APPENDIX

U.S. CONFERENCE . OF MAYORS,
, s Washington, D.C. March 27, 1968.
Hon. WirriaMm L. DAWSON, ) ' 6
Chairman, Government Operations Commitiee,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.O. . ..

DeAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This is in reference ‘to the President’s reorganization
plan transferring certain. mass transportation functions from the Department
of Housing and Urban Development to the Department of Transportation.

As president of the U.S. Conference of Mayors, an organization of Mayors
of the Nation’s cities having populations greater than 30,000, I feel it’s of primary
importance of the Congress to understand the local governments’ viewpoint on
this important Federal program. s

We do not feel it appropriate to comment on the President’s departmental
assignment of Federal programs, we do feel that it is imperative to discuss pro-
gram direction and content. Transit systems are at the heart of community de-
velopment. The planning and development of housing areas, industrial areas,
business districts and public facilities depends upon accessibility one to the other
as well as to all other areas of the city. Key to access is mass transit.

The consequence of this role is that mass transit facilities cannot be developed
in isolation. More specifically these facilities must be integrally developed with
the remainder of the community.

It is our hope, and we request your help as you approve the proposed reorgani-
zation to make certain that it is not intended to promote fragmentation of com-
munity development but be designed to serve the people of our communities and
complement other city functions..

If hearings are held on this matter, I respectfully request that this letter be
made part of the official record.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, :
JosEpH M. BARR,
. Mayor of Pittsburgh,
President, U.8. Conference of Mayors.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MoTOR BUS OWNERS,
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1968.
Hon. WiLLiAM L. DAWSON,
Chairman, House Committee on Government Operations,
House of Representatives, :
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. CHAIRMAN: The National Association of Motor Bus Owners
(NAMBO) favors the transfer of urban mass transportation programs to the
Secretary of Transportation, as proposed in Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1968.

NAMBO is the national trade association for the intercity motorbus industry.
Its members include Greyhound Lines, companies affiliated with the National
Trailways Bus System, and numerous carriers not affiliated with either system.
Collectively, these carriers provide three-fourths of the intercity motorbus trans-
portation in the United States. In addition to passengers and their baggage, they
transport a substantial volume of package express.

The problems of urban mass transportation are becoming progressively more
difficult to solve. These problems, in our opinion, are inseparably connected with
the problems or regional and intercity transportation. Consequently, it is not
realistic to assume that comprehensive plans for the improvements of local, sub-
urban, intercity, and regional transportation can be developed when Federal

(45)



46

responsibility at the Cabinet level is divided on the basis of geography. As pointed
out in the message of the President transmitting Reorganization Plan No. 2 of
1968, an urban transportation system must: “Combine a basic system of efficient,
responsive mass transit with all other forms and systems of urban, regional, and
intercity transportation.”

For example, one of the most promising ways to alleviate traffic congestion and
to shorten travel time is to provide unimpeded access by buses to and from the
centers of cities. This could be accomplished by making highway and freeway
lanes available for the exclusive or preferential use of buses. An exclusive or
preferential bus lane program obviously must-be developed by the Department in
which the Federal Highway Administration is located and in relation to the
needs of suburban and intercity bus transportatlon

In particular communities and regions, it will be necessary to compare the
inherent economic and service advantages of rail, bus, passenger car, and new
forms of transportation prior to making any large Federal investment. The De-
partment of Transportation’s basic mission is to secure for taxpayers the greatest
possible return on Federal expenditures for the promotion of transportation. The
proposed transfer of urban mass transportation programs is essential if the De-
partment of Transportation is to accomphsh its prime mission in the field of
passenger transportation.

For the reasons set forth above, NAMBO favors Reorganization Plan No. 2 of
1968. We respectfully urge the committee not to recommend favorable action on
and resolution of disapproval that may be introduced.

Sincerely yours, i :
CHARLES A. 'WEBB, President.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES,
. : Washington, D.C., April 17, 1968.
Hon. JoHN A. BLATNIK,
Chairman, Subcommzttee on Hwxecutive and Legzslatwe Reorganization, Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLATNIK : A balanced natlonal transportatmn poliey is ab-
solutely essential if our Nation is to continue to maintain the economic. growth

at anywhere near the rate we have experienced in the'past. County government’s
contribution to the mobility of this Nation, as is evidenced by over 2.5 million
miles of county built and maintained roads, hundreds of county airports, and a
variety of county-supported mass transit fa0111t1es makes counties particularly
cogmzant of the need for a balanced transportation program.

It is with this background that our board of directors and our Committee on
Transportation meeting in" Washlngton, D.C., January 22, 1968, unanimously
endorsed the concepts embodied in Reorgamzatlon Plan No 2 of 1968. The
adopted resolution reads as follows :

“Resolved, bearing in mind the rationale of Congress in creating the single
Department of Transportation, the National Association of Counties endorses
the proposed transfer of Federal mass.transit assistance and demonstration
programs from the Department of Housing and Urban Development to the De-
partment of Transportation. The National Association of Counties further urges
that increased efforts be made so that transportatlon planning will be more
closely related to overall ¢omprehensive planning in the metropolitan area.”

I should like to request that this letter be made a part of the official hearings
on this proposal, and I should 11ke to thank you in advance for your considera-
tion of this request.

Sincerely yours,
BERNARD F. IIILLENBRAND
EBxecutive Dwector

NATIONAL LEAGUE oF CITIES,
- Washington, D.C., April 17, 1968.
Hon. JoEN A. BLATNIK,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Ewecutive and Legwlatwe Reoryamzatwn, Raybum
Howuse Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BLATNIK : The National League of Cities firmly endorses
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1968 transferring primary responsibility for the ’
urban mass transit program from the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment to the Department of Transportation. :
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In an article in, the February 1968 issue of our official publication, Nation's
Cities, Mayor J. D. Braman, Seattle, Wash., chairman of the National League of
Cities’ Committee on Transportation, set out seven criteria for determination of
the logical and efficient Federal administrative jurisdiction for the urban mass
transit program and a copy of Mayor Braman’s article is enclosed for the record.

These criteria were developed by the National League of Cities’ Committee on
Transportation. We have judged the reorganization plan by these criteria. We
believe 'we can endorse the plan because the plan itself and preliminary policies
and procedures set forth by the two Departments can, we believe, achieve our
goals as stated by Mayor Braman. ' ' i

Sincerely, RpEE e ‘
. AriEN E. PRITCHARD, JT.,
Assistant Baecutive Director.

[From the Nation’s Cities, February 1968]

URBAN TRANSPORTATION AT THE COROSSROADS—HARD DECISIONS MUST BE MAD
IN WASHINGTON THIS YEAR :

(By LJk.,'D., Braman)

The most casual scrutiny of our national goals raises the question of just why
we, as a nation, choose to place our emphasis in one area as against another. A
comparison which comes to mind is the confidence with which we are moving
forward in our plans to land on another planet contrasted to our inability to
agree on just how we should improve the quality of our urban environment.
Reconciling this difference in attitude poses one of the more difficult tasks for
any mayor or urbanologist. :

A decision that we will land a man on the moon is backed up by a target date
and a programed budget. The fact that present technology is not capable of per-
forming the task is a matter of limited concern. The dollars, the manpower, the
creative genius is set in motion, and the obstacles are brushed aside one by one.

Compare this methodology with the attempts to solve social problems. Rather
than a planned long-range program with adequate resources backed by a will
to move mountains, we must be satisfied with government by crisis, When a
problem in the metropolitan areas reaches dramatic proportions, only then do
we act. k

If crisis be the yardstick of action, the time has come for us to get moving
again. The metropolitan areas of the United States are approaching chaos in the
area of public transportation. A transportation system permitting expeditious
movement of . people and, goods is an absolute necessity for our urban centers. -

In seeking ‘solutions to our urban transportation problems, a balance must be
struck in use of the various modes: of transportation that will allow each mode to
make its maximum contribution to the improvement of our urban environment.

Programs in the past gave only incidental support to.the important role which
public.mass transportation can play in a coordinated transportation program.
The Urban Mass: Transit Act of 1964 gave form and direction to the Federal
Government’s concern with the problem of how we develop a balanced transporta-
tion system for metropolitan areas. The Housing and Home. Finance Administra-
tion was given responsibility for this program, properly recognizing the role of
public transportation in shaping urban developments. ;

. When the Department of Housing and Urban Development was created, the
mass transit program was placed under the aegis of the Assistant Secretary for
Metropolitan Development. In the years this program has been operating, lack
of adequate appropriations has limited its national impact. The program has,
however, acted as a stimulus: to many cities and it contains the hope of better
days ahead. Congress appropriated $125 mililon in fiscal 1968 for the total urban
mass transit program. By way of contrast, $4.4 billion will be made available
during the same period for highway construction from the highway trust fund.

The role of public mass transportation once again was reviewed by Congress
when it created the Department of Transportation in 1966. President Johnson, in
his 1966 message on transportation, requested that the Department of HUD and
DOT recommend to him the: best procedures to-achieve cooperation between the
respective Departments in their actions as they affect urban areas. In response,
Congress again demonstrated that it recognizes the role of mass transportation
as an element of urban development. When it created the Department of Trans-
portation, Congress narrowed the Presidential request by addressing itself to the
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specific problem as follows: “The Secretary [of the Department of Transporta-
tion] and the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development shall study and report
within 1 year after the effective date of this act to the President and the Congress
on a logical and efficient organization and location of the urban mass tmnsporm-
tion functions in the executie branch. ” [Emphasis added ] !

This report is due by April 1968. ) )

In the past, the focus of Federal programs has been entirely too narrow. Not
only have they been uncoordinated but at times they have actually worked against
each other and in the process have damaged or, 1n some ‘cases, - destroyed the
existing social fabric.

The National League of Qities recognizes the need to coordinate transportation
and other community programs. Its transportation policy states:

“In the development of all modes of transportation systems for service to the
Nation’s urban areas it is imperative that due consideration be given in planning
and project implementation to all urban problems interrelated with transportation
development such as housing, education, welfare, and local financing. To this end,
all Federal urban transportation programs must provide for consultation and
agreements with local officials on objectives, plans, and specific projects.”

All programs which have as their purpose the movement of people and goods
into and through urban areas mustbe concerned at a mlmmum w1th the followmg
three objectives:

(1) A publi¢ transportation system ‘must have as its pnmary purpose the
enhancement of the quality of urban environment.

(2) The particular characteristics of each urban’region should determme
the transportation modes most appropriate for that area. '

(3) Priority consideration should be given to the fundmg ‘of a balanced
transportation system for urban areas.

Public transportation should be a land use planning tool to be used in 1mprovmg
the quality of the enviroriment.

The NLC transportation policy also provides : it

“The Federal Government has developed programs of financial assistance for
hlghways, urban mass transportation, airlines; railroads, and waterways but
no overall national policy has been developed for: dealing with transportation
as an integral and related system to'be dealt with in. coordinated and rational
manner. Many of our national transportation policies are contradictory and do
not allow for the impact of one form of transportation on another.”

The Federal Government has not been completely remiss in recogmzing this
problem. The 1962 Federal Aid Highway Act requires that each metropolitan
area of over 50,000 population develop a 'comprehensive transportation plan
This is a hopeful sign but falls far short of developing local capability for a
balanced transportation system.

Should you wonder why we are floundering in our transportation morass,
‘consider the following :

Development of a total urban system is limited because the publie transporta-
tion component depends on what has been, up until this point, a relatively minor
annual Federal appropriation in contrast to assured substantial Federal funds
for financing the highway program.

Use of highway funds for highway-related public transportation needs is
‘severely restricted by law, notwithstanding the fact that they are actually an
adjunct of the highway system.

The Interstate System has done a magnificent job of bringing automobiles into
urban areas. But only minimal attention has'been paid to the congestion problem
‘which plagues every metropolitan area. )

The allocation of Federal highway funds according to the classification of the
Interstate and the ABC programs has encouraged development of particular
<classes of roads in urban areas without proper regard to needs or' priorities.

The Transportation Committee of the National League of Cities presently
is developing a financing and administrative structure for coordinating urban
transportation programs. Hopefully, our plan will eliminate biases inherent in
the varied financing approaches and administrative structures that typify present
Federal support for urban transportation.

The time will shortly be upon us when HUD and DOT will be required to make
their joint report on the jurisdiction for the future administration of urban
mass transit. In making this judgment, an opportunity is offered to help urban
areas solve one of their most provoking problems. I submit that we will not solve
the crisis of our Nation’s cities until we have understood the significance of
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transportation and its relationship to that crisis. Public transportation should
provide every citizen with full access to his community. . ;

_ The determination of the logical and efficient Federal administrative juris-
diction for the urban mass transit program should include consideration of the
following :

(1) A public transportation system must have as its primary purpose the en-
hancement of the quality of the environment.

