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In this connection, we-note also th H R. 13 3065, the Housmo and
Urban Development Amendments ¢ 6 in sectmn 106 also covers
his sime subject. “As s‘mted in the s @1-by-sec»f1011 gummary
bill, this section— o Lo ;

‘Would ‘establish .a proglam to encourhoe and assist the R jusing ‘industry to
reduce the cost and improve the qhahty of housin rough  the dpphcatmn to
home constructionand rehabilitation of | admnces i1 technology. '

This program suggested by this ctlbn, realistically conceived ‘and
effectively pursued, could; we sib ve 't detal Government
and the Amberican pubho many tlmé% cost, but only if cast in the
mold of Federal ‘melsmnoe to nonrrovennnentfll agencies and bodies
of all types, including universiti es and nonprofit and other prlvate
research groups. |

‘We therefore recommend that. sec‘, mn 106 of H. R. 13065 be amended
to .emphasize that research thereul der be conducted through nongov-
ernmental bodies or agencies, a: hat a start ‘'on such program be
made by setting agide for resear (me half of 1 percent of funds ap-
propriated pursuant to HLR. 12341. |

We also recommend that the| (‘ongress clarify section 7 of H.R.
12341 to make more effective the Oﬁ%e of Federal Coordinator estab-
lished thereby.” ‘We believe an officel of this kind is necessary if the
manifold Federal programs available to localities are to be Lept from
complete confusion in action. Ve see nothing in the bill which would
give the Coordinator-any duties or powers other than to advise local
oovelnments how most effectively to work with Federal grant-in-aid
programs. We suggest that thls\ be elaborated and clarified by com-
ment in your committee.report on the bill.

In this connection, the title “F ederal Coordinator” may be unfor-
tunate. - Perhaps the true funetion| of this Office could be better ex-
pressed by the use of a name jsuch/'as “Demonstration Coo1 dinator”
or “Urban Program Coordlnator‘ 7

URBAN DEVELOPMEN’IT BILL (H.R. 12946)

As T indicated at the outsef of my remarks, we vigorously oppose
title II of this bill but supp tles T and TIT. Title 11 again brings
before the Congress two propogals which it has ah’eady rejected.
These are mortgaoe insurance for —cqlled new communltles and dn ect
Federal loans to encourage f
agencies to engage in the bu

Mortcracre 1nsumnce for n
succession this propo‘;ecl has been/ wdv ‘mced It was 1e]ected ') years
ago.  ‘In'1965 a limited version became title X of the National Hous-
ing Act with the originally oposed $25 million limit on the maxi-
mum loan, for any one project, at any one time, reduced to $10 milli
The bill before you again attempts to increase that maximum limit to
$25 million. Further, it would grant special benefits to the larger
projects, not available even to a project as large as $10 million, in the
form of a longer loan miatun ndaccess.to FNMA special assistance.
With those e‘maptlol t‘le 2 11“e'1dy provides every thmcr proposed
by this bill. ‘

As I said earlier, we
so indiecates and ‘I will:
record.
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