ACTIVITIES OF COMMITTEE SINCE LAST HOVEMEER

The report submitted last Nuvember was besed te 2 large axtent upon
an examination of awvsilable atatistios. ¥Whils time paymitted some inapec-

thes felt thet mors Tirst<hand know-

tion of parks and their uses, the Comm
ledge was needed. Accordingly, while the work of the Committes with the
guperintendent’s office and the park cowmnissionsrs on various subjects such
as budgeting, planning «f parks, etc.. ha2 besn cantinuved, it has been
supplemented by a program of organizsd park wisitations.

The Committee is at leust as interested in the gquality of the Park
System and the various programs it offeras, as 1t is in their cost. This
is why we have orgenized the Commitise to obtain first-hand kucwledge of
park operations, rather than relying primarily on a stetistiocal anralysis.

The following sections of this report ére based on the presently avail-
able resulte of these park visits plug further review of last year's sta-
tistical materizle which havse heen brought up to date. Later this fell when
our program ofvpark inspection is complete, it is our intention to submit a

more complete report on thiz subject.
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psintenance at various cliasges of Tacilities.,

The survey teams vioiihs at community centers and summer

vlaygrounds and are of seenic parks gnd parke

o Gate, we have come to the

Um the bzaels of the reports submitt

tained

taatetlve conclusion th 3 ¢ facklis
that progress is being nads on catcnlnw up on Geferred ma*ntenance
and that there iz 1ithle oy ]

w0

danes of wngl s mEeessiva

the needs gerved of the eomuaunli

and, in the ordinary coursz of evenis, rzguirs sonsiderable msinteonance. In

general, they appear tu e maintained to the arient necesssry o condusi the

e

program carried out at these seniers.  There iz considsrzabie vari;ﬁlnvg both
in age and peneral sharacter, of permenent strustures located on park fecili-
ties used as summer pleygrounds, Where permenant atructures are avallablay
"thay are used primer?ly during the svening hours and ii is our understanding
thet they are alss used quite intensively during the wiater s kauixg season.,
The survey teams have besa favorably impressed with the programs carried
out in the community centers and at the sumwer playgrounds, An autempt is
made to provide sotivities for most age groups and at ths sams time

2

the major emphasis in the plann

fuder

ng is direched to %those groups shown by

actual experience to be most responsive to the itypes of prozrem conducted by

¢ Park Systsm, Virtually sil of the permanent steflf mawbers in charge of

g,
i
*.

the communiiy center progrem eppeared well gualified for thelr pogitiovns., The
generally A

/high level of participet

po

on ir

s

the progrem of the Park system and the

L
astic respouss cf the children participating in the program end o thelr par

regreastion oo

ents, are eloguent testimonials of the sffsctiveness of
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ATI0N ACTIVITIES

Charles Doell, Perk Superintendent, indicates that early development

of the park system centersd in the scquisition anﬁ development of a system of

parkways eonnecting our iwmportant lske dis

and ultima%ely sncireling the sity irn whet

way System. Relatively lititle atbentiocn

nroperty for nelghborhood narks. Thisg haes
b o & A

x4

Board of Park Commissionsrs engaged the sar

Secretary for the Netional Recreation Assc

tricts with the Hississippl River

is kpown as the Grand Rounds Park-

wes psld to the acquisition of

gradunily changed and i: 1944 the

]

rrices: of Mr. [. H. Veir, Field

aiation of Rew York, to make s

park and rsorestion survey of the City of Minnespclis. Ths plan haas bsen

kept up-to-dete by the Park staff and serves as the bagic gulde to the Park

Board and staff in the asquisition of prope

Park recreation vrogram. The Park Board's

nelghborhood playgrounds in certain aress.

The Committee has alse

erty and in the develogment of the

plens recognize the deficlency of

had access to numerous landscape snd arcshitect-

ural drawings which have been prepared by the Park staff. A perk Stour wes

nade by members of the Committes with some of the Park Comaissioners on which

various olans for development of Minneapolis parks were shown by the superinm

tendent.