Adequate provision has to be made to assure that meaningful community
values ‘will be maintained or enhanced and that future development, affected by
the transportation system, will be of maximum quality as well as being safe,
convenient and at a cost which makes it available to the traveling public. ‘The
transportation system required:to ‘preserve or enhance community values may
not at all times meet the traditional standards of financial feasibility for public
transportation. Planning and approval processes must also be structured to give
appropriate consideration to environmental values. Short-range economics is
only one of several essential factors. 4 . TSROy

(2) Metropolitan areas should evolve their own transportation solutions.

Administration of public transportation programs must assure that metro-
politan areas will be allowed to solve their own transportation problems: Grants
should be made directly to the appropriate authority responsible for implement-
ing the plan. | I ‘ Bk T v N

(8) No one transportation mode: should be in a:position to exercise undue
influence on what the interrelationships:of modes should be:: ... i .

A mechanism must exist to assure that a comprehensive urban transportation
network can be planned and developed without domination either through financ-
ing patterns or administrative arrangements which favor any particular system.

(4) Research and development must concern itself ‘with broad economic and
social values as well as traditional function-oriented considerations. :
. Research and development must. be oriented toward meeting the particular
requirements of urban transportation systems and solving urban needs rather
than, simply improving. the economy and efficiency of ‘a transportation system.
A research program must allow a sufficient variety of projects to take into
account differing characteristics of various metropolitan areas. > A

(5) An administrative arrangement must be developed to give urban public
transportation a visibility in Federal policymaking and budgetary processes that
is at least equal to that of other transportation modes... . s i

. The administrative structure of the agency or-agencies given the responsibility
for the urban mass transit program must provide that the individual responsible
will have a position of prestige to:guarantee that he will-have a positive voice
in developing policy, administering the program, and recommending budget.

(6) Urban mass transit must be funded as a system if we are to achieve bal-
anced transportation in metropolitan areas. ‘ L !

Any long-range capital improvement program requires the commitment of
substantial amounts of money over an extended period of time. In order that
intelligent and orderly implementation can be obtained, there has to be assurance
that ‘the money committed will be there on the date promised. This is.a concern
of utmost importance and requires the concurrence and positive support of the
agency or agencies to be charged with administering this program. ;

(7) Oase histories of community efforts in developing urban mass transit sys-
stems, as well as technical information, should be made available. - .

There is a wide variance in the planning capability of different metropolitan
areas. All information which is material to establishing a balanced transporta-
tion system should be collated and made available. There has been a redundancy
of effort which wastes both time and money.

The seven criteria are not submitted.as being all inclusive. These are reason-
able goals which the Congress and the executive branch of our Government
should take into account as being of primary concern to metropolitan America.

Seattle has been selected to be one of the laboratories in urban survival. We
are one of the 63 model cities recently designated. A major component of our
application, perhaps the most vital element, was the use of rapid transit as an
adjunct to a freeway system. We are going to reduce a divisive eight-lane free-
way in our ghetto into a unifying boulevard, with the aid of rail rapid transit.
The station areas will become ‘community activity centers. Rapid transit will
serve as the vertebrae about which we will convert our ghetto into, hopefully,

one of the most desirable places in Seattle in which tolive. = -

v
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Urban -mass transportation is vital not only to insure the efficient movement of .
people but, more important, it is essential to the vitality of our urban areas. The
decisions that are being made today will determine the quality of the env1r0n-
ment in which metropolitan America will live for generatlons to come. ;

TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA, .
. Washmgton, D C., April 22, 1968.

Hon. JOHNA BLATNIK, @

Ohairmtm Subcommzttee on Ewecutive and Legwlatwe Reorgamzatwn of the
House Committee on Govemment Opemtwns U.S. House of Representatwes,
Washington, D,C. ;

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLATNIK : On behalf of the board of dlrectors of the Trans-
portation Association of America, I should like to express TAA’s support of Re-
organization Plan No, 2 of 1968 which would transfer the jurisdiction of most
Federal programs in the area of urban mass transportation from the Department
of Housing and Urban Development to the Department of Transportation,

For the record, TAA is a national transportation pohcy organization made
up of transport users of all types, ‘investors, and carriers of all modes. All of
these interests are represented on the 115-man TAA board, which has adopted
the following policy position on the overall questions of centralizing -of non-
regulatory transport functlé)ns wlthm the newly created Department of Trans-
portation:

“The Transportation Associatlon of America favors the estabhshment of a
- Cabinet-level Department of Transportation within which would be centralized
the major nonregulatory transport functlons of the Federal Government which
the executive branch of the Government is empowered to administer. The asso-
ciation strongly opposes any transfer to such a Department of ‘economic regula-
tory fumctions, such as control over rates, entry, and routes, from the Civil
Aeronautics Board, Federal Maritime Commission, and the Interstate Commerce

Commission, whleh should be independent agencies dn'ectly Tesponsible to the i

Congress.”

Our basic reason for being in favor of centrahzing all ‘of the Government’s
functions within the Department of Transportation is to provide for a more
rational and balanced policy approach to the Nation’s overall transportation
problems. We believe that the transfer of the urban mass transportation pro-
grams to the Depantment of Transportation as stated in Reorganization Plan
No. 2 of 1968 is in line with this basi¢ reasoning. Such a transfer will permit the
functions of urban mas§ transportation to be treated in a systems context along
with other modeés of transportation, will provide more effective management of
these transportation programs, and will permit eommumtles to look to a single
agency for programs assistance and support in this area.

Furthermore, it is anticipated that the new Urban Mass Transportatlon Ad-
ministration in the Department of Transportation, as called for in the reorgani-
zation plan, working with other elements of the Department, will consolidate and
kfocus efforts to develop and employ the most modern transportation ‘technology
in the solution of the transportation problems of our cities—which are greater
today than ever before.

‘We request that this letter be made a part of the official record of the hearmgs
‘on the President’s Reorganizatlon Plan No. 2 of 1968 :

Slncerely, g
HAROLD F. HAMMOND Presuzent

DEPAMMENT or HOUSING AND URBA.N DEVELOPMENT

URBAN TRANBPORTATION ADMINISTBATION—-—BBIEF SUMMARY ‘OF PROGRAM

The Urban Mass Transportatwn Act of 1964 as amended authorizes grants
and loans to public agencies under four primary programs which are directed
toward the improvement of existing mass transportation facilities and the devel-
opment of new means of transportatlon for our.urban masses. A pilot program
of demonstrations was authorized in 1961 ; the Dassage of the 1964 act.signaled a
commitment to substantial Federal assmtance in financing capital improvements
and in extending Federal part1c1pation in transit research and development. The -
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1966 amendments provided for technical assistance in- the’ planmng of transit
improvements and provided funds for the training of personnel in transit opera-
tions and research. It also directed HUD to undertake a special study for the
development of a program of research, development ‘and demonstrations of new
systems in urban transportatlon ¥
These programs in urban mass transportation seek to——- :
(1) "encourage local planning of mass transit facilities as part of overall
comprehensive planning for the. urban region, in order to facilitate orderly'
community development
(2) assist in making the city, particularly the central core, viable by
‘providing adequate access to and circulation within heavily congested areas;
(8) provide for mobility for those who, because of age, health or income,
have no alternative means of transportation; and
(4) develop new methods and new systems of urban transportatmn which
will prove faster, safer, and more economical and W111 enable newly develop-.
ing areas to grow in an orderly manner. : i
A total of $675 million has been authorized under the 1964 act as amended
as follows:
AUTHORIZATION AND APPROPRIATIONS

[In‘millions of dollars]

Authorization ~ Appropriation

‘Fiscal'year 1965.. ... ...._.._i.. R a ol T e e : 75 60
Fiscal year 1966___ RN S I I s . 150 - 130
Fiscal year 1967_._ g 150 ; 130 -
Fiscal year 1968 ... .. ... . . iooiio. il ; 150 125 .
Fiscal year 1969. ... . i iiiiliooecoiilol 3 150 1175

1] c:] R TN P 5SS R I Loy DO 675 620

1 Advance appropriation.: ‘

Of the authomzatmn, $55 million remains available for’ approprxatmn To fund
the program beyond fiscal year 1969 at the level of estimated program need,
additional authorization will be needed.

“The need for capital improvements in mass trans1t Was documented in a 1961
Instltute of Public Administration study, and updated by HUD in a 1966 survey
of ‘mass transit capital improvement programs in 11 major metropolitan areas
containing 40 percent of the population of all SMSA’s. From this analysis, a
current 10-year projection indicates approximately $10.9 billion in capital financ-
ing needs—$8.6 billion for existing and proposed rail transit systems, $1.8 billion
for bus replacement needs, and an estimated $1 bllllon for: possible future rall

- systems.
Grant funds committed under the 1964 act through Mareh 31,1968, total

“GRANT FUND COMMITMENTS UNDER THE 1964 ACT
: [In mllllons of dollars]

Capital ,' . Research, ' :Tei;:hriical . - Managerial
grants - development, and = studies ~training
b i demonstratlons e ;

- Fiscal year 1965__.__,....._...;y..._._._.;.y.e' Dilegy it g 1o Ciliiieisalinliiiianiiaaniint -
- Fiscal year 1966.-...__.: 106,10 5.9 B P L LR i
Fiscal year 1967 ... _....._. 120.9 9.1 3.1 .. 0.1
Fiscal year 1968 through March-, ¥ 1})5,4 5.1 1.6 -,01
Totalo o oiiliiliieoillisiisias i 3831 29.2: 4.7 1

The demand for Federal funds is increasing at an accelerated rate. An emstmg

. backlog of applications under-the capital grant program exceeds $255 million;

of this total, $340 million is requested for improvements for rail rapid transit
systems and $25  million for buses and related - facilities. - This ratio

~is eonsistent with program experience through the end of fiscal year 1967. While -

bus- projects accounted for 64 percent (42 out of 66) of all grants, they con-
stituted only 21.3 percent of the total fund reservation under the capital grant
program.
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ALLOCATION OF :CAPITAL GRANTS BY SYSTEMS (AS OF JUNE 30, 1967)

Amount S : Percent -

$203 169,689 - 73.1.
50, 177 917 Apg’roximately 18 percent of total.

Rollmg stock
........... 59/077,089 21.3; - ;
New buses. 30 489 389 Approximately 11 percent of total.
Boat . e ioiiiieaiecaiaan RERE AR AN il 15,488,,332 5.6.
Total grant: reservatlon --277, 735 108 100.
Deferred pending planning (Jan, 6)... 35,
Currently payable (50 percent): 242, 708 803 :
Actually disbursed 51 282 048

Through the end of fiscal year 1967, the average grant under the capital grant
program was $42 million; grants were distributed abong 50 cities and metro-
pohtan areas in 25 States and Puerto Rico. The distribution by size of popula-
tion is as follows: . ,

; ‘. : Aggregate
Population group Number grants
(thousands)
Under 50, 000 ..... - 7 $1,203
50,000 to 99 999___ - 10 -, , 088
00,000 to 249,999 - 11 9,125
250,000 10 499,999 i mmmmecmemenim e B 6 2,765
500,000 to 999,999-., - 9 57,780
1,000,000 t0 1,999,999 B 9 50, 823
00 000 to 5, 000 00—~ - 12 100, 269
Over 5,000,000 T TTTTITIITIIIITIT = 2 53,683
B 1] 1T SO N RO .- 66

271,735

The vast majority of transit funds committed so far in the capital grant pro-
gram involve the rail commuter and rapid transit systems of some of the Nation’s
major metropolitan areas. Virtually all of these improvements are under con-
struction, with their beneficial results yet to come. The New ‘York area alone has
received over $98 million to date in Federal transit grants—for such projects.as
400 new subway cars in New York City, 144 new cars and other improvements on
the New Haven Railroad, extension and rehabilitation of electrification on the
Long Island Railroad, 35 new cars for the North Jersey commuter service of the
Pennsylvania Railroad, and completion of the Aldene plan of railroad service
improvement in northern New Jersey, including 44 new cars on the Port Author-
ity Trans-Hudson’s rapid transit lines.

