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structure, $34 million worth of new conqtruftion wag.in process or being planned
in the immediate vicinity. w1thm 2 years|of the Plaza’s opening-—in addition to
modernization and expansionpreiects. Private investme otaled $25 million.
The city of Rochester invested. §9 nulllo n parking ‘faci s and expects this
tobe amortized in 30 years; . From announ ement to dedication, the development
took 814 years; actual co truction took B8 nonths. And the property never
left the tax rolls during thatperiod. . l o

Of the four federally aided:urban relL‘e wal| projects in Rochester, none had
been completed by early spring of 1964./| One of these, Genesee Crossroads, is
supposed to redevelop a commereial prope: ty not far from Midtown Plaza. . A
Federal planning grant was awarded, in 1961, but it has been estimated that 10
years may pass before the pro;uect is complet d. - A motel chain, interested in
the location, has gone elsewhere. However, there does: seem to b»e agsurance of
a Fedenalwoﬁice building and courthouse n the projeet. | :

In Pittsburgh, the redevelopment jof the “Gotden Triangle” area was privately,
financed.. There have been:eight renew‘at){l rojects; with.a private investment of
$256 million, which: cost' the:local govern ILnt: only $2 million and increased tax
revenues. Tive federally aided projects hav? to date, inv olved a ‘public cost
of $77 million, :

The breakdown for Federal and local phb‘hc cost, as well as pmvate investment,
in Pittsburgh was:presented:in the fiall of 19q3 2" The following tabulation pre-
sents-some of the'most pertinent data : | '

5 federally 8 private
aided projects|. projects

Federal cost...... %+ $62, 200,000
Local public cos 24 900,000 $2, 000,; 000
Estimated private investment (actaak and ‘pending $211; 500, 000 *$255, 900, 000
Number of acres.. . 439 236
Per acre:
~Federal cost. . $118,907
Local public cost $66, 720 , 475
Private investment $481,776 $1, 084,322

It is obvious that nonpa@sage of the‘pkoposed Demonstratlon Cities Act of
1966 would not leave a vacuum of inaction. %‘Although federally subsidized ur-

ban renewal projects can involve billio; dollars of taxpayers’ money, the
amount of construction and rehabl,litatlﬁn‘ that results is very small compared
with .that achieved through private effort nrelated to Federal projects. As
Dr. Martin: Anderson stated in the winter 196 issue of Law and Contemporary
Problems of Duke University Seliool of Lay

“The. economic system.of free enterprlswe s moved powerfully and swiftly
toward ‘achieving. better housing eondiwf or all jericans, From 1950 to
1960, over 18 million standard homes eﬁe added to the housing supply. The
total number of standard homes increased fr?m 29.1 to 47.7 million, an overall
increase of 64 percent,

“And. these gains were possible to dll‘ Americans. For example, the non-
white ‘population of the United States| enjoyed.a. substantial increage in the
quality of its housihg. From 1950 to 1960 there was an increase of 1,813,000
standard units ioceupied. by : nOnWhlteq laccompanied by a.decrease of 537,000
substandard units.

“Virtually -all of this was accomphshe wb§ pmvate construction, rehabilita-
tion, and demolition efforts financed by massive amounts of private funds.
These actwmes were in no way connected with the FURP.”

OONCL*JS’.‘ION

It is concluded that, although the propos »d act reflects recognition of the
shortcomings and, famu ey of ‘previous aﬂid present programs, it contains nothing
desirable that. would insure against a re etltlon of ‘those: same failures. As a
superprogram to be. %uperimpwoéed upon existing programis,’ a superstructure to
be erected upon a: ‘superstructure, it qm*st e v1ewed as highly unnecessary,

‘% Nation’s' Business, May. 1964. l

-2 from -data, presented ‘at. the hearings onkurba renewal before: the Subcommittee on
Hou@ing, Committee on Banking and currenc L’U S “House' of Representatives, §8th Cong.
15t sess., October 1968, pp. 45-46, pt. I of printe hPTling&