In the opinion of the Committee the s

uperintendent has a elear ideg of

direction in which he fasels the Minneagsolis FPark System should devsliop,

T-L

i3 the conclusion of the Commithtes

that well conceived plans Por the

development of park properties ars waintained and ountinually revised. Fur-

thermore, we also conclude that the growth

been wall

with thi

i

g

directed within the limits of

plan,

of the Hinreapolis Park System hes

1¢ funds avalisble, 1n scvordencs
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The Superintandent has subnitted a

B

foh indicabes thet to carry out the program sudmiitie

o

leng~tsrm bond request
with the request, $1.300,000 in bond funds woulld be required annually for the
> may be met in pert frowm bondz to he ropeid by

and possibly from cperating funds,
put in thes nein geveral cbiigation bonds wouid be

ion bonds sllotted to Lhe Park Board heve mvar-

Parsuthetisslly, it should be remarked that of the $24.000,000 requested,

$12,000,000 is for develoomsnt of neighborhood parks, su activity in whish the

Park Bosrd's plans show the Minnesapolis system to be defisient.

GONCLUSION

e

The level of oapital expenditures for the Hinneapclis Park System must
be desided in relation to all other nesds and the city's ability to finsnce
such improvements, These questicns are beyond the ssope of this Sommitteei
but f ortunatsly for the sity, a joint citizen =~ puhlin.afficial committee has
bean esteblished Lo work out s longerenge program of prisrities e:d {inancing

in The field of capitel improvemsats,

“aps B



Carry-cvers and

% Figures are from the Perk Beard budge: end are subject to

The guaal

In 1984 @ aolis will receive from toxes,
apout 1,889 .2 5 and recreation program.
misoslianecus i 186,300 so that 1954 botal
gxpsunditures sr =

Thoe 1955 budget @ of the EarL Bpard is $2,001,6850, taged on
the sssomption thalt ¢ Mll b m11¢g w 11 te levied and that the
azasssged valustion L be ' 00C. This sxpendisure will be

hudgsted ascording 3 4ribution:

‘2\‘55 ig '\OQ“ )1"" “'_

Seneral Ascounis ' 20%
Haintenanes of Parks snd
Playgrounds 3%
Speoisl secounts {lighting;
watery zewage; forsstry;
road, wall ond building
repairs and rehabilitation 14%
Racreztion 23%
Revenue Acsounts A
Park Folice 8”
1 QQ/&;

4 disoussion of each of the above headings is available in the So-

wvember 1983 report of this Committes.

in en effort to help determine if this amount is adequate, iradequate
oy exsoeaive, oertain facts presented in last year's raport of this
Committes have besen brought up~to-date. These facts includs historieal
date on Minmespolis park revenue and expenditures and some oonpariguns
with other cltiss,

revisien
in view of salary ohanges rscently adopted.



TIONALTOAAT SRR
HISTCRICAL TRENDS

Parcent of the Tax Dollar Spent un Parks

The trend since 1520 in wssesasd walumtion, mill rates and park
and playground fund tex receipts is shown bhelows

TABLE 1I

COMPARISON OF ASSESSED VALUATION
TAX RATES AND PARK TAX BECRISTS

‘ . Park Oper-
Total City Park Park and Play- ating Tax
Agasassad Tex Rate Tex Rate Ground Fund Tax as Percent
Year Valuation {Mills) {Mills) Receipts of Total
1920 $227.,033.890 49.90 1.688 $380,185 3,4%
1930 330,248,748 81,37 1.94 ‘ 698,742 3.2%
1940 237,537,098 76,90 2,16 495,429 2.8%
1941 235,291,473 78,05 2,17 494,436 2.8%
1942 230,513,835 79.43 2,18 508,200 2,7%
1943 232,408,608 79,21 2,18 516,772 2. 7%
1944 234,710,361 82,91 2,22 537,677 2.7%
1948 236,045,766 83.30 2,28 550,876 2,7%
1946 239,669,210 94.60 3,22 738,143 3.4% '
1947 250,538,676 94,95 3,36 048,318 3.5%
1948 269,785,754 97,15 3.58 518,207 3.5%
1949 292,685,905 102,82 5,57 987,612 - 3.3%
1950 300,271,640 '110.908 3,37 1,019,890  3.0%
1961 307,917,580 108,96 3,33 1,053,660 3.1%
1952 326,571,587 107.855 5.00 1,650,087 - 4.8%
1653 338,549,476 108,45 4,90 1,687,811 4.5%
1954 320,991,203 110,94 £,00 1,689,207 s*x 4, 5%