The first phase of the ‘Aldene plan became effective May 1, 1967.- This mvolvedf
major changes in the routing of Central Railroad of New Jersey commuter
trains, which now have their inner terminal in Newark, where cross-platform
connections are made with PRR and PATH trains into Manhattan, rather than
in Jersey City where only an obsolete ferryboat connection was formerly possible.
Without this change, there is great doubt that the Jersey Central could have sur-
vived. 'Additiondl new  air-conditioned rapid transit cars were added to the
already existing PATH fleet to handle the Jersey Central commuters into the
downtown financial district.

The recently approved $28.4 million grant for the New Haven Railroad is one
step in the program of reviving this bankrupt, but vitally needed line. Some
35,000 daily commuters, almost all of whom are Manhattan oriented, depend on
the line for service, and its continuance and improvement are imperative to the
economic and physical well-being of the entire New. York metropolitan area.

The San Francisco Bay area rapid transit district is building the nation’s
newest rail rapid transit system—the first really extensive such undertaking in
many years. Federal funds amounting to more than $51 million have already
been committed to thIS project on which BART is now well along the road to
completion.

In Chlcago Federal funds are assisting in the construction of two important
new lines in the city’s hlghly successful subway-elevated system. Fifteen miles
of new route are underway in the median strips of the Dan Ryan and Kennedy



53

expressways, which will provide faster and more dependable transit service to
well over 100,000 Chicagoans, some of whom will save as much as 28 minutes
travel time for a one-way trip.

The Boston system-is basically an old one, and the rapid transit stations show
unmistakable signs of age and deterioration. Under a $6 million transit grant,
many of these stations are getting a complete facelifting, with a late 20th cen-
tury look replacing what in many cases was a rather depressing, dismal atmos-
bhere. Arlington Street Station, in the heart of the famous Back Bay district,
was the first to be completed and has elicited unanimously favorable comment.
Two additional stations have recently been completed.

In Cleveland, Federal funds have made possible a 4-mile extension of the rapid
transit system to the Cleveland Hopkins Airport. This is the first example in the
United States of direct airport to downtown rapid transit service, and only
Brussels and Tokyo in other parts of the world have such service. Trains will
make the 11-mile trip in 22 minutes when the service begins later this year. Al-
ready, a great deal of favorable publicity is appearing, much of it in magazines
of general circulation, with both the Cleveland Transit System and HUD the
beneficiaries of this coverage.

The technical study program, which was authorized by the 1966 amendments
to the 1964 act, serves as an indicator of future demand. Atlanta, Seattle, Los
Angles and Baltimore have all received assistance in the planning of new rapid
transit systems. Assuming passage of bond referendums for these projects, capi-
tal expenditures totalling nearly $5 billion may be anticipated in the next decade.

Including grants made under the 1961 pilot program, 58 demonstration grants
have been approved; the size of these grants has varied from $10,000 to more
than $6 million, with an overall average of approximately $765,000. The 58 dem-
onstration grants cover a broad spectrum of problem areas which may be
roughly divided among the following categories :

Category Number Federal grants
A. Experiments with changes in service and fares_...__________.____.___._...... 28 $24, 170, 000
B. Testing of new technology..... .o oo 18 15, 056, 000
C. Experiments with new management techniques 12 5,200, 000
Total . L e ————— 58 44, 426, 000

HUD is pursuing a new systems study project preparatory to submission to
the President and Congress in March 1968 of a program for research and develop-
ment of new and improved means of urban transportation. A total of 12 con-
tracts totalling $2 million were undertaken in fiscal year 1967 under the new
systems study project.

O
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REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 3 OF 1968
(D.C. RECREATION FUNCTIONS)

_TUESDAY, MAY 14, 1968

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
ExEcuTiveE AND LEGISLATIVE
REoreANIZATION SUBCOMMITTEE
oF THE CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2203, Rayburn House
Oﬂiq?i Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding. ,

Present: Representatives John A. Blatnik, Henry S. Reuss, John N.
Erlenborn, Clarence J. Brown, Jr., and Jack Edwards.

Also present: Representative William L. Dawson, chairman, Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

Staff members present: Elmer W. Henderson, subcommittee counsel;
and William H. Copenhaver, minority professional staff.

Mr. Brarnik. The Subcommittee on Executive and Legislative
-Reorganization will please come to order.

VfVe meet here in public hearings on Reorganization Plans Nos. 3 and
4 of 1968.

Mayor Washington planned to be here; he will probably still be
here. He has been detained. ,

To date, no resolution of disapproval has been introduced on either
of these reorganization plans, and allowing for the 10-day Easter
recess, these plans become law on May 23. That would be about 9 or
10 days from now. Both of these reorganizations relate to the District
of Columbia government which, as you all recall, was reorganized into
a new structure by Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1967.
~ Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1968 transfers to the Mayor-Com-
missioner of the District of Columbia all functions, personnel, property,
and funds of the District of Columbia Recreation Board and the
Superintendent of Recreation. Both offices are then abolished. The
Mayor will then have complete control over this important municipal
activity. o , ‘ ' :

(Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1968 follows:)

(1)
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[H. Doc. No. 280, 90th Cong., second sess.]

Messace FrRoM THE PrusipENT OF THE UNITED STATES, TRANSMITTING REOR-
@aN1ZATION PrAN No. 3 oF 1968, BRINGING RECREATION ProGgraMs UNDER
vHE AUTHORITY OF THE DistrIicT 0F CorumBIA COMMISSIONER :

To the Congress of the United States: . ) ‘

In the past few years Congress and the: President have pledged to make the
Nation’s Capital a model of excellence for America: in government, in housing,
in city planning, in law enforcement, in transportation.

But the quality of any city is not just a matter of efficiency and public order.
1f it is to be truly great, the city must be lively and inviting—a place of beauty
and pleasure. L ' i

The city’s life is lived not only in its buildings, but in its pools, playgrounds,
and recreation centers, in the places where the young gather to find excitement
‘and delight, where the old come to find relaxation, fresh air, companionship.

In Washington, recreation is'a vital element of the city’s school-enrichment
activities, its model city project and its summer programs.

But the District of Columbia Recreation Department is not an integral part
of the District government. With its six-member independent board, the au-
tonomy of the Department prevents the District of Columbia Commissioner from
providing policy supervision to the city’s recreation activities and from relating
them. to other community service programs—in. health, education, child -eare,
and conservation. s . S ‘

There is no reason to distinguish between recreation and other -community
service programs now vested in the Commissioner. ‘ h
_ ‘Accordingly, I am today submitting to the Congress Reorganization Plan. No.
3 of 1968. This plan bringsrecreation programs under the authority of the Distriet
of Columbia Commissioner. It enables the new city government to make recrea-
tion an integral part of its strategy to bring more and better community services
to the people who live in the city. , 5 g
- The plan achieves these objectives by abolishing the present Recreation Board
and the Office of the Superintendent of Recreation. It transfers their functions
to the District of Columbia Commissioner. i L A

The acecompanying reorganization plan has been prepared in accordance with
chapter 9 of title 5 of the United States .Code. I have found, after investigation,
that each reorganization included in the plan is necessary to accomplish one or
réxoge of the purposes set forth in section 901 (a) of title 5 of the United States

ode. . i :
 Closer coordination of recreation with other municipal improvement programs
of the District government and the improved efficiency of recreation management -
will produce a higher return. on the taxpayer’s investment in recreation programs,
though the amount of savings cannot be estimated at this time.

I urge the Congress to permit this reorganization plan to take effect.

, - LynpoN B. JOHNSON.
Tue Wurre House, March 13, 1958. :

REoRGANIZATION Pran No. 3 oF 1968

(Prepared by the Presidenf.t, and transmitted to the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives in Congress assembled, March 13, 1968, pursuant to the provisions
of chapter 9 of title 5 of the United States Code) :

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA RECREATION FUNCTIONS

Sgorion 1. Definitions. (a) As used in this reorganization plan, the term ‘‘the
Recreation Board” meang the District of Columbia Recreation Board provided
for in District of Columbia Code, see, 8-201 and in other law.

(b) References in this reorganization: plan to any provision of the District of
Columbia Code are references to the provisions of statutory law codified under
that provision and include the said provision as amended, modified, or supple-
mented prior to the effective date of this reorganization plan.

Suc. 2. Transfer of functions to Commissioner. There are hereby transferred to
the Commissioner of the District of Columbia all functions of the Recreation
Board or of its chairman and members and all functions of the Superintendent
of Recreation (appointed pursuant to District of Columbia Code, sec. 8-209).

SEc. 3. Delegations. The functions transferred by the provisions of section 2
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‘hereof shall: be subject: to the-provisions of section 305 of Reorganization.: Plan
No. 3 of 1967 (32 F.R.'11671). - ~ A R VTRAAR R e A B S

‘Suc. 4. Incidental tranisfers. .(a) All'ipetsonniel, ‘property, records, and unex-
pended balances of appropriations, allocations, and other funds employed, held,
used, available, or to be made; available in connection with the functions of the
Recreation Board or the Superintendent of Recreation are hereby transferred to
the Commissioner of the District of Columbia. - s e bl

(b) ‘Such further measures and dispositions as the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget shall deem to, be necessary in order to effectuate the transfers pro-
vided in subsection (a) of this section shall be carried out in such manner as he
may direct and by such agencies as he shall designate.’ Co
. SEc. 5. Abolition. The Recreation Board, together with the position of Super-
intendent of Recreation, is hereby abolished. The Commissioner of the District
of Columbia shall make such provisions as he may deem necessary with respect
to winding up the outstanding affairs of the Recreation Board and the Super-
intendent of Recreation. ! : : ;

SEc. 6. Effective date. The provisions of this reorganization plan shall take
effect at the close of June 30, 1968, or on the date determined under section 906(a)
of title 5 of the United States Code, whichever is later.

Mr. Bratnik. We may proceed with the witnesses. First, we have
our good friend, Mr. Hughes. - , d :
Mr. Hughes, would you please take the center seat, and we would
like to have you joined by Mr. William Hammond Thomas, who is
Chairman of the District of Columbia Recreation Board and Depart-
ment; and Mr. Benjamin Segal, who is the chairman of the Citizens
Task Force on Recreation in the District of Columbia. ;
Mayor, we had you on a radarscope. Come on down. We had it
timed. We introduced three witnesses. First, you know Mr. Hughes of
-the Bureau of the Budget; Mr. Thomas, Chairman of the Recreation
Board and Department; and, of course, Mr. Benjamin Segal, chairman
gf the Citizens Task Force. Mayor, we certainly welcome an extremely
busy man. : 8 ~ :
C}(r)mmissioner WasHiNGgroN. Thank you, sir. I want to report a
very happy incident. I was sort of delayed in getting through the Capi-
tol. There were so many visitors over there, tourists, that I could not
make my way through, and I just appreciate the scene.
Mr, Brarnik. Off the record. E

(Discussion off the record.) , ; ~

Mr. BraTnik. At the outset, we will not go into too much detail;
but the Mayor will recollect nearly 12 months ago, when we were
discussing Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1967, which permitted the
administration to create the new restructured city government, little
did we realize then how important it would be—not only the form of
the government a year later, your municipal government, but the
extraordinary job of leadership which the Mayor, who at that time
was still unknown to us, performed. His civie duty and performance
were far beyond the call of duty. He has won the admiration of
- certainly all the citizens of the entire District of Columbia, the entire
metropolitan area and of the Nation itself. We commend you ‘and
welcome you this morning in your perseverance. ‘ s

Mr. Hughes, you are an old hand at these hearings. How should
we-start? Should we start with your stetement? ‘ ~ :

‘Mr. Hucugs. I would be glad to do that, Mr. Chairman. T have a
very brief statement. I would be pleased to present that, if you wish,
and then proceed in any way you would like. o

Mr. Buarnik. You open up the hearings with your statement,
Mr. Hughes. ‘

Mr. Huceues. All right, sir.
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STATEMENT OF HON. PHILLIP S, HUGHES, DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
| BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

Mr. Hucrgs. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I am pleased to present the views of the Bureau of the Budget on
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1968, providing for certain reorganiza-
tions relating to Distriet of Columbia recreation functions.

This reorganization plan derives from a recognized need to provide
the District of Columbia Commissioner with the necessary tools to
effectively manage District affairs. G » .

When Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1967 was under consideration
by the Congress, the qiestion was raised repeatedly as to why provi-
sions were not made for the transfer to the new Commissioner of a
yariety of municipal functions that were not then vested in the Board
of Commissioners. Those functions were not included in that plan
because it was first necessary to create the basic organizational envi-
ronment to assure their more effective management. Given the basic
}I){roblems with the commission form of municipal government which

eoreanization Plan No. 3 of 1967 was trying to correct, too early
transfer of these other functions could have been harmful, rather
than helpful. Since the basic format of the District government now
has been changed, and since Mayor Washington has the internal
restructuring of the District government well underway, it is time to
deal with these other functions.

