600  DEMONSTRATION CITIES AND! URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Last year, the HHFA announced that the FHA. “will avoid accept-
ance of applications for mortgage insutance on properties which would
be competitive with the urban renewal development, unless sufficient
- market demand is evident for both. Because of the Federal interest
already committed to the siccess of the urban renewal project, FHA
will not jedpardize the market for the|proposed housing in the urban
renewal arda by issuing commitments tp insure loans on other housing
that would| preempt the market demand for housing planned in the
urban renewal project area.” P ‘

Applying thisprinciple to the new tewns, which would also involve
a federally committed interest, we ’VieF\gIthe proposal as adversely af-
fecting private development through F'HA in any of the surrounding
area upon FHA determination that both might compete for the same
housing market. g 1

Last year: we submitted for the record excerpts from two issues of
House and Home magazine listing 61 hew communities being| devel-
oped by private enterprise without Fedefal assistance in land assembly
and site improvement. During the 1965 hearing before this subcom-
mitte, the then HHFA Administrators only comment on this evi-
dence ‘was: atmiration for what private enterprise was doing jand a
desire. to help them do better. We respectfully suggest that the in-
volvement of the Federal Gtovernment into new subsidy programs
should rest on a firmer foundation. Certainly we ought to see how
well the existing title X program, with its $10 million ceiling, works
prior to increasing this amount to $25 million and enlarging thescope
of the Secretary’s powers. - The burdenjof proof is on the Secretary
to justify his case for the Federal Government’s further involvement
in controlling the future use of land. ' He has submitted rio evidence
that private enterprise is unable to accompplish this purpose.: On the
other hand, the preponderance of the evidence pointsto the impressive
record of private enterprise in this area, afcomplished without %‘ederal
criteria to detérmine whether the plansifor the new community are
appropriate; and without Federal financinl assistance in the assembly

of the land and its site improvement. -1 ‘ |

H.R. 13064, THE HOUSING AND URBAN DE‘}’ELOPMENT AMENDMENT"S OF
' ' ; 1966 i ‘

‘We are limiting our testimony.on this hill to the two.sections relat-
ing to privately owned housing leased byllocal housing authorities in
making available existing housing for rental to fow-income families.

The first of the two amendments—sectioh 104 of H.R. 18064—would
permit local housing authoritiés to lease dwellings without regard to
the 1- to 3-year lease limitation provision where the housing is needed
for low-income families displaced by Government action. The justi-
fication for the amendment is to remove any threat of dislocating the
family, again presumably after the 3-year lease expires. When we
realize that the normal lease for rental holising is 1 year and month-
to-month thereafter, the argument for leas¢s of perhaps 10 to 20 years
has no validity, This program is designeg to make privately owned
housing available for low-income families.| - A Tong-term lease makes
the housing for all practical purposes pullicly owned. The amend-
ment is unnecessary ; it makes a fundamential change in a worthy pro-
gram enacted less than 1 year ago, and the amendment should| be

rejected.