1968 375,000,000 = 5,00 *= 1,846,266 ==

# Park Board estimate of agsessed valuation for indicated revenue
*+ Park Board reguested rate for 1968
»¥s Rgtimatad tax income '

Sourca: Finanoial Statistics, 1953 and Annual Budget
~ Estimates ss issued by the Board of Estimate
and Taxation. '

The right-hand solunn shows the park tax as a percent of the totsl
oity tax for each year. In 1864, B£.00 wmillis ocut of 2 total city

levy of 110.94 mills was spent on the park program or 4.5%. It can

be gean that there is a marked inereass in the proportion of the city
tax dollar spent for the park program, especially during the past ten
years. (Increased income from other soursces then the property tax has
been available to other city operations such as increased state aid %o
sohools)and liquor and cigeretts tex receipis for city operating ex-
penses,

NOTEs Latest estimate of assessed valuation for 1955 has been. given asg
$350,805,200. This means Park Board revenue for 1955 will be
loweyr than that shown in Table 11,

Page 7
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Park expenditureg were relatively counstant from 1955 through 1940 ans
sost of livipg indices wers aeAﬂt*veLV stable. Park expenditures since
1944 have increasged over threefold. Part of this is requirsd to meet
infiati on; the balance has gons for better maintenance and an expended
park and resrsation program. The effect of inflation on park sxpendi-
tures can be shown by &djusting 1540 park expsnditures with the Con-
pumer’s Price Indax. Thez trend of actual park sxpenditures versus the
1940 park expsnditures adjusted for cost increases is shown in Table I1I
bslow. -

ABLE 111

3

THEND OF PARK EXPENDITURES
COMPARED TO INGCRBEASED COSTS

. Park Beard Total ‘ 1940 Fxpenditures

Requirsments, Main- : Adjusted for Cost
iear tenance and Cperation Lost Index of Living
1940 $ 561,358 100 $§ 561,000
1941 - 567,257 108 590,000
1942 543,418 116 650,000
1943 559,588 } 123 690,000
1944 , 803,273 128 700,000
1948 854,644 ‘ 128 720,000
1948 82%,.983 139 780,000
1947 987,960 159 , 830,000
1948 1,066,285 173 §70,000
1949 1,077,085 169 980,000
1950 1,121,345 172 960,000
1951 1,198,271 184 : 1,030,000
16562 3,674,871 189 1,060,000
1963 1,821,873 191 1,070,000
1954 1,987,420 = 192 : 1,080,000
19868 , 290019650 w5 : '

» Estimates
=% Propogad

Source: 1) Budget Estimates, issued by Board of Estimate
and Texation annually.

2¢) Cost Index based on Consumer's Price Index,
Monthly Labor Review, July 1954, Page 838,
{1947-49 = 100).

Reoognizing that any one index cannot fully reflect cost increases for
& particular progrem, we may still conoclude from the table that park
sxpenditures have significantly exceeded the amount needed to keep
pase with inflation. By 1954, if we had the idsntioeal park program in
1940 {and we are not saying that this was en adequate or inadeguate
prcgram\ and we had to gay .for this in 1954 dollars; it would ocost the
city $1,080,000 or $900,000 less than will probably be spent. This
differar%lal approximates the additional funds availabie for an ex-
panded park program. For exampls, the pumber of permanent emplcyees
has increased from 340 Yo 4850.

Page 8




Yot only are we spending & greater porition of the tax dollsr on parks
than before, but we are alsc spording mure per person. This can bs
shown by a comparison of per eapits park expeonditurss over the last
several years, The ¢sble below shows per capita park expenditures.
both actual and adjusted for sost increases. -

TABLE IV

PER CAPITA PARK EXPENDITURES

e Lt

Aotual and Adjusted

Year Astual - Adjusted ==
T {Tn 13%4 dellars)
183C = $ 1.59 $ 2.56
1940 « 1.14 2,80
1941 1.14 2.05
1642 i.30 1,84
1943 1,12 1.75
1944 120 -~ 1.8E
19486 1.88 1,87
1946 1.62 2.22
1947 1.82 252
11348 2.07 ’ 2.32
1949 2,07 2,35
1980 = 2.18 243
1851 2, 28 2,88
1862 3.18 2.28
1953 3.44 Go bt
1954 3,89 3,69
1955 {request) 3.73 3.73

* Census figureg, in-between years are estimates

*%  Adjusted flgures are actual figures adjusted by
Consumer's Prices Index, U. 8. Buresu of Labor,
{1854 = 100)

In 1954 ¥inneapolis will spend $3.69 per parson for the park program
compared to-$2.20 per perscn in 1540 if 1840 dollars are converted
te 1954 dollaers. This is & 66% inorease.