‘As President Johnson indicated in his 1967 message on the National
Capital: “As these changes are made,” he said, “jt, will be possible to
effect further improvements, both in the structure of the District
government and in its relationship to other agencies serving the
Nation’s Capital.” , ‘ : '

- In keeping with the President’s statement, Reorganization Plan
No. 3 of 1968 transfers a significant municipal function to the Mayor.

The District of Columbia Recreation Board is something of an
organizational curiosity. It is funded by the District government, and
its employees are employees of the District government. Yet all
policy and management functions are vested in the Board or in its
appointee, the Superintendent of Recreation, who has certain powers
vested directly in him, particularly with respect to personnel appoint-
ments and program supervision. The Board itself includes representa-
tives of the Board of Education and the District of Columbia govern-
ment, the Superintendent of National Capital Parks, and four citizen
members appointed for 4-year terms by the Mayor. :

The Mayor and District of Columbia Council have, in fact, little
direct control over the development and implementation of recreation
programs in the District. The integration of recreation with schools,
with youth programs, with employment programs, with programs for
the elderly, with housing and urban development programs are matters
of separate negotiation between the Recreation Board: and other
District government entities. Present arrangements do not represent
a coherently conceived and directed program. ‘

The Recreation Board has the function of developing and con-
ducting a comprehensive recreation program for the District of
Columbia. Recreation programs are conducted in parks, playgrounds,
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and other facilities under the jurisdiction of the District government,
the Board of Education, or the National Park Service. It has no
facilities under its own jurisdiction, but negotiates for the use of
such facilities with those three bodies. '

A recent report of a citizens task force established by the Super-
intendent of Recreation pursuant to complaints about the conduct
of the District recreation program noted—as aside from ecriticism of
its actual operation— ; '
* * % that recreation programs were fragmented and uncoordinated among various
agencies. At the same time they (the task force) were hopeful that this would
change for the better under the proposed reorganization plan submitted to Con-
gress which placed the Recreation Department directly under the District govern-~
ment administration. ' :

A major trend in public recreation organization today is to bring
park management and development functions together with recre-
ation functions. Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1968 is in line with
this trend which promises improved delivery of public recreation
services. And, while a large part of the District program is carried
“out on properties of the Park Service and the Board of Education,
the problem of coordination will be much simplified by transferring
District recreation functions to the Mayor. :

This is exactly what Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1968 would do.
All of the functions of the Board and the Superintendent of Recreation
would be transferred to the Mayor, thus allowing him to coordinate
this vital municipal activity with other District programs. The rec-
reation organization would become, in fact as well as in name, an
agency of the District of Columbia government.

The statutory position of the Superintendent would be abolished as
would the Board 1tself. Of course, the Commissioner could establish an
advisory board on recreation should he deem it necessary or advisable.
However, since the new District Council is a body broadly representa-
tive of the community, it can obviate the need for the establishment
of so many of the citizen advisory boards that appeared necessary
under the previous organization of the District government. '

“In sum, Reorganization Plan No. 8 of 1968 would provide the new
government of the District of Columbia with the organizational means
by which public recreation programs in the Capital City can be effec-
tively coordinated with related District programs and aetivities. I
urge, therefore, that the Congress permit the plan to take effect.

: Tha(t1 is the end of my prepared statement. I would be glad to

rocee S :
P Mr. Buarnik. We will proceed with the Mayor.

- Commissioner Washington, would you proceed with your statement?

STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER E. WASHINGTON, COMMISSIONER OF
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Commissioner WasHINGTON. Yes, sir; I would be glad to, Mr.
Chairman. I would first like to thank you for the very kind statement
you made at the opening of the session. I kind of need it these days.
And T also would like to say that the matter of our reorganization
proposal here does not bear upon the great dedication and service of

94-350—68——2



- Chairman Thomas and his Board. They have, in my opinion, func-
tioned in an outstanding manner against very, very difficult circum-
stances. I believe that %br too many years they have had to try to
‘develop a recreation program which has been neglected, underbudg-
eted, understaffed and. undernourished, and I believe that we are
taking an appropriate step now to put the recreation program and the
organization into tandem with the District’s resources. I would hope
; }hatthis action would give the city a far more viable program in the
uture. ' e T el T R - '

With respect to the reorganization proposal specifically, at present
the District of Columbia Recreation Ii)epartment ‘is not an integral
part of the District government. Mr. Chairman, I think we have intro-
duced the organization chart, and with your permission, I would like
to have it made a part of the record. It may provide some answers
just by leoking at it. . 5 : L e

Mr. Bruarnik. Without objection, the chart will follow the actual
text of your statement which will appear in the record. .

Commissioner WasuiNGToN, Thank you, sir. As I indicated, the
Department has not been an integral part of the government. Instead,
it operates under an independent seven-member board. The reorgan-
ization plan would abolish the Board of Recreation and transfer its
functions, with those of the Superintendent of Recreation, to the
District of Columbia Commissioner.: o

-Like urban renewal, recreation is a vital and integral element of
the city’s life. It is closely related to health, education, child care,
delinquency prevention, vocational rehabilitation, and conservation.
It is a key element in the city’s school enrichment activities, its urban
renewal and model city programs, and its summer youth programs.

The present autonomy of the Recreation Department prevents the
District of Columbia Commissioner from achievipg the necessary co-
ordination of recreation programs with the other closely related Dis-
trict programs. And I again refer to that chart, Mr. ghairman, and
I think that it—I don’t want to belabor it—but I think you get a
little feel of what we are faced with in trying to function as a govern-
ment with a maze of interdependent and unrelated agencies and
activities. L el et S ‘
" There should be no distinetion in my belief between recreation and
other community service programs now under the policy supervision
of my office. Last year’s Reorganization Plan No. 3 had as funda-
mental objectives the unification of executive and administrative.
authority, the elimination of competing and sometimes conflicting
assignments or responsibility, and organization of the District govern-
ment under a single Commissioner to provide effective day-to-day
administration, Both of these 1968 reorganization plans will further
those objectives and permit the District government to function more
effectively in meeting the needs of the community.

Last fall, I called in nationally known authorities on urban affairs
to advise our new administration. These experts, operating through
five work groups, stressed the urgent need for greater integration of
various municipal activities under the policy supervision of the Com-
missioner. Two of the groups specifically addressed themselves to the
need for a closer relationship of urban renewal and recreation, both



- to each other and to other District government activities. I believe
this to be necessary if we are to meet the growing problems of the
Distriet of Columbia. ot ;

Widened and strengthened recreation programs are needed for
the well-being of this community. They cannot be separated from
other community service programs without detriment to all such
activities. As the President pointed out in his message transmitting
plan No. 3 of 1968, the quality of any city is not just a matter of
efficiency and public order. If 1t is to be. truly great—and Congress
and the President have pledged to make the Nation’s Capital a model
of excellence for America—the city must be lively and inviting, a
place of beauty and pleasure. And I believe, Mr. Chairman, the
aprroval of this plan to place the recreation functions under my
policy supervision will help accomplish this end. :

Mr. Chairman, may I again thank you for this opportunity to
underline our strong support for these much needed reorganization
measures, and I join Mr. Hughes in recommending the approval of
this legislation. ~ :

(The organization chart referred to follows:)
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Mr. Buarnik. Thank you, Mayor. We will come back to you with
questions,

We will hear now from the Chairman of the District of Columbia
Recreation Board and Department, Mr. Thomas. Will you please read
your statement?

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM HAMMOND THOMAS, CHAIRMAN, DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA RECREATION BOARD AND DEPARTMENT;
ACCOMPANIED BY MRS, ELIZABETH M. STERN, VICE CHAIRMAN

Mr. THomas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee. Before I go into my statement, I would like to thank the Mayor
for his kind words relative to the Board’s work. I can say without
equivocation that each member of the Board is a dedicated public
servant. Mrs. Stern, Vice Chairman of the Board, is here today and I
would like to present Mrs. Stern to the committee.

Mr. BraTnik. Off the record. :

(Discussion off the record.) )

Mr. BraTnik. Certainly the record will show you as part of the
panel. We appreciate your making the effort to be here in person,

Mr. THoMAs. My name is illiam Hammond Thomas, and I

The District of Columbia Recreation Board supports the President’s
Reorganization Plan No. 3.

We believe that the new city government, if it is to have marked
administrative success, must have administrative control of all city
governmental community service agencies. Moreover, the prestige of
the Mayor’s office can bring to the Recreation Department the neces-
sary funds to permit the essential upgrading of recreation in this city.

The increased interest in community school complexes envisions
cooperative and cohesive educational, recreational, and other neighbor-
hood functions. We believe that the Mayor’s office can effect a better
cooperative meshing of these community services than can an inde-
pendent and autonomous board.

While the new Board now in operation has made tremendous strides
in the past 10 months toward upgrading recreation services and
facilities, it believes that even better and quicker results can be had
from the vantage point of the Mayor’s office.

While I recognize that this hearing is for the purpose of determining
the Board’s position relative to the reorganization plan, nevertheless,
we would like to read into the record some of our thinking with re-
spect to the future. We believe that there should be a successor board
for recreation organized along these lines:

(1) An 1I-man board with agency representatives from the
Board of Education, National Park Service, and the City Couneil.
There would be a citizen representative from each of the four
sections of the city, a member at large, two youth representatives,
and one representative with a strong interest in the arts.
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(2) Citizen board members would be appointed by the Mayor
and confirmed by the Council. Agency members would be named
by their respective agencies.

(3) Board members would be appointed for staggered terms.
Youth representatives would serve not more than two 3-year
consecutive terms.

(4) The Board should meet at least once a month with the
majority of the meetings scheduled in the community.

~(5) The Board would have responsibility for recreation policy
matters subject to review and veto by the Mayor.

(6) The Board would have the responsibility to review and
make changes in the Department’s budget before it is sent to
the Mayor. :

(7) The Board would be responsive to and representative of
the community: -

(8) The Board would render judgment on program priorities
for the Recreation Department subject to review by the Mayor.

We believe that a board along these lines, operating under the aegis

of the Mayor’s office, would be properly transitional from the present
alrxtonomous Board to a posture consonant with the reorganization
plan. :
" Finally, we believe that our support of the President’s Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 3 is not inconsistent with our sworn duty to provide
recreation for all of the people of the District of Columbia.

Thank you, members of the committee.

Mr. Brarni. These are your recommendations to the committee
and the present Commissioner? :

Mr. Taomas. Yes. 4

Mr. Brarnig. We will come back to you in just a few minutes.

Mr. Segal, Chairman of the Citizens Task Force on Recreation in

‘the District of Columbia. We welcome you and thank you for your
appearance. Will you please read your statement?

STATEMENT OF BENJAMIN D. SEGAL, CHAIRMAN, CITIZENS TASK
FORCE ON RECREATION IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. SgaL. Thank you, Mr. Blatnik. Tt is a pleasure to be here.
The Citizens Task Force on TRecreation wishes to give its wholehearted
endorsement to the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 3 which would
place the Recreation Department under the direct jurisdiction of the

District government. .

Our task force, which was appointed by the Recreation Board,
recently completed a 3-month investigatory survey of the programs,
personnel policies, and practices of the Recreation Department. We
visited numerous recreation facilities, met with all of the field and
supervisory employees of the Recreation Department as well as with
representatives of the private and governmental agencies involved
in recreation programs. In essence, We prepared one of the most com-
prehensive reports prepared on District of Columbia recreation
programs and needs.

We found that the recreation program in the District is ill equipped
to meet the urgent needs existing in the Nation’s Capital. As our
report indicates, for years the Congress and the community have
appeared to consider recreation as a sort of stepchild——underbudgeted,
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neglected, and overlooked. In recent years with the increasing con-
cern about “summer tensions”’ money and programs were frantically
sought to patch up quickly organized activities aimed at cooling
things down. :

- We found that recreation activities were fragmented and divided
between the Recreation Department, the National Capital Parks, the
public schools, with other agencies involved from time to time and
more recently the Youth Programs Division of the District govern-
ment. There has been little or no effective coordination of these
activities. '

It is for these reasons that we favor the reorganization plan which
- will result in the Recreation Department becoming an integral part of

the District government. We believe that this will help eliminate

the duplication and the lack of coordination among the various
recreation programs and aid in the development of a greatly accelerated
recreation program. il : '
But there are still other problems that need to be pointed-out and
which we hope will be corrected once the reorganization plan goes into
-effect. I have reference to the glaring inequities and shortcomings in
the present recreation facilities and programs. We found that the best -
services and most extensive programs as well as’the best qualified
specialists were to be found in the higher income areas. We therefore
recommended that priority should be given to the low-income areas of
the city in the allocation of facilities, programs, and personnel. Closely
related was the recommendation that the overall recreation budget for
-the city should be tripled from the present $7.6 million. : :
On the (hoped for) assumption that the reorganization plan would
~be approved, we recommended that a new Community Recreation
Board be appointed by the Mayor, with a membership of 15, which
would include representatives of community recreation councils, the
young people, and the various Government ‘agencies involved in
recreation programs. :

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, we urge approval of Reorganization
Plan No. 3 placing the recreation program within the District gov-
- ernment with the added hope that Congress will provide the necessary
funding to the District which will make possible the urgently needed
expansion and improvement of the District’s recreation program.
With your permission, we would like to submit our task force report
as part of our testimony for inclusion in the record.

