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Secretary Wuaver.. We have no ob] ection to the ,objectwes of any of
these amendments. . 'We do que‘stlon sometimes whether or not they
would be the best method of ach g a result.

One of the things that has struck me in'the mas t fmsm field is the
fact that the real problem here is not the great, exc; gt'breakthrouo'hs
‘which are going to come or even a new system: which is going to re-
vitalize the way everybody moves, as |important as they may be over
the long run.. But the real problem is,as it is in housing construction,
and as “it is in urban development, and urban renewal to get these
various new technological; components, lof which we have a large num-
bgr, }1lnto a system so that will worlk ¢ nd get;some consumer acceptance
of them ‘ RE

Let'me illustrate. We have sbration prOJect in California
which involves a new type of mas sit system ‘with the Bay Area
Rapid Transit Authority. And here the problem was not one. of
getting a better electric motor,. a. bet ‘type of wheel, a better type
of suspension, or a system of-au jon, but: of puttmg all these
together. And the first thing w overed was that lo and behold,
what nobody had contemplated; you had to get a different sme of track
a wider one or narrower one, I don’t know which.

So putting the components toget and trying them out and seeing
if they can be integrated is where T think 1 the big need is.

Secondly, assuming that you want| to| do what is proposed here,
which is basic research—and I haye | jection. to it—then I would
say that the 2-year limit; as T recall that you have on. is too tight. It
is going to be a much lonver term affair. ' think the priorities ought
to be in putting it together rather than the great breakthroughs, but
T am perfectly willing to have both if | we‘can get them.

Mr. MoormEap, Do I understand that would be willing to accept
this proposed amendmént, is that correct, sir?’"

Secretary. Weaver. 1 would say. that| we.don’t have. any objection
to this proposed amendment as to its ose and use.. If there is
a question Eetween this ‘amendinent “type of amendment that
‘would do the system approach, we would isay the system approach
shguld have hlgher priority: VVe Would \want thls to knock out the
other.” |

Mr. Barrerr. The time of the gentlema, hms explred

I think the Secretary can answer the questions on the other two
amendments this afternoon, Mr Moorh vd.! |

Mr. Stephens? ‘

Mr. StepHENS. Mr. Secretary‘ us‘two acts, the Demon-
stration’ Cities Act of 1966 and the U Development Act of this
year. I don’t understand why you want two separate sicts. It seems
to me that when you talk about new cit ‘ urban renewal that
the only difference is whether you are going to call it a Latin name or
an English name. = I'would like to have ou explaln why you feel
it is necessary to putthese in two dlfferent |

Secretary ‘Weaver. If the questlon mvo es the combination of the
pmwsmns of these two programs in'a s1ng act 'we Wd)uld;hfwe no
-objection to that. : Ithink th develoqoed out'of the exigencies of the
situation rather than for any philosohical ‘ demtmn

“Mr. Stiruuns. I wanted to be:sure tha derstood that, because
T feel like for several years we have reject the propoqalq for demon-