COMPARISON WITE OTHER CITIES

Another basis for evaluating the amount spent for the Minneapclis Park
program is to compare psrk expenditures with cther citiea. This is
usually done in terms of per ocmspitas sxpenditures. Unfortunatsly, the
acgecounting systeme and the classifications of expsnditures vary betwesen
cities go that reliable comparigcns are, &b praagnt, uwavailable,
Furthermore, differert cities include sotivities thet make comparison
diffieult. For sxemple, some cities maipntein & zow, Minneapolis does
notz but, on the other hand, Mianeapolis hes beaches snd som9 other
citiss do not., Finelly, in some cities many diffeorent sgencies par-
ticipate in the park, playground and reareztion progranm, including

Pagre 9




‘school boards, sthletis laspues, county pare bnardﬂﬁ etaa., ”gu,n
making somparison difficult. In epite of thsse limitations, the per
caplta expenditurss for wajor cities are reusonably c:nalsvero and
do appear to provide a basisfor genersl somparisun.

There are two sourses of information frem which comperative deta can

be obtained. The dste published by the Kationmel Recreaticn Asscoistion
combines all cperating expenditures whether from city or other agencies.
The las%t published figures from thiz ssurce is for 1950. A comparison
of per capita park expenditures for vitiss with populations comparable
to Minneapolis is showm im Table V. From this table it is clear that
Minneapolis is above average,

A more recent source of information is that supplied by the U. 8. De-
partment of Commerce in its "Compendium of City Gevernment Finances.”
This is an annual report and it shows the amount spent by all cities

for different functions such as welfare, education, recrestion, etec.

The "Recreation™ classification not only includes the smount spent for
parks and playgrounds, but also for museums, auwdiboriuma, bavning beaches,
yaoht harbors, etc, Therefore, the expenditure per capiia will be gea-
erally higher than that shown by the Haltional i”Q?Sthdn Agsuriation.
Although these figures have their limitotinns, € ev do provide a basis
for comparing the amount spent for all *ac;ac;; " by the mejor cities,
Table V shows per capita expenditures from this gource for 1950 and 19562,
The data for 1950 from both the &at;:na¢ Rusreation Associstion and the
Department of Commercs besr a very vlose eorrelation. In both sets of
figures Minnespolis is above averags. ILargely ag & result of the in-
crease in 1952 %o 5 mills for the Park and Flayground Fund, thse relative
position of Minmeapolis changed in 1952 to fifth place.

In view of the date prasented in Teble V it is safe te conclude that
Minneapolis is apending wore ver capit arks and ecreatﬁgn than tha
average cities of comparable sizs, pro ‘

cities,

robabl

Fage 10



T ' TABLE ¥ o

FER CAPITA OPERATING EXPENDITURES ON PARK PRUCRAM - COMPARISON BET..EZEN MAJOR CITIES

{Citiea with Pepulation of 300,000 - 750,000)