Mr. Brarnik. Is that your task force report?

- Mr. Seear. That’s right. ,

Mr. Brarnik. That will be filed with the subcommittee but will
not appear in the printed proceedings, merely for purposes of economy.
It will be available for all members of the committee and the other
- persons interested in the proposal.

Maybe we will start with you, Mr. Segal. I did not realize that
funding was such a serious problem, Your recommendation is that
the present $7.6 million be tripled by Congress, is that correct?

Mr. SegaL. Yes, sir. ' , : . ’
~Mr. Brarnvik. Who would present the budget request to the
Congress? That would go to the District of Columbia Committee,
would it?
~ Mr. Seean. Yes. What we visualize—— ,

Mr. Brarnik. Maybe you would help us. Who would submit the
original budget request?
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Mr. Taomas. The Board has the responsibility to submit the
budgetary request.

“Mr, Biarnik. Directly to_the Congress?

Mr. Taomas. Noj; it goes by way of the Budget Bureau and then
to the Congress by way of the city Budget Office. The Bureau of the
Budget and the City Clouncil also have a say-so in its ultimate form,
because the Mayor’s office and the City Council can eliminate budget-
ary items from the recommendations. So that the Board’s budget, by
the time it is ultimately approved, is unrecognizable as far as the
original requests are concerned after it runs the gauntlet of the City
Council, the Bureau of the Budget, and the proper Appropriations
Subcommittees of both Houses of Congress.

Mr. Brarnik. Mr. Hughes, would you have any comment to make?
1 am particularly interested in why the budget is so greatly inadequate.

Mr. Hucass. 1 think, first, Mr. Chairman, on the procedure under
the plan, the recreation budget would become a part of the budget
of the District of Columbia and would follow the same channels as
the District of Columbia budget follows as a whole and would

Mr. Buarnik. Part of the total budget which is then presented to
the District of Columbia Committee.

Mr. Hucues. That would be the case under the plan. With respect
to budget levels, T am not familiar in detail with who has taken what

from the recreational budget of the District, but I think at least a
substantial part of the problem is the fact that the Recreation Board
as a separate entity and one of many separate entities competing, in &
gense, for District of Columbia funds has found it difficult to make its
case fully, perhaps even in the District government. I don’t think
the Bureau of the Budget should be exonerated from all responsibility
in this. As Mr. Thomas has pointed out, the Board has had a series of
hurdles, in effect, to jump in making its budget requests and missing
any one of the hurdles is a fairly painful process in a budgetary sense.

Mr. Brarnik. Mr., Hughes, would you have any figures, or coul
you get them later on for the record if they are not available at this
time, on the recreation budget for other cities of comparable size?

Mer. Hucres. Wewill try. I don’t have any with me, Mr. Chairman.
We will try and provide some figures for the record.

(The following information was subsequently submitted:)

ExgcuTive OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., May 20, 1968.
Hon. JorN A. BLATNIK,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Drar Mr. Brarnik: During the hearings on Reorganization Plan No. 3 of
1968, the question was raised as to how recreation expenditures in the District
of Columbia compared with recreation expenditures in other large cities. The
National Recreation & Park Association has supplied us with figures on program
budgets of larger municipalities which have separate recreation departments.
These figures, to the extent that they are actually comparable, indicate that,
on a per capita basis, the budget of the District of Columbia Board of Recreation
is slightly above average. The table showing this relationship is enclosed.

However, these figures do not really tell us very much, it seems to me. Most
cities not orly supply recreation programs of their own through & variety of
municipal agencies, but very frequently county and State programs represent
significant inputs into the municipal recreation package. The District is city,
county, and State rolled into one. On the other hand, the National Park Service
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makes a significant ‘eontribution to, recreation resoutces available to the Distriet
citizen. Moreover, figures are not readily available to indicate. for these cities
the magnitude of existing problems or the scale of the capital development pro-
grams devoted to recreation: facilities. - ; G : L

AIn sum; I think the recreation problems of the District—as of any city—will
need to be evaluated in' its own-terms, and decisions respecting allocation of avail-
able resources to recreation will have to be made in‘the light of overall local needs.
and priorities, - - ' PR TR

Sincerely, e [
SR Priruie 8. Huenss,

T Rerde - gk Deputy Director.
. NATIONAL RECREATION & PARK ASSOCIATION ;

,FROM “THE PARK AND RECR,EATION‘ YEARBOOK. 1965—-EXPENDITU,RES FOR FISCAL YEAR[IQGS .

“Cities t e Population ~  ‘Program Per capita
s : : £ ‘budget expenditure

. Cincinnati, Ohio.! .o .. . .. . et e 500, 000 81,207,850 $2.61

1
2. Cleveland, Ohio (Board of Education).__._ 858,000 2,691,99 313
. 3. Milwaukee, Wis. (Board of Education)-_ 765,000 2,713,837 3.58
4. Philadelphia, Pa._ 2,200,000  ©11,384:680 - -~ 515
5. New Orleans, La 900, 000 900,000 ' 1.00'
«. 6. Columhus, Ohio_ 750,000 3,208,100~ . 427
7. Pasadena, Calif, 200,000 429, 345 2.12
8. Jersey City, N 276,101 1,350,000 4,87
9. Providence, R = 191, 000 742,368 - g
District of Columbia. . 27771277 T II I e e 800, 000. . 23,309,000 414

syl

! Major cities of 200,000 and up with separate recreation departments. i
21965 actual. :

Mr. Seear. Mr. Chairman, T wonder if I might just comment on
this point and give some rationalization or reason for the recommen-
dation that the present budget needs to be at, least tripled in lightof
the urgent needs that have developed and have existed in the District,

One case in point is that we found in our investigation that the
best equipped recreation center in the city was the Chevy Chase
Community Center. Now, that building has been condemned, so to
speak, and to rebuild it is going to cost $920,000—at least $920,000.
(fur contention is that this type of recreation center is needed in- all
the areas of the city, especially the poverty and low-income areas,
and if you were to build, for example, just seven of these centers, it

would take up the entire budget, the entire present budget that the =

‘Recreation Department has. And when you add to it the need for
upgrading and improving the facilities, the need for having a more
imaginative and more innovated program, you could see why we-

recommend this figure. LT ;

Mr. BraTNik. Any questions, Mr. Reuss? ; S

Mr. Reuss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. SerooE g S
. To me; this is clearly an excellent reorganization plan. I am glad
it is before us. When ‘the Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1967, the
basic reorganization, was before us' last year, there were some 432
se]la,)arate functions that were transferred under that plan. Had you
subdivided them into 432 reorganization plans, which happily you
did not do, you could have immobilized the Congress for years to

come. e : . b e

I note that there was a great deal that was not accomplished by
- Reorganization Plan No. 3. Some of the things that should have been
done are now being done tinder Reorganization Plans 3 and 4 of 1968,
“ but I notice that there are all kinds of funetions still left lying around
1in the District of Columbia which are not under the Mayor-Commis-

94-350—68——3
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sioner—the - Public Service Commission, the Zoning Commission,

the Board of Zoning Adjustment, and several others. :

~ My question is addressed to Mr. Hughes. Will there be an effort
made to group some of: these future reorganization plans so that they
may be submitted in toto rather than too much subdivision? I am just

thinking of the quality of attention which the Congress can give to

the proposals. = . ;

" Mr. Hueres. I think your concern is a very proper and legitimate
~one. We will give consideration to grouping functions. We have been
‘somewhat reluctant to group because, in the process of grouping,
~.plans which are not necessarily controversial may become contro-
.versial. And it is not always easy to tell at the outset which is which!
But both for our own benefit and for this ‘committee’s and the Con-

gress we would like wherever we can to deal in reorganization plans

with. as: large blocks as possible because it does greatly simplify
consideration. ; : ‘
‘Mr. Reusse. Thank you very much.
. Mr. BuaTnik. Mr. %{rlenbo’rn. ,
. Mr. Eruensorx. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry that Mayor
Washington is not here.. He will be back ina few minutes? & - "

“Mr. BuatNik: He will be back in a few minutes. I bave some
questions, too, to ask him. ~ SELE
: Mr. ErLENBORN: ButI notice that both Mr. Segal and Mr. Thomas

have mentioned that they would hope that there would be created
an advisory board. after the abolition of the Recreation Board. And

I also note that Mayor Washington’s statement does not make any
_reference to a successor board. Has there been any discussion with

the Mayor as to the possibility of a successor advisory board?

Mr. Taowmas. Weé had a conference with the Mayor, and it in-
cluded, I believe; Mrs. Stern and one other Board member, oh, several
weeks ago. At that time, the Mayor indicated that he would be
interested in knowing how the Board felt about a future board; and
he also invited us to submit to him our recommendations relative to
a future board. And this is the format that we have come up with
as far as our recommendations are concerned for a future board. And
we will have further discussions with him. ‘

‘Mr. ERLENBORN. You are fairly well assured that some successor

‘board will be appointed? :

Mr. Tromas. The Mayor indicated that he was amenable to the
formation of a successor board. He made no

* Mr, ErLENBORN. No commitment. i '
- Mr. Taomas. No commitment, but he indicated that if ' we would
tell him what we wanted, then he would give it serious consideration.
“Mr: Buarnik.: Would the gentleman ‘yield? - :

Mr. ErLEnBORN. Certainly.” . ‘ St

Mr. Brarnik. Was your proposal submitted as a formal proposition
in writing? E , ‘ T SRR

~ Mr. Tromas. It was not. It was not; no. It has not been submitted

as a formal proposition to the Mayor. A

.. Mr. Brarnik. I see, but this has been discussed with the Mayor.

. Mr. Tromas. This has been discussed with him orally in his office,

and we will submit the format that we have included in our testimony
_ to the Mayor at an early date. : ‘ : et e
-~ Mr. Bratnik. Fine.

