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renewal officials; 25,000 were sound homds in good condition, some of them in
excellent dondition. Only about 28,000 housing units were built ;‘ 25,000 ‘of
t}lem are privately owned, the rest are pyblic housing units.. Thus jabout four
tungs as many homes were destroyed as were built. Those destroyed were pre-
dominantly low-rent homes, those built wére:predominantly high-rent homes.

“As of March 31, 1963, about 609,000 le had been evicted from their homes.
I estimate that 1 million will have béen evicted by the end of 1965.  And, accord-
ing to the Commissioner of Urban Renewal Administration, around 4 million
will be displaced by 1972, or 1 out of every 5p persons living in the United States.”

As to this shortcoming, there are a few jbrief pertinent references in the bill.
Section 4(h) (1) would require a finding by the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development that “the program is of suffitient magnitude in‘both physical and
social dimensions * * * (ii) 'to provide a |substantial increase in the supply of
standard ‘housing of low and moderate ¢ost * * *” Section 4(b)(2) would
require a finding by the Secretary that “thé febuilding or restoration pf sections
of neighborhoods in accordance with the prégram will contribute to a well-bal-
anced city with * * * housing for all incbme levels; * * *” Section 4(b) (7)
would require a finding by the :Secretary thit “the program is designed to assure
maximum’ opportunity in-the choice of Housing accommodations by all citi-
zens; * ¥ #7° SQection 4(c) directs the Secretary to give maximym ‘consid‘era-
tion to, among other things, whether “the program is designed to ake maximum
use of new and improved technology and design,.including cost reduction tech-
niques” and whether ‘“the program will encourage good comrmunity relations and
counteract ;he segregation of housing by rfce or income.” |

The difficulty with these refererices is thatjthey are all stated in rather nebulous
terms and donstitute no more than declaragions of good inténtions such as have
been associdted with other programs whic fell short of the mark. The vague-
ness of the terms is exceedingly great, with the result that ev‘erythiné is left to
the unchalléngeable discretion of the Secretary. These are terms such as “suffi-
¢ient magnitude in both physieal and social dimensions,” “substantial increase,”
“low .and moderate cost,” “well-balanced city,” “housing for all income levels,”
“maximum’ use of new and improved technology and design,” and “cost reduc-
tion techniques.” In addition, a finding by the Secretary that a program: will
do such and such is no guarantee that such and such will actually happen any
more than it happened under existing programs. For example, if it occurs that
a trade union restrictive practice conflicts With the “maximum use ofl new and
improved technology and design, including. cost reduction techniques,” it is
going to take more than a finding by the Sedretary to resolve the conflict.

8. Failure to. achieve benefits commensufate with the vast evpenditures in-
'uolved.—’l‘his is acknowledged, in a rathdr negative way, in the President’s
message by thé statement that “The size dnfl scale of urbin assistance has been
too small, and too widely dispersed.” Dr. Anderson also refers to the|fact that
“FURP (Federal urban. renewal program)l is very expensive. Many billi
have already. been spent, and: the plans call for vastly increased spending.
Time magazine for March 4, 1966, reportsithe Federal subsidy si J 1949 as
$4.7 billion. ‘

It should be noted that section 12 of the bill provides that “There are hereby
authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this act.” In other words, there would be no statutory limitation
on the amount of money which could be spept under this program. THhe admin-
istration; has called for a $2.3 billion proggam over 6 years, but a number of
mayors have. already advocated vastly increased- expenditures. Con#equently,
as a practicdl matter, there would appear t¢ be no effective limitation as to the
untold billions of dollars of expenditures to which the Congress would be com-
mitting itself by the passage of this legislation. Human Events for March 12,
1966 states:that “experts say the real figupe will be at least $10 billion, and
probably more.” . At a time when. national idefense requirements appear to be
growing and there is need for fiscal restraint,on the part of the National Govern-
ment to aveid runaway inflation, the Congress should reject this type of open end,
blank:check, bottomless pit financial commitment. If the Congress coul refrai
from this type of legislation, it would be a constructive contribution toward av
ing a poseible tax increase. Also it should b¢ noted that there are no saving
volved in this program due to eliminating other programs, functions or positions
since it wouldl be superimposed on everything that is already in existence. It is
clear that this bill could cause the expenditufe of billions of dollars without any
more assurance of commensurate benetfis thdn was had under prior lrograms,
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