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This leads naturally into our second comment : Whether it ib realis-
tic to think that there can be 60 or!70 high-quality demonstration
programs funded out of the $2.3 billi figure that has been set as the
price tag for this program. It is our|view that no less than the sug-
gested 60 or 70 demonstrations can prdvide useful experiences in deal-
ing with the wide variety of situatiohs outlined above. Therefore,
NAHRO feels that, if this program is to accomplish its stated pur—
pose— to demonstrate what a number of cities can do given the neces-

sary resources—we must be prepared to commit a great : deal mme than
$2.3 billion even to begin the job.

As to area, or areas to be included in the demonstratlon, NAHRO
feels that noncontlguous areas should be eligible for consideration as
part of a city’s demonstration program. The President spoke of pro-
viding flexibility so that cities can deterimine the nature and extent of
their demonstrations. Large cities might well want to attack only
one section, or neighborhood, but mediun and small cities should have
the opportunity to present truly citywi e proposals to treat all their
blighted areas if they so desire. E

Mr. Chairman, we have commented oh three specific aspects of the
demonstration cities program. We should now like to revert to our
earlier point: our concern that ex1st1ng Federal assistance programs—
especially the new programs enacted in 1965—~may not be ? nded ade-
quately to realize their Belghest potentials.

The most critical n for funding a$ we see it is for the urban
renewal program.
- When NAgHRO testified before this subcommittee in 1965, we st;ated

that the administration’s request for $2.9 billion in capltal grant au-
thorization for urban renewal projects fell considerably below the
demonstrated need for funds.. We stated at that time: ‘

The sad fact is that, in the past, the Urban Renewal Administration has run
out of capital grant funds and has been unable to keep up with local programs,
thus creating serious problems for the cities. Start-and-stop programs meanithat
local staffs cannot be kept intact, that project boundaries have to be cut back
and that long-range planning and programing must be-undertaken w1th0ub as-
surance that funds will be available to carry out plOJeCtS

‘We concluded :

In view of the fact that applications to the Urbah Reénewal Administration have
twice exceeded $1 billion a year, when sufficient{grant: funds were authonzed
and that since then the number of participating dities has inereased, we recom-
mend that the Congress authorize a total of $6 billjon to be committed for cap1ta1
grants over a period of 4 years, but without limitation in any one year. ‘

We regret to inform you that we underestimated the seriousness of
the sho1tacre We have since followed the monthly figures on supply
and demand for urban renewal funds. Urban Renewal Comm1ss1oner
Slayton provided the subcommittee with a glimpse of those figures on
the first day of the hearings, when he predicted almost $1 billion in
urban renewal backlog by the end of this fiscal year. Additional de-
mands on the same total renewal authorizatjon will come from cities
embarking upon concentrated housing codg emforcement programs,

.demolition programs, and rehabilitation grant programs—all au-
thorized as grant-in-aid programs by the Cpngress last year. Thus
we are faced with the most serious gap in the history of this program
between the cities’ needs and the Federal Government’s supply of
urban funds. We face that gap at a time when this bold demonstmr