T
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Mr. SEGaL. Our ‘t&s:k foree is meeting with the Mayor actually
this noon. We are going to discuss this kind of- proposal that you
suggest. - ol Sl
~:Mr. ErLENBorN. Well, I note that at the present time the District

of Columbia Recreation Board is rather broadly representative of the

various groups in the District and has the power to make rules and

regulations. The District: Council for present municipal functions is

broadly representative of the residents of ‘the District and has the

‘power of making rules and regulations. I wonder what is the rationale

of putting the rule and regulation-making power for recreation in the

Commissioner and not having a -Il)ublie forum so to speak for establish-
0

ing rules and regulations and policies. You do it through the District

government. You have already done it in ‘the past through the Rec-
reation Degartment.’fNow‘,. we are concentrating the rule and regula-
‘tlon'power in- the Commissioner and not having this by law atleast-—

there maﬂ be; by agreement some policy committee, but by law you
will not
the District with the power to make rules and regulations. '

' Mr. Tromas. This is true, and this is, I think, in essence, what the '
reorganization plan is all about. In essence, it is to give the Mayor- '
- Commissioner the authority to issue directives, so to speak, consonant

with' his new powers. Whereas now, the Board, on occasion, would

have to meet perhaps with the Board of Education or with' the Na- '
stional Park Service, and there is a time gap between a proposal and its
effective operation, or before it could be put into effect. But here, if =
this plan goes into effect, the Mayor will, because of his own authority, =

“be able ito immediately coordinate and facilitate the operations—
recreation operations—between the Board .of Education, between the
National Park Service and any other recreational facilities that might -
-exist without going through the cumbersome procedure of awaiting

" a Board decision. : ‘ -
Mr. ErLENBORN. Well, maybe my question would be' clearer if
I would put it this way. For what reason do you believe the District
Council is left out of this picture? Apparently, the only authority they
will have, since the authority under the law is to be concentrated in
. the Commissioner, will be over the budget. Other than this, however,
the power to formulate policy will bypass the Council, the group that is
broadly representative of the residents of the District.
~ Mr. Tromas. Well, I do not know that I could speak too much to
the advisability of the division of authority here between the Council

. and the Mayor. I was under the impression that the reorganization

plan itself outlines the proper division of authority in the new——
Mr. ErLEnBorN. I do not see any mention of the Council at all in
the reorganization plan. It seems to: take all of the powers of the
present Board and concentrate them in the Mayor-Commissioner.
Mr. Tromas. I meant the original reorganization planithat formed
- the Council and set up the Mayor and the City Council. I 'was under

the impression that that plan delineated the authority of the Mayor ’

and the Council, and this would fit into that—— = . :
. Mri ERLENBORN. As to the functions being transferred in that plan,

- yes, but here the plan specifically puts the functions in the Mayor-

 Commissioner without any reference to the Council.
I think Mr: Hughes wants to comment on this.

ave any group broadly representative of the residents of '
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Mr. Hucsgs. I think the key point, Mr. Erlenborn, is with respect -
to the kind of functions we are talking about. Obviously, the District
of Columbia Council’s quasi-legislative responsibilities are vested in
the Council by the previous plan and would remain there. What we
~are talking about here are essentially ‘administrative authorities of
_the sort that I think we would generally agree any administrator
should have. The budget control which the Council has is the key
program control in' many respects. We did consider the question of
whether some of these regulations were significant and sufficiently
of a policy nature to warrant placing them in the Council, but it
seemed to us quite clear that they were of a routine and adminis<
trative character like, for instance, entering into agreements by which -
facilities are made available, prescribing rules and regulations govern-
ing the payment of night differential, providing by agreement for the
maintenance and improvement of playground and recreationareas
and facilities—all of these within the general framework of the statutes
~ that are applicable to the District and also within the general frame-
work of those quasi-legislative responsibilities which the District of
Columbia Council already has. v S e ok
~ So I think Mr. Thomas put it properly when ‘he said:the heart of -
the plan is to place in the Mayor-Commissioner administrative re- -
sponsibilities which, at least as we see it, are well within the normal
compass of administration of a city government. et
Mr. ErLENBORN. It has just been called to my attention that plan
No. 3 of last year that established our new District government gave :
 to the Counecil such rulemaking powers as the making of ‘rules and -
* regulations for the management of a public convenience station and
financing charges for the use of such station, and other things of
that sort. B e o ‘ o R
My question really is this. What will the overall policy be as to
the type of recreation program that there is going to be and where
the services will be concentrated. Will we continue to have better
facilities in Northwest Washington to the detriment of Southeast or
Northeast? These questions have been decided up till now by the -
District of Columbia Recreation Board. The Board was ‘established
in a way that gave representation to, 1 think, elements that should -
be considered, the Board of Education, park, District, civie ‘groups
and so forth. Now, with the abolition of this Board, this power is
being transferred to the Commissioner without - reference to the
Council, and unless the nonlegal Advisory Board is established ‘to
help the Commissioner make these decisions—and there is no re- .
quirement that he do that in this plan—then you are not going to
have any group broadly representative of the various interests in the -
District of Columbia making these decisions. And: as a matter of fact,
“even if the Mayor does appoint an advisory'group, it will be nothing
" more than that, just advisory: N PR e
Mr. Hucrgs. ‘But, Mr. Erlenborn, the question, for instance; of
the location of recreational facilities is. the ‘heart of the planning
process that goes into the preparation of the budget, and the Council
must be directly and intimately involved in these kinds of decisions.
These are important decisions. The Mayor and the Council under the
‘terms of the previous plan share them in'a:fashion spelled out there. '
Mr. ErLEnsorN. Well, as I recollect, the Council does not-establish -
the budget. ' o 3 i Rk
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Mr. Hucres. No, but it reviews it and may modify it. ;

Mr. ErLENBORN. They may refuse to accept a particular line item

| or something like that. s : :

Mr. HugrEs. Or change it. : , ‘

Mr. ErLENBORN. But why are they not in on the original planning?
Why do you not have this Council, as a group broadly representative
of the residents of the District, in on the planning for the recreation
program? Why are you concentrating this all in oneman?

Mr. Hueres. Well, I think the normal process of administration
is to provide—I think the Federal Government is perhaps a parallel
situation—to provide within an executive entity for the initiation

_ of proposals and for their review, modification or investigation by a
legislative or legislative-like body. This is the pattern for the prepa-
ration of the budget as it is now established in the District. Of course,
the legislative body, in this case the Council, can initiate also.

Mr. BraTnix. Mrs. Stern had her hand up before.

Mrs. Stern, you are recognized.

Mrs. StErN. At one point I sat down to find out what the budget-
making process really was, and I find 45 places where the budget
could be cut from the time it left the desk

Mr. Brarvik. How many?

Mrs. SterN. Forty-five. I am sorry I did not bring——

Mr. Brarnik. That really is an obstacle course; is it not?

Mrs. SterN. But from the time it left the desk of the man who
was requesting the item until it got back, usually cut out. I just think
that this would clean up this cutting system and that you would have
a more direct way of funding programs. This is, I think, the whole
point of putting it under the Mayor. He may well designate the
Council as his advisory board as opposed to the Board that Mr.
Thomas has suggested or Mr. Segal has suggested, but the problem
is money. Hopefully, this will be an effort

Mr. Bratnik. Yes;in addition to funding, we understand the point
ou make, but what Mr. Erlenborn is pointing out,”and I am too, is,
o you have a broad enough representation, both laterally and in
epth, of the community to do the actual planning to meet the real
eeds on an equitable basis regardless with the funding that will be
ade available? I believe that is the issue; is it not, Mr. Erlenborn?
Mr. ErLENBORN. Itis, plus the fact that now you have a Recreation
oard that by law must hold public hearings. It has to have its
eetings at stated times and places and all meetings are open to the
ublic and the public can participate, I presume, the public can at
ast act as observers of what the plans are, when they are being
formulated. Now all of this authority will be given to the Mayor-
Commissioner who is not required by law to hold any public hearings.
None of this planning will be done with the advisory help of the pub%ic
or with public scrutiny unless the Mayor wishes to do so and unless the
Mayor appoints an advisory committee who by law will not be re-
quired to hold public hearings.

I just think that though the intentions are good, and it may work
out in practice, we should be aware of the fact that we are removing
from the public domain the power to establish the plans and programs
for recreation in the District and will not be required by law to allow
the public to participate or even observe this planning process. And it
just is curious to me that no part of this authority is given to the
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Council which also by law must hold public hearings and I presume
would allow the public to express themselves. , e

Mr. BraTntg. Mr. Segal has a response, I assume, on this same)
point. : S

Mr. Segal. el P i h

Mr. SEear. Yes, I just wanted to comment just from another
point there. Our task force considered the points that you raised,
and we felt that the overriding need was to have the District Recrea~
tion Department become part of the District government. But in
light of some of the points you raised and making the additional
point that perhaps no }Emction of the city needs to be more responsive
~ to the community needs than recreation, it is because of that that
we recommended the formulation or appointment of the community
advisory board. ; , Y (s

Now, there are nine regions that the Recreation Department is
divided into. So our suggestion was to have a representative from
each of the regions on this board, elected by the people in the Tegion,|

make budget proposals and suggestions. And on the basis of this, th
way I visualize it, we would actually have a more responsive boar
with no slights intended to the present board, but really a muc
more responsive board, responsive to the community needs than w
have had in the past. And, of course, the Mayor is here and can spea
for himself in terms of what his intentions are, but this was th
thinking of the task force in considering the points that you raised.

Mr. BruenBoRN. Yes, maybe I could restate the question.

Mr. BLaTNtk. Mayor, to bring you up to date, we were discussi
not only the need for much greater funding—the recommendati
has been made that the present fiscal level of $7.6 million for recre:
tional purposes in the District of Columbia should be tripled,
addition to approving the amount of the funding and the procedu
for budgeting and funding—but the question of how much, or to wh
degree, will there be representation of the community in planning o
these programs. ; '

Mr. Erlenborn, will you restate your earlier proposition?

Mr. ErrnenBorn. The sentiment I was expressing in the form o
question was the fact. that presently the District of Columbia Rec
ation Board is broadly representative of the community. By i

they must hold their meetings at stated times and places, and
meetings must be open to the public so that they can at least obse
and hopefully participate in the deliberations of the Board in estab-
lifhing policy for recreation in the District, establishing the overall
plan. :
Now, all of these authorities are being transferred to the Mayor-'
Commissioner; who by law does not have to have any public hearings
or allow the public t6 participate in establishing the recreation plans
for the District. My real question was why was this authority for
planning not given to the Council, which is broadly representative of
the residents of the District and must hold public hearings.
Commissioner WasniNgroN. I would think that might even be
counterproductive. I think the matter that we are concerned with is
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first to get a so-called “handle” on the situation within the framework
of the District. i ,

Secondly, I believe the matter of representation and broad repre-
~sentation of the citizens is a primary concern of mine, and I propose
that an appropriate advisory committee or an appropriate body be
established to include the broadest cross section of citizens possible
and particularly the youth. Since I have been in this position, I have
| upon recommendation appointed two youngsters to this Board in
~order to further implement it and give it some vitality related to the
younger people’s interest. .

I think, Mr. Congressman, we have a real opportunity here to gain
~a form of citizens’ participation in recreation, in leisure time activities,
and in cultural enrichment which will be significant and in which
they will be able to participate. _

- I am right now, for instance, in the process of arranging for citizens’

participation in model cities. The development of Fort Lincoln, which
1s the National Training School site, is a response to the whole question
of citizens’ participation. And I believe that this would be simply
one other aspect of it. The Council will have many roles here. They
will have the role, first, of reviewing the budget and holding hearings
lon the budget which will be obviously related to the recreation plan,
and they will be assisting the Department in this fashion.
‘They will, also, from time to time, at my request, just as they do in
hearings on housing, have an opportunity to look at some of the regula-
lions. We have a serious problem in the matter of permits which needs
o be updated. The Council will have, I think, a rather substantial
ole in many of the policy areas. But beyond that ‘
Mr. ErLenBorn. The rulemaking power will be concentrated in
ou. ‘

Commissioner WASHINGTON. Yes. :

‘Mr. ErLENBORN. The present rulemaking power of the District of
olumbia Recreation Board will be given to you.

- Commissioner WasningToN. Under this proposal, yes. s
Mr. ErLenBorN. Whereas, with parks and other things under the
organization plan of last year, the rulemaking power was given to
e Council. G ~ .
Commissioner WasuingToN. With respect to the parks? ,

Mr. ErLEnBorN. Yes. I was just reading, for instance, that the
tablishment of public-convenience stations and the charge to be
ade therefrom was one of the functions that the present Council
s-given last year under the reorganization plan, also setting aside
ace in the streets and avenues for parking purposes, denominating
portions of streets as business streets, jurisdiction over parking, and so
~forth. All of this rulemaking power , ;

- Mr. Hugaes. Many of those authorities are rather basic zoning
responsibilities that 1 think are traditionally council-type functions.

Commissioner WasuINGTON. And technically, Mr. Congressman,
I might say that the Council has already taken a group, closing of
streets, for example, and turned them back to me. I am not saying
I am happy about getting them, but I do have them now.

However, I do not believe we have a serious problem here. The
nature of the format on involving broad citizens’ participation seems
to be a crucial point here. I assume any mayor that is worth his salt
would want, in a program as significant as this, which goes to the
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heart of what the whole youth problem is, to have a viable mechanism)
for citizen participation. I have already talked with the present
members of the Board along these lines and asked them to come u
with a recommendation. I expect to talk with them after this meeting|
But on the rulemaking question, I do not see that as a serious problem.
Tt is one that I would be concerned about, as you are, if we did no
recognize it.

Mzr. ErLENBORN. Do you feel that the budget for recreation wil
receive greater attention as a line item in the overall budget, greate
attention than it did when it was the budget of the District of Colum
bia Recreation Board and had them as its champion? Now, it will b
just one item in your overall budget.