Park “rmg;am Al1 Recreation
{Par Naticna! Razorsation sss'ne) (Per W8, Dept, of Commerces, Uity Gov. Pineucew
$3.96 Sen Diege 84,98 Sen Diege
K iy Usklana 4,86 Roghester, ¥,.Y.
3,18 Kenasg Uity 4.18 < Oaklend
Skl Bufralo 4£.18 Denvey
o0 Rocheabsr, N.Y. 4,18 MINNBAPOQLLS
2,95 Denver 4,10 Fan. City, Mo.
2,87 ﬁ@w Orleans 3085 _Buffalo
2. 88 11wquk®e 3o B2 3t. Pau
) g 2. 86 MINKEAPOLIS .45 Seattle
Pittsburgh 2. BT #E. Fanl 3,18 Atlanta
Cinoinnets , 2.6¢ Seatils 3,00 Portland, Ure.
Homphin 2.48 Purtland, Ora. 2.98 Hew Orleans
Indianapciis 2.08 Hewark 2.%1 Dellss
St. Prul L.G3 Dalisas 2.63 Pittaburgh
Lovigville 1.90 Piowaburgh 2045 Kewark
Atlenta 1.90 Gineinnati 2. 40 Cineinnati
Zechester, H.Y. L.78 Louisv:l*¢ 2,28 Milwaukee
Hilwauvkes 1.74 Tolede 2.10 Toledo
Hew Orleans 1,88 Atlants . 2,086 indianspoliis
Toledo 1a%0 Mamphis 2.04 Memphis
Jersey City 1.38 Birmingham 1.72 Louisville
Rewark L.10 San Antonio 1,49 Biminghanm
Fouston 1,08 - Houston 1.48 San Antonio
San Antonio 1.04 Columbus 1.38 Houston
Columbusz =88 Indianapolis =09 ‘ Columbus
Average ' 2,22 Average 2,84 Average 3.46

NOTE: The Minnespolis figures ars higher than those shown in Table IV because, in the ocass of the NRA
data, $300,00C for golf courses and $50,000 for Minneapolis Athletic Association expenditures
¢re inoluded, The Department of Commersce dats insludes golf and other reoreation mxpan&iture@
gush ag echreet forestry, suditorium and mugeum.



{ OF PARY SYSTEM

Like other depsriments of the oity, the Fark board ig required to sub-~

mit o the Board of Estizete and Vaxstlon by September 1 of each year its

rovenue snd sxpenditures budget for the Tellowing year. This budget, which

will be referved o hz as the preliminery budgst,

ig generally preparad in July and ias approved by the Bcar§ of rark Commis-

sioners before Sepbember 1. The preliminsry budget together with Informe~

tion recelwsd ﬁ?aiiy a1 owdget he’RTIings. s@rves a8 the Dawis [0r dote rmuii@-
) maximum

tion by the Board of Egtimate and Taxebion of the/mil; rate levy tc be allow&d

this department for the ww year, within the present 5 mill 1limit

authorized by law.

After the smount of fnnéa'ﬁa be svailabls from the authorized levy hae
been datermined, usually in October, & fina’l hudget is preparsd. This bud-
get is prepeared in aumsidér&bly mors detall and with greater care than the
proliminary budgst. This final sudget when approved by the Boara of rark
Commigsioners bscomes the opersting budges for the ysar. While revisions in
the budpget resulting only in travsfers ﬁetmaen departnents or activities may

be made by administrative sction, sny ohangs reuiring an inarease in total

axpanditures must have aporoval of the Board of Park Commissioners.

tes made ewilablas to tha Park Board.

© At veriocus times during the past yesr, members cof the Park Sestion
gnd Citizens League staff have reviewed the preiiminary and Final budgets

for 1954 and more recently have observed procedures followed in the prelimin-

ary budgeting for 1955, Also, from time %o time, this comuittee has held

*.3

dissussions regarding the usg

m

of budgets io the sdmiristration of the Park

syatame



Thz regomuendations of the Jectior which have evolved from these dis~

cussionsg sud studies are suwmmrized as follows:

1.

Detailed budgeting should start in July

Az was pointed out in ﬁur previous report, the preliminary budget
has been essentially a statement of need to jusiify the suthoriza-
tion of the maximum 1evy5 Participation of the various departmént_
hesds in budget prepératicn haz besen limited almoét entirely to
the preparation of the final budget, Conseguently the preliminary
budget is not really a budget at all but 2 mugh estimate of how

s¢ much funds would probably be allocated if they were aveilable,

He are informed that the department heads were given a more impors
ant role in the preparation of the 1955 preliminary budget, bﬁt we
believe that insufficient time was allowed for effective review of
the budget estimates by the Superintendent's administrative staff
before the budget went to the Park Board and Board of Estiméte and
Taxation, nor was the preliminary budget prepared in the detail
neceésary for an opsrating budget. This seems to us to give the
Board of %stimate an inadequats basis for determining what part of
the five mill maximum levy should be authoriged.

It is the opinion of fhis committee that the preliminary budget
should be prepared as &n operating.budget‘and accorded the more
careful consideration now given to the final budget. #hile minor
adjustments would have to be méde after the tax levy haé heen set,
a budget prepared in the manner recommended would provide s more
reliable basis for detormining the amount of funds reguired to ecarry
out the planned program.

