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We fully. endorse the amendment by kep’resen‘caﬁye Henry S. Reuss, of Wis-
‘congin, to expand 'a program for reseavch, development; and demonstrations of
new systems. of urban transportapion, ‘ We are convineed that a significantly
expanded. research effort is a erucial need.  We also support the Urban Mass
Transportation Act amendment offered by Representative Brock Adams, of
Washington, which authorizes the use of grant nds to carry -out feasibility,
planning, and engineering/stiidies f(")i"niaiss transic programs., . ;

HOUSING ‘AND URB@,N‘ I)EWELOPMENT AMENDMENTS

Displaced families.——We support the|provision in title I of the Housing and
Urban' Development A»mendments“éf 1966 for low-rent housing for displaced
families. It would permit local lPopsi g authorities to lease dwellings without
regard to the 1- to 8-year limitation in‘the present 1aw. - This program is most
important to the successful relocation of large families, . The present maximum
‘term is far too short and ean result in working unnecegsary hardships;on re-
located families. 1 bt | i .

New private housing.—We Sup, orf)t‘ﬁlﬁe proposed amendment. It is important
‘for. public housing authorities 'toqw‘,r‘l‘{ with private builders in augmenting the
'supply. of available housing for loy-and middle-income groups. The amendment
should:prove most helpful ‘in efforts to spur ‘work by private enterprise in this
area of urban need. [

New technology.—The Federal Government has an. extremely important role
‘to play in assisting. the housing ﬂﬁdu‘s‘t‘ry in efforts to reduce costs and .improve
the quality of housing.  The Federr 1 Government should be engaged in extensive
research to test and demonstrate new,‘and improved techniques of housing con-
struction, rehabilitation, maintenance, ete. We support any efforts. to cast the

Federal Government in-a 1eadershi‘p‘rolg in this general area. .
Rehabilitation and code';enfoMeMent.éWe gtrongly support proposed repeal
‘of the provisio'in.the Sl‘lppleinentat Appropriations Act of 1965 which limits the
an renewal grant authiority to be used for rehdbilitation and code
forcement. “Thiy limiting pProvise inconsistent with the intent of the reha-
bilitation “and’code enforcement |1 ogiam. Bvery effort should be made, to in-

crease such activities—not curtail ther
e
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S W : : ‘ b | L Washington, D.0., April 6, 1966.. .
‘Hon. WirrtAM A. BARRETT, 1 O LA
Chairmaw, Housing Subcommittée, Ii‘fouse Banking ond” Currency “Comanjittee,

Washington, D:0. g ‘ e ‘ :
DEAR" MR, BArgrTT: It is my‘ ﬂleaﬁu‘re ‘to transmit for your consideration a
statemetit by Mayor Henry W. Maier, of Milywaunkee, past president.of the Na-
dague fes, ¢Q 1ing title IV he Urban Development, Act of

7 are tendered on behalf of the National

1€ “of' ( ‘its her municipal governments as our official
position’ on th ction 'of 't] ¢ tion currently before your subcommittee.

'We 'offer thess views in the helief that their adoption by the subcommittee

strengthen and improve the legislati before you. I would specifically
our 'attention the following suggestions contained.in the statement:
cifically recommend ‘that the defintion of. ‘metropolitan-area agency’ in

section 407(3), be amended by - d&"nd' before the semicolon at the end. of line 11
‘dfter the' words ‘metropolitan- ‘ei’;ﬁ e words ‘or an entire States’, This would
de tely enable a statewide _o;éa ization composed of public officials representa-

of ‘cities or counties, for example, to qualify for aid in establishing urban
-1nfggma§10n centers’ either for ? ‘ ecific metropolitan area or for general state-
‘wide ttility ‘oF'both, .| & PN Y e
_“1 believe that the language i part. (b) ‘of section 407 (3) ‘would qualify, in.
restricted’ circunistances, an urban observatory jointly established by.a city and

a’ university, but we recqmmep that. the ‘language of: title IV be. made: clear
that ‘%uchiafjpintly established |a e‘njy would be éligible to receive assistance as
an urban’information center in any event. . . . :

“We recommend that the 50 %ement grant limitation in section 404(a) be
¢hanged to 75 percent, at! least for the first 2. years, which would then conform
to the grant arrangement:s‘avaxil?bld under title I of the Higher Education Act
‘0f 1965. S P | ‘