Commissioner WasHINeToN. Well, I think that is again why it i
necessary to develop a citizen mechanism and develop a formidabl
body of ‘support for the recreation budget. I mean a real formidabl
one, because I think the budget, as I indicated earlier, is not onl
paltry, I think the whole program of recreation has been neglecte
to a degree that I think is unfortunate. In any city it speaks to th{
whole youth problem. It speaks to enrichment and leisuretim
activities of your entire population, every age group. I believe tha
virtually from the kindergarten through” the old people, we shoul
have programs that speak to the needs of this city, and particularl
in the area of teenage activity where we can use leisuretime program
not simply for play activities but as real youth developmental pr:
grams—the expansion of the entire concept. I think that we shou
create & mechanism here where we indeed seek out all over the Nati
funds from foundations and other places, and it should be done wi
some resolve, and that money should come in for experiments a
demonstrations in the area of leisuretime activity. This is a b
business. It focuses on one of our most serious problems, the deli
quency problem. I believe if this dedicated Board had had this opp
tunity to function as they might have and with the full weight of t
city government behind them, and with the leadership of the gove

ment behind them, that this program that I speak of might h
been further along than it is today. But I have great faith that
citizens here, given an opportunity to participate, will support,
greater budget and a broader operation in the Recreation Departme

Mr. ErLExBorN. Well, in the interest of time of my colleague
am not going to ask any more questions, but I will just make the 1
observation that I hope you will implement the proposal of an advis
committee when the plan becomes law, as I am sure it will. Ther
not a resolution of disapproval pending. An advisory commi
should be appointed or the Council should be given authority t
deliberate in open hearings so the public can have a place to express
themselves, as they have had up till now by law. Just to appoint an
advisory committee that meets in some room that nobody knows
about and the public does not have a chance to participate could not,
I believe, be sufficient. I think you would have to have this open to
the public to allow a greater participation in the formulation of plans.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Commissioner WasuiNaToN. 1 would agree with you, sir.

Mr. Brarnik. Our distinguished chairman, Mr. Dawson, is with
us this morning. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate not only your being
here, but I want the record to show, as most of the witnesses know,
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hat the distinguished chairman is never too busy to be present. As
ar as I can recollect, and I am sure I am correct in my recollection,
he chairman has never been too busy to be at any single reorganiza-
ion plan hearing, whatever it may be—large, intermediate, or
mall—to personally listen to the testimony and to observe the proce-
ure. We appreciate it very much, Mr. Chairman. On my left, are
here any other questions?

Mr. Brown. Yes. ,

Mr. BraT~nik. Mr. Brown. : ,

Mr. BrowN. Mr. Commissioner, I seem to feel from listening to
his colloquy between you and my colleague, Mr. Erlenborn, that you
oth agree on the value of broad representation in the preparation
f the recreation program, but the only area of disagreement is whether
r not this should be specifically written into the reorganization plan,
s that correct?

Commissioner WasaingToN. I do not know that I disagreed with
t. I did not think that it was necessarily a factor that I thought
as significant. I thought that what we were talking about was
ying to get administrative machinery within the boundary, or
mbrella of our total government so that the matter of representation
nd mechanism for citizens’ participation could then be worked out.
glil!)lk we may have difference of opinion on this, but I was not in

ebate. ‘

Mr. Brown. Well, my question is, Do you think this should have
en or should be written into the reorganization plan?
Commissioner WasuingToN. I do not think it is necessary. I think
?\flan in its present form is adequate.

r. Brown. Well, now what about the next Commissioner? If we
ve someone who is not as dedicated either to recreation or to
izens’ participation, what protection do we—do the citizens of the

munity have who are interested in citizen participation in the
nning of recreation programs? :

ommissioner WasniNgToN. Well, I think the Council certainly
uld be a part of the machinery as it is worked out. Their involve-
nt in the budget and the whole budget process, which is a very
stantial and controlling element, will have a great deal of bearing
'what we do and how we move this.

r. Brown. But not by regulation, just by tradition.
ommissioner WasuiNGTON. Well, the control over the budget
cess is rather substantial, it seems to me. '

r. Brown. I am talking really about the citizen participation in
e advisory committee to the Recreation Board; in other words, the
growth of this program from the ground up.

Commissioner WasningTon. Well, my only reaction to that, Mr.
Congressman, is along the lines I have indicated. I think it is basically
administrative machinery that we are talking about here. And T
think that under the present legislation it could well be handled. The
extent to which :

Mr. Brown. Well, but it could also well be ignored or avoided, could
it not? ‘ ‘

Mr. Huengs. I do not see how it could, Mr. Brown, if you would
not mind. The Council is a standing body which will be concerned
with regulations in what I would consider the more fundamental
sense. It also is concerned on a continuing basis with the planning,
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the budget planning for recreation and for all other aspects of city
life: And if the Mayor in any given situation does not do right by that
aspect of the budget in the judgment of the Council, it seems to me
gh% matter is automatically in”the public arena and a matter for
lebate. ‘ S 5 R
Obviously, a citizen advisory group, which was representative,
would always have a continuing interest in the proper conduct of
the recreation business of the community, and I would think in a
subsequent administration it would be hard to silence in the kind |
of circumstances where the Mayor, for one reason or another, differed
with that body or with the Council on how -business should be
conducted. - R e : : : =
" Mr. BrowN. Yes. You were discussing budget, and the question
of regulation also comes into this, and program and so forth.
Mr. HucuEs. Regulation is, I think, an overstatement really; that
is the point I was trying to make with- Mr. Erlenborn. We are talk-
ing about the administration of a recreation program and not abouty
what I would consider legislative or quasi-legislative functions of ‘the]
sort that are vested now in the Council. We are talking about the
administrative machinery to run a recreation program, hours, who
uses what when, and those kinds of things.
Mr. Brown. Well, it just seems to me—and I agree with my col
league, Mr. Erlenborn’s implicit comments in this regard, that if th{
Council had been given in this reorganization plan the rule and reg
ulation making authority rather than having all of that authority co
centrated in the Commissioner, that you would have -one mor,
protection for, if you will, self-government. Of course, the Coune
1s an appointed group, too, but you would still have one more methol
of getting—— ‘ : ‘ : e
Mr. Hucaes. A broader forum. = L Ty
Mr. BrownN (continuing). Getting this as the Commissioner pointe
out, very important area in the hands of the people of the communit,
Now, this is what I think ought to be-the function of representatiy
government. And I would like to ask the Commmissioner, who p
pared this reorganization plan? : '
Coommissioner WasaingTon. I think we all had parts in it. O
entire governmental group, both ‘administrative and legislatiy
along with the Bureau of the Budget participated. .

Mr. Brown. In other words, the Council participated in
consideration of the aspect of this plan? N -

Commissioner WasHINGTON. In some of it; yes. And I do'
think we have a debate here from my standpoint, Mr. Brown; oW
that subject. The question was whether or not we would have any
feeling about adding rulemaking power to the Council. I think the
Council has broad rulemaking powers. ‘And as I indicated in dis-
cussing housing, we frequently call on them. I would certainly not
object to the rulemaking powers here. The question that I have is
if you are going to have a citizen oroup—and this is where it gets
sticky—if you are going to have a citizens advisory group, or whatever
you are going to call it, and then you have a Council with rulemaking
powers, too, who is going to come up with—— ‘ e

Mr. Brow~. Now, the citizens ‘advisory group, as I understand
the reéorganization plan before us, is not specifically called for; is
that correct? P : oL R
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- Commissioner Wasarnerox. Not specifically called for, but if you
established it, you would certainly have certain rulemaking respon-
sibilities. : :
Mr. Brown. Well, Mr. Commissioner, my only objection—my
only concern, and it is not a deep enough concern T guess to object
to the plan, is that the rulemaking and regulation powers are placed
in the hands of the Commissioner, and there is no citizens advisory
group called forth in the plan. Now, Mr. Thomas recommends eight
ectives for this governmental change which I think are all laudible.
‘ommissioner Wasmmvaron. I do, too. :
Mr. Brown. Will you accept them?
~Commissioner WasHINGTON. Absolutely.
Mr. Brown. Will the next Mayor accept them?
Mr. Brar~ik. He cannot answer that,
Commissioner WasuiNgTox. 1 do not think you expect me
Mr. Brown. That is exactly the point. I do not think you can
peak for the next Mayor. : : :
Commissioner WasaINGTON., W. ell, T would not think I could.
Mr. BrarNik. The Chair would like to object here. The Mayor
i propose to speak for any future Mayor—and I am sure it
as intended that way with your question—any more than we can
eculate on what the next Congress may or may not do. '
Mr. BrowN. Yes, sir. That is the point I am trying to make.
Mr. Brar~ik. I think the record should show—I think it is known
those who are familiar with reorganization plans—that there is
thing to prevent any Member of Congress or any succeeding Con-
ess to introduce any other legislation to improve, broaden, or
arify “the organizational structure of any part of the District of
olumbia. There is nothing to prevent any future administration from
ming up with any further amending or clarifying reorganization
oposals. Is that not right, Mr. Hughes?
Mr. Hucags. That it certainly i1s, Mr. Chairman. I would like
suggest a line of approach here. I think the major point in ques-
n is the nature of the “regulations” that we are talking about, and
ould be happy to work with you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Brown
d the committee staff, to examine in some detail the kinds of things
1t we are talking about here. And I believe very sincerely that we can
isfy you that these are administrative things and they are the kind
things that this Council and other city councils would not want to
burdened with. Ty '
. suggest that as a line of approach here. T think the basic question
eally is what we are talking about by way of “regulations,” and T
think we are talking about very pedestrian ‘“‘regulations” indeed.
Mr. Bratstk. Mr. Brown. U
Mr. Brown. Yes, if you will permit me, the point I am trying to
make is a very simple one. It is that if we are going to have a govern-
ment of laws and not ‘of men, then we must write into the law that
which ‘we would like to have the law contain. And it is my feeling
that a step which puts the regulation and rulemaking power completely
in ‘the hands of a single administrator is not a good fundamental
step toward representative government.
Now, I would also submit, in response to a comment you made,
Mr. Hughes, that the idea of a government in this country whereby
the Executive initiates and the Legislature vetoes is a good, strong
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step away from the Magna Carta. I would hope we have made some
progress since then. I would like to suggest that perhaps if this pro-
posal had been initiated through the regular legislative process,
rather than coming in as a reorganization plan from the adminis-
trative branch of the Government, the procedure by which it could
have been done in the former way would have allowed us to make a
simple amendment to incorporate the recommendations made by
Mr. Thomas. As it is now, we must accept the plan as it is, as the
administration prepared it, or veto it in the reverse legislative process
by which the reorganization plans are presented. If accepted, we
- freeze into the law this idea that we have set this up with the Com-

missioner in control of the regulation and rulemaking authority
without an advisory council provision written into the law. And I am
not sure that that'is altogether good. I think it may be better from
the standpoint of administration, bat I am not sure it is better from
the standpoint of representation of the interested parties in. the
community.

Now, if I may, I would like to ask just one other question. Mr.
Thomas suggested that this would assist in the improvement of the
budget allowed for recreation in the community, and this has been the
implication of this whole reorganization plan.

How will this assure the provision of more funds for recreation in
the city of Washington?

Mr. Taomas. Mr. Brown, when I wrote that it was with the
thought that the Mayor’s office, with the prestige that it carries an
knowing that the Mayor’s office is interested, vitally interested 1
recreation, that that office would, with its prestige in support o
recreation budgets, carry great influence in helping to get the budge
through the various processes that we touched upon earlier; and i
was for that reason that I mentioned that. Tt was merely because of th
prestige and the vantage point of the Mayor’s office that I felt tha
rather than as now—of course, the Boar does support the budge
but the Board does not necessarily have the all-out support that woul
initiate and/or originate in the Mayor’s office.

Commissioner WASHINGTON. I would like to react to that just for
moment, too, Mr. Brown.

I do not think that the reorganization itself, per se, has any r
evance to additional funds. I think there is a recast of the functi
of a department, as I see it, and as I have read the report of t.
Qitizens Task Force which suggested that there is something inh
ently wrong there—I think that the recast of the functioning of t!
department into the whole delinquency area, the whole cultur
enrichment area, the entire youth promotion area, plus the develop-
ment of what we are now going into—of a programmatic budget,
that is, a budget based on prograims, will indeed cause this budget to
go beyond what it is now. T think that the qualifying for certain pro-
grams in the delinquency area (some that HEW, for instance, spon-
sors) would bring additional funds in here. It is not that this has not
been done. It is just that a breakdown of this program into program-
matic areas seems to me to be imminent, and it seems to me that we
should do it. In doing this, it puts you in a position to compete for
foundation funds, as well as other Federal funds based on the recast
of a recreation program that goes beyond only recreation and gets

into the prevention of delinquency.
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Mr. Brown. Well, if I may respond to that, I think that it would
also increase the potential if broad support came from the commu-
nity. I think your original statement that it will not in and of itself
improve the availability of funds from. public resources, the tax
funds, and so forth

Commissioner Wasnixeron. From the District budget you mean.