We commend the Board and staff for meking a start in this dirsction
this year and express the hope ihat this propesal may he more fully

adopted next yeer.
Page 13



2,

3o

‘ %
Principle 4o be folicwed in estimating expenses

Expenditure estimates should be meds in terms of estimated costs
of planned programs and projsctée frior years' expenses should
be uged as guides in estimsting future costs, but should not be
eocepted as the basic element in prepsring a budget with explana-~
tions given only for changes from the current year's level of ex-

pensa.

Respongibilities for budget preparation, review, approval and

administration

In developing the budget, department heads and supervisors should
be responsible for meking preliminery estimates. The park super=
intendent or his representative should review such estimates and,

in cooperation with the various department heads, make whatever
changes are necessary to keep the cver-all budget within the ob-
jeotives of the Board. The Park Board, o} i1ts designated committee
or committees, sheould review the budgst to determine that both totsl

revenue snd expenditures planned as well as those of the individual

;activities and departments are within the limits and objeotives of

the Board. The budget should be a finaneisl plan for carrying ocut

the park operations in accordance with the policies of the Board.

The preparation of the budget and the administration of the Park
System within the framework of the approved budget are the respon-
8ibility of the Park Superintendent, The final review and approval
of the budget, both before and after the Board ofvEstimate has acted,
is the responsibility of the Board. There should be no delegatibn
or assumption of the responsibilities of the Park Board by the Super-
intendent or vice verssa, |

Page 14
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5.

6.

Budgeting expenditures by funetions or performanse

Yhere pogsible budgeted cxpenditurag shaglﬁ be related to speecifie
functions, projects or properties to¢ provide a basis for apprﬁisal
of the relative importance of alternative expehditures. Since the
over-all results of a financial plan for thé operation ¢f a park
system cannot be appraised in terms of a net profit, as results of
commercial entarprises might be, there must bs some basls for com-
pgring eatimated costs with expected aecomplishméntsa whether it

be miles of road to be resurfeced or number of recreetional partici-
pante to be mccomedated., See illustration of budget pages attached
as appendix B. | ‘

7

Budget ghould toke into account all available funds

The budget submitted should reflect the mcst accurate estimates ob-
tainable of probable funds aveilable inoluding estimated cash carry-
over, resulting from unexpended funds vreviously suthorized,

Long-range estimates of capital sxpenditures and requests for improve-
ment funds ghould be reisted to opesrating ocosts -

Since approvals‘of capital expenditures result unavoidably ig cémo
mitments for future expesnditures fpr operating new facilities, it
is important that the twc frmotors be considersd simultaneously., If
enticipated operating ceosts of desired impravementé and f&cilities
are unrealistic in view of estimated available pregent and future
operating funds, ths rejquest for such facillties can be no less un-
realistic. The nearly complets utilization of aveilable property
within the limits of the city and the resulting slew-up in the ex~
pansion of bofh the population and property which must produce the
required funds in futurs years mekes the present status significantiy
different from that of earlier y=ars.

Page 15



CONCLUSIONS

There can be 1ittls doubt that Minneapolis has a park system of high
quality. This is apparent both in the properties which meke up the systenm
and in the uses to which they are put, The gystem is well oonceived and
ebly administered. (Seotions A & B)

On the other hand, the preponderanscs of evidenos indicates that the
cost of supporting Minnespolis parks is high. (Sectiorn C) This does not
imply that it is an inefficient operation., On the contrary, the cost of a
guperior product is often high,

We woeuld, however, be remiss if w; did act alac etate our cpinion that
continuously inoressing economy of operstion can be obtsined withdbub sacri-
fice of quality. The adoption of the recommendations made under the heading

of budgeting (Seotion D) may be 8 means to this end,

Fage 16



SULERY OF RuCO:c.£NDATIONS

I Survey of Park Properties

‘A,

B,

The present park system is a result of long evolution.

Some of the physical properties may have outlived the park purposes for
which they were acquired.

Some of the park properties may more properly be under the jurisdiction
dlfferent city department or agencies.

Recommend that the Park Board make public its appraisol of park properties
bulldings end activities with the purpose of advising the public that

it is

1) Discontinuing out-moded facilities.

