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. We also recommend that the (‘(;ngress clamfv section 7 of H.R. 12341 to make
more effective ‘the Office of Federal Coordinator: est:ablished thereby. We be-
lieve an .office of this king iy necessary if the manifold Federal programs avail-
able to localities are to be kept from comp‘éte confusion in action. We see noth-

g in the bill which would give: the Oomdinator any duties or powers other
than to advise local. governments hbw most effectively to work with Fedéral
grant-in-aid- programs. - 'We suggest that| this be elaborated-and clarified by
comment in your committee repgrt in the bill,

In this connection, the title “Fedewral Cgordinator” mav be unfortunate. Per-
haps the true functlon of this office could be better expressed by use of 4 name
such.as “Demonstration Coordinator “Urban Program Coordinator.”

URBAN, DEVELOPMENT BILL (H.R, 12946)

As I indicated at the otftset of mi emarks, we vigorously oppose title IT of
this bill but support titles T and IIx itle 11 again brings before the .Congress
two proposals which it has ahead’y ‘rejected These are (¢) mortgage insur-
ance for so-called new ‘communities and| (b) direct Fedefal loans to encourage
formation of State and local governmental agencies to engage in the ‘business
of land development for houqing

( a) M ovrtyage m surance for new (¢

Housmg Act with originallv propos $25 mllhon limit on the maximum loan,
for-anhy; one project a e, duced m $10 milljon. The bill becfomel.
you: again attempts ase: th :
it would - grant: spedia j .1*ge1* -prhdeet.s,‘.n()wt arailable even to a
“proect as large.as $10.million;: in:p rm -of: a:longer loan maturity and: aecéss
to FNMA  special asgistanece. W 3¢ iong;: title X already provides
everything propasm i8 b gher :limit last year, we
testified: - - |

“Phis could mean total crednt any one ‘now town of several timesg that
dollar amount. As stated, swe: beli there are:sormany unknown and potential
high risks in insurance o»f‘ i hat if enacted at all, it should be on a
limited experimental bas e '

“Land prices throughout our h ‘ry ‘have shown extreme fluctuations.” Land
speculatlofn excegses: hav ‘bo» ght on business recessmn and 1ntensiﬁed

HHTE iy dertdinly 1o v
cause d dimping into i § f'of -very rge ]andholdmgs * % k. The
d ded “'so' suceessfully ine FHA’s owner-
‘and less in 1’csl multlfamllv hotiging

W ¢ believe these reasons are evenw more cogent today since the Congress last
tyear provided in' stfficient form‘for‘ very substantial experiment, what is here
asked in' expanded form- even jbefore that experiment can get startéd. Everv-
thing requested in this: pr n‘be-done under the- existing legsildation
except possibly to put Federa: ¢hind a few projects of huge corporations.
We believe this better defeme at/least: until the results of operations under
last year’s $10 million ceiling can) lbe, evaluated '

(b) Land development . agen ;
This proposal, as we urged la ear, would inject: Government deeply, irre-
vocably, and:on an: inevitably ding scale, into the business of land develop-
“ment as distinguished from:! ; sent ! sw*swtem of ‘private development of land
under:local community regulati

The: proposal raises. funda: ental questions nf the phllOSOphV of Government
in relation to private busine L’lst year we made, crystal clear the attitude
of'the:homebuilding industry. et time: we 'said :

“The homebuilding indust: rmly dedicated to the proposition that govern-
ment should never: do what\indus;txy can do as well or better for itself; that
governmental detion is needed | only. where there exists a private enterm‘l%
vacuum or serious abuse amd that government action, when determined neces-