2) Disposing of land which no longer has, or never had, probable park use
3) Seeking to transfer to other city or county depertments or agencies

those properties which are more properly under sameone else's
Jurisdiction.

II Vages

A.
B.

;c.

ages comprise 704 of the park budget.

Ho attempt was made by the committee to pass on wage scales.

Recommend that the Park Board ask the City Council's Citizens Survey
Committee to include Park Board wage scales in.its present study.

III Budgeting and Accounting

A.

B.

Proper budgeting starts with the questixﬁning of all existing functions
to determine the minimum satisfactory level of expenditures. It extends
to comprehensive planning of future activites and establishes a def1n1+e

~order of prlorltles.

A budget constructed on this basis can be a strong administrative device
if used by the Commissioners, not only in advancing programs, but in
establishing control over costs,

Recommend that budgeting procedures based more on these principles, be
instituted in the preparation of the Park Board's tentative budget,

.which is submitted to the Board of Estimate and Taxation, and that the

Park Board itself became involved to a greater extent in the decisions
as to policies and programs as reflected in the budget.

10



D.

Recommend that more specific listings of the deferred maintenance be
developed so that the costs of catching up cen be figured and priorities
can be assigned. Coupled with this recommendation is a request that the

Park Board make a statement of policy as to the priority to be given de-
ferred maintenance,

IV Should the full 5 mills be ievied for 19547

A

Ultimately the amount to be spent on parks must be judged in terms
of the overall tax rate d the city's ebility and willingness to

. foot the bill., Within this overall structure, the amount devoted

to parks becomes a question of priority. It is not within the scope

-of this committee to decide the question on any such broad basis.

B.

However, in view of the committee's conclusions

1) that the Park Board has already received substantial additional

funds beyond those required to offset increased cperating cocts;
and

2) thet the proportion of city funds devoted to parks and playgrounds
has besn substantially increased;

it is the recommendation of the committee that tax funds made available
for parks and playgrounds should not be further expanded ot this time
end that a mill levy be set.for 1954 which will produce the amount

of tax funds produced {or 1933,

committee bases this recormendstion on the following:

(1) Park expenditures in liinneapolis appear to be at a high level
on any basis of comparison,

{2) Progress in catching up on maintenance has been made and is
being made under the 1953 budget.

(3) Savings will result from discontinuance of Ryan and Riverside
baths. '

(4) Other economies of operation appear possible without curtailing
_present activities

(5) Total property tax rate of about 149 mills, appears to be too
high to permit expansion of park operations, '
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o ' Appendix B
EXCERSTS FROM RICHMOND, fAGINIA BUDGET BP

PLAYGROUNDS AND CENTERS

This work program embraces planning, organization, promeotion end direation of leisure~time
aotivities at:

{1) Twenty-one Community Centers = November 1 - March 31

11 afterncon centers for elementary schocl age ghildren from 2-5 p.m. Mondey thru Friday.
19 night centers for adults end boys and girls of high school ege 7-10 p.m,
from 2 to € nights weekly.

15 centers are operated in school building@ and three in reorsation bulldings owned
by the Bureau of Reorsation.

The program oongists of playground activities; folk, square and sovial danoing; clubs; pups
petry, drame and story-telling; community singing and nrganized choral groups; modarn dance groups;
sewing, knitting, woodoraft, ceremies, hebuiaub handioraft and art groups; gemes, contests, tourna-

ments; partles, dances; special vouth groups 2nd dancesy speolal programs and events. Partisipent
sessions in community centers for 195253 are estimated to be 440,500,

{2) Thirty-three Playgrounds - April -1 - October 31

3~8 pom. Monday through Fridsy snd 9-12 noon Saturdays through the spring months.
9=12 nocn and 6-10 p.m. Monday through Fridey and 9=12 nocn on Saturdsys during the
summer months.,

3-6 p.m. for afterschoocl play and 7-9 p.m., for roller-skating and other activity
programs through September and Ooctober,

This program emphasiges mctivities similar to the indoor aotivities with fewsr organized groups
and more highly orpganiged special events. Family programs are stressed on each playground during
Park and Reoreation week in May, Fourth of July celebrations, Family nights, Square Dances and
August Play Days. Partioipant sessions for 1952-53 on the playgrounds sre estimated to be 1,026,950,

This Division continues to place emphasis on & program designed to meet the needs on e neigh-
borhood basis and to work closely with local Advisory Councils in determining policies and the rec-

reation needs of the neighborhood. For the fiscal year 1952-63, it is proposed to operate two addi-
tional centers, Hillside end Creighton Courts.

1951-52 1962-53
Particlpant Sessions : 1,339,415 1,467,460

Partioipant Cost . $ .088 $ 10
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SPORTS AND AT¥LE™ 7S

The Divigion of Sports and Athletics promotes, pleng, organizes and direots ell phases of
the athletic program on 23 playfields, 13 community gymnasla and twe swimming pools, In eddi=-
tion to these, workers from this Division assist playground instructors on 34 playgrounds in all
types of programs. This Division works in olose harmony with the churches and Civiec Clubs in
the City of Richmond in planning and staging of athletics programs and events.. These groups use
supervised fucilities for all their programs conducted on public grounds. This Division alao
serves as the Loosl agency for the National A.A.U, svenits staged in end around the Hichmond ares.

Plang for the Figcal Year 1952-53 include:

3,870 Night Softbrll games

1,190 Baseball games

68 Night Peageball games

7 City = Distrist - Regional - State Softbell Tournaments
7 Tennis Tournsments _

2 Horssshoe Tournaments

Neighborhood Fourth of July Celebrations

3 City end State Swinming Meets

In the fiscal year of 1951-6%, a total of approximately 3,167,803 partisipants and spectators
will be served st a unit cost of 030 per partiocipant,

QQIHAL ESTIMATED BUDGET

1960-51 1951=52 1952-53
Unit Cost .031 . .030 -034
Pertioipant Sessions - 3,100,000 . 8,187,803 3,269,500

SPECIAL SERVICES AND EVENTS

This program ingludes:
{1) Projects financed and directed by the Division

Dogwood Dell Theatre (Sunday afternoon performances for children)

Club 16 (teen-age sooial olubjd _
Christmas Pageant  {out-of~door pageant on Christmas Eve) :
Concerts: (free to the public in the Mosque ~ Fall & Spring)

presented by
Richmond Opera Group, Riohmond Choral Society,
Richmond Civie Ballet, hionroce Cemter Chorus, eto.



Specialized city-wide groups (adult - negro and white)
Art, drama, shorus, puppetry, folk dansing
Story-teiiing peogram {pimygrounds snd ciubs)
{2) Projeots direoted zut not finencsd by the Division.
Tobacanrams
Children's Theatrs - 3 productions annually

Opsre Group -~ 1 preduction ennually
Park and Reoreation Week

Appendix B
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Citizens League
OF MINNEAPOLIS AND HENNEPIN COUNTY

601 Syndicate Building ¢ FEderal 8-0791

Minneapolis 2

June 7, 1954

Members of the Ordinances and lLegislation Committee
Mipneapolis City Council

Gentlemens

The Taxation and Finance Committee and Board of Directors of
the Citizens League have been giving comsideration to the proposed
charge for the use of the streets by power companies which is
before you committee. OQur committee's statement of facts regard-
ing the proposal and of arguments made for and against it is
attached.

At the meeting of the Board of Directors today, the question of
the League's position in regerd to the proposal was discussed. The
following peints of paramount importence were raised:

l. As it has in the past by its support of additiomel tax
millage for operating fund purpeses, the League contimues to
recognize the City Council's need for more operating fumnds.

2. 8ince as yet there is no overall, long renge plan for
solving the financial plight of the City, this propoged charge
represents only a plecemeal approach to the total pieture,

3. However, the City Council has set up a speciel committee
of government, business and labor representatives to work out a

fipencial program for the City, emd to this the League has from

the start pledged its support.

4, Morsover, the League's Texation and Finance committee is
nearing completion of its comprehemsive report on Minneapolis!
tax and debt policies inecluding possible sources of additiomal
revenue. '

In the light of the above points the Board concluded thet it is
against the adoption of the proposed charge at this time, believing
that each revenue measure which is adopted should be part of a
comprehensive long range financing plam for the City.

Agein, the League Board pledges itself to the support of the
speedy development of such a plan.

Yours wvery truly,

CSBsa Charles 8. Bellows
President

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