Mr. Brown. From the District budget is probably quite accurate.
I have taken quite enough time, I am sure, and I have a colleague who
may wish to ask some questions. I would comment also that if you
find some good foundations that are anxious to give money for the
development of recreation programs within communities, I hope you
will share that with some of us who are more directly representative
| of communities of some size back in our own constituency and who are
also looking for funds to broaden their recreation programs.

Commissioner WasaingToN. Well, Mr. Brown, I might just say
as a result of my experience last year in New York and here, I know
that there are some possibilities. T would be very happy to share the
information, but the resources I think I am going to keep for myself.

Mr. Brarnik. Mr. Edwards.

Mr. Epwarps. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, T think it is a good plan
and much needed and I support it.

Mr. Brarnik. Thank you very much.

Mr. Segal, we thank you very much for a very interesting and
elpful presentation; and:y the same to you, Mr. Thomas.
Mr. Taomas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Brarnik. We have a statement submitted by the League of
Women Voters of the District of Columbia, written by Elizabeth S.
ohnson, the president, in support of Reorganization Plan 3 of 1968.
he statement will appear at this point in the record.

(The statement referred to follows:)

REPARED STATEMENT OF THE LBAGUE or WoMEN VOTERS oF THE DISTRICT
or CoLuMBIA, PRESENTED BY ELizABETH S. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT

The District of Columbia League of Women Voters supports the President’s
eorganization Plan 3 of 1968 as a further step in - coordinating and focusing
sponsibility for the essential functions of a city government.

- In Plan No. 3 the Commissioner will be given control over the Recreation
epartment which will bring about overall direction and coordination of recrea-
on resources and facilitate the integration of recreation plans into the urban
pvelopment programs and the program budgeting process. Yet, the league feels
1at this plan does not include the city’s major recreation resource, the city’s
irk lands, and that through a future reorganization these areas should be
fought under the jurisdiction of the Commissioner.

Thus, because of our interest in a more efficient apd centrally responsible
government under the single Commissioner and City Couneil, we urge the Con-
gress to permit this plan to take effect.

Mr. Brarnik. Is Mr. William H. Waters, a member of the District
of Columbia Recreation Board, here?

Mr. Warers. Mr. Chairman, I am here.

Mr. BuarNik. I am sorry you had to wait. We had the other
scheduled witnesses. We would be pleased to hear you.

Mr. Warers. I will submit correspondence to you.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Are you in support?

Mr. Warers. I am not in support.

Mr. ErLENBORN. You are not in support.
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Mr. WATERS. I‘,think that you, Mr. Erlenborn, and Mr. Brown
have raised some important questions. ’ ol
Mr. Brarnik. Why do we i

not wait just a minute, Mr. Waters,
We would like to hear you and have your statement in the record.
Will you please take a chair?
Mr. WaTERs. Yes, sir. _
Mr. Brarnik. Mr. William H. Waters, a member of the District
of Columbia Recreation Board, is appearing apparently on his own
behalf and as an individual member of the Board. Is that correct,
Mr. Waters? :
Mr. Waregrs. Yes, sir, Mr. Blatnik.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. WATERS, MEMBER, DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA RECREATION BOARD :

Mr. Warers. No doubt your staff has prepared information to
give you the background which brought into being the Recreation
Board back in 1942, an initiative taken here in the Congress '

Mr. Brown. Mr. Waters, I might say I do not have that back-
ground. I do not even have the background on the people who have
testified this morning. & , ‘

Mzr. Warers. Prior to 1942, recreation services in the District of]
Columbia were administered under divided responsibility; divided
between the Board of Education—Community Centers and Play
oround Department—and the Board of Commissioners, and th
National Park Service through the Office of the National Capita
Parks. The citizenry at that time, as early as 1937, took such initiativ
which prompted the Park Service to detail a staff to make a study o
this matter. In 1942, Congress passed a Public Law 534 coordinat
ing all recreation services and programs under a single agency, an
designating the agency as the Recreation Board of the District
Columbia. The composition of the Board is referred to in the stateme
~ submitted by Mr. Hughes this morning.

"I think the Recreation Board has served the community admirabl
I say this from the vantage point of being a resident of the District
Columbia, by having observed the Recreation Board and its admini
tration for many years. I will in a few days conclude 8 years of servi
as a member of the Board, 7 of which were in the capacity as Chairma

It would be an understatement to say that there are no ressi
needs for additional recreation service in the District of Columbi
I am not at all certain that these needs and improvement in admi
tration can be better served by abolishing the agency as propos
in this Executive order.

It is astounding to me for Mr. Hughes to make a statement that
the District of Columbia Recreation Board is an organizational
curiosity. It is also astounding to have Commissioner Washington
state that the Recreation Department—referring to the adminis-
trative arm of the Board—is not an integral part of the District of
Columbia government. It is obvious that the Recreation Board, and
its administration, is an integral part of the District government.

The relevancy raised by Mr. Erlenborn and Mr. Brown concerning

~ citizen participation, I believe, is really at the heart of this whole
matter. The Recreation Board, certainlyy more so than the District
Building is, in my judgment, closer to the population, closer to.the
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people. The omissions in this proposed reorganization plan unquestion-
‘ably will deny to the citizenry the opportunity to be heard at public
hearings, and before public board meetings. ' ;
Rather, it seems to me that what is necessary is an awareness at the
District Building by the Commissioner and City Council that there
is a Recreation Board under mandate by the Congress; that it is an
integral part of the District government. The Recreation Board
created by the Congress is not to be considered an organizational
curiosity. , «

I can recall, not only in my tenure but in the tenure of the Chair-
man of the Board prior to my appointment, that vacancies would
exist on the Board for many months. Failure to fill a vacancy of a
citizen member denies the community 25 percent of its representation.
And long delays in filling vacancies have been all too frequent,

We have at the present time under the Recreation Act, with admin-
istration vested in the Superintendent of Recreation, total responsi-
bility for public recreation. We have witnessed in recent years a
fragmentation of recreation service and responsibility. This fragmen-
tation started with the introducton of the poverty program. 1t has
ccelerated substantially since then because many agencies find that
they have collateral or peripheral interests and embark accordingly
vithin their own range of choice rather than recognize that the Recre-
tion Board, under public law, has the total responsibility for public

oard of Education, and from the Park Service. This year the Park
ervice has introduced an extensive program ‘“Summer in the Parks.”
Recreation service, in the broadest context, is, basically and funda-
entally, a responsibility of the Recreation Board. To me it seems
at these agencies are overzealous. If the agencies have public funds,
they do, the community will receive the best recreation service
d the greatest mileage out of the funds only when channeled through
e Recreation Board. This is the only way in which an agency can
ccessfully establish policy, administer service, and develop programs
r the people of the District of Columbia. This, I might add, is a
arge given the Recreation Board by congressional mandate—to
der service in the city of Washington, a municipality and as the
ation’s Capital,

One other matter which has not come to your attention this morning:
ears ago, Congress at the initiative of Senator Claiborne Pell and
neressmen Frank Thompson and William Widnall introduced on
e floor an amendment to the National Arts and Humanities Act of
1965, a provision designating the Recreation Board as the State Arts
Agency for the District of Columbia. The Recreation Board offers
and administers a substantial program in this field of endeavor.

It is interesting to note, of a very recent date, that a cultural
services program which should be administered by the Recreation
Board has been introduced at the District Building under the super-
vision of Commissioner Washington. This is another case of frag-
mentation—of service duplication totally-outside the agency respon-
sible therefor. If these services are desired, if funds are available as
they are, it seems to make sense, at least to me, out of my experience
with the Recreation Board that such services should be offered and
administered by and within the appropriate agency—the Recreation
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Board. For such service all that is required is a telephone call to our
agency. There has never been a time when the public members of the
Board and the Superintendent-of Recreation were not available to
" service demonstrated needs with interest, determination, and with
immediate response.

I can recall only one instance in which the Recreation Board has
differed with Commissioner Washington (never with the former Board
of Commissioners) and this was a situation not too long ago when a
militant rally was to be scheduled in Georgetown. It was publicly
reported that Commissioner Washington expressed concern because of
community tensions. The Recreation Board, with one dissenting vote,
did not accept that expressed concern, not only by the Commissioner
but also by one member of the City Council who likewise had reserva-
tions about what might occur at the time. Fortunately, there was no
incident because the 7th precinct of the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment and the local citizens took extensive precautions to forestall any
consideration of disorder which might have occurred.

What I think is needed here, Mr. Chairman, is a strengthening of
the Recreation Board, an acceptance and a recognition by the Di
trict Building and all agencies who have some interest in recreatio
to be fully cognizant of the fact that the Recreation Board is charge
with responsibility by congressional act, has the responsibility to de
velop and administer the Arts and Cultural service programs in th
District of Columbia within the framework of its mandate. Further
the Recreation Board is one of the agencies with ex officio representa
tion under the act establishing the John F. Kennedy Center for th
Performing Arts.

The Congress might wish to (and I would suggest) examine th
offectiveness of the leadership and the discharge of agency respons
bilities within the range that those responsibilities can be met. An
‘this, obviously, relates to the qualifications of the members of t
Recreation Board, the ability and leadership of management, ‘tk
qualifications of Civil Service personnel, and the funding.

The heart of the whole problem, as in many programs of the Distri
of Columbia and indeed programs everywhere, involves pub
appropriation, because the public appropriation to a large exte
governs policy, service, and staff quality.

This, I think, is the core situation. The appropriation process,
the most part, evolves in the District Building through the Office
the Budget Director. From that office it becomes the Commissione
budget to the President, and the President’s budget to the Congr
for the District-of Columbia. It is my observation that over the yeard
in light of the financial circumstances which prevail in the District,
that_the Recreation Board has been reasonably well treated when
measured against the treatment of other agencies. Recreation is a big
business now, and certainly must ask for and receive increased appro-
priations to provide services to a changing community which is de-
manding more and more. The judgment and consideration of the
‘Congress, 1 think, over the years in licht of the funding possibilities
in the District has been reasonably generous to our agency. ’

The Recreation Board has many ties with the citizenry of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The Board is dependent in large measure for sup-
port by volunteer groups. Many volunteer groups are closely related

to the Board in providing service to all segments and sections of“the
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community. It is very doubtful that volunteers would continue this
association under reorganization. Such a loss of community volunteer
service which totaled more than 41,000! hours last year would be
crippling to all recreation service now offered to our citizenry and to
visitors. [ : : . ,

I think that if you were to make known throughout the community
(as the Recreation Board does annually for its public meetings and
monthly board meetings) that you will find substantial opposition to
the abolition of this agency. , -

Mr. Chairman, I Woul(ir hope that the Congress would see fit to
strengthen the Recreation Board, not abolish it.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. Brarnik. Thank you, Mr. Waters.

Mr. Erlenborn. .

Mr. ErLEnBoRrN. I just have one or two questions. First of all
with reference to the funding, I think there was a figure given to us
earlier of $7.6 million annually. Would that be the budget of the
Recreation Board? ; '

Mr. Warers. This is the administrative budget. The $7 million
lus does not include the capital funding. It does not include various
tlli'er funding that come through such sources as BOR, HEW, and
thers ; S
M?r. ErLENBORN. So the total funding would be greater than the
7.6 '

Mr. Warers. Yes; it would be. =

Mr. ERLENBORN. You mentioned a “Summer in the Parks” pro-
ram. Now, this is not through the Recreation Board but through—
this the National e :
Mr. WarERs. “Summer in the Parks” is an initiative taken on the
art of Mr. George B. Hartzog, who is Director of the National Park
ervice. | am aware, as a member of the Recreation Board, that there
as no advance consultation with our agency. I can recall that a repre-
ntative of the National Park Service made a presentation before
r Board several months ago, and the Recreation Board, on the
heel of community groups, was put in the same bracket as citizens
sociations and all others. This kind and type of classification does
t compliment the work of a public agency. ; :
Mr. EruENBorN. I am advised the Superintendent of the Park
rvice is ex officio member of your Board. Has he participated in
ur
Mr. Warers. The Superintendent of the National Capital Parks
is a member of the Board, although often represented by a staff
“associate. ; il

Mr. ErLeNBoRN. Do you know what the funding is for that
program? : S
. Mr. Warers. No, I am sorry; I do not know what the funding is
for that aspect of the parks program. The program is an effort to get
children and others from the inner cit{ into the public parks. This is a
program activity, and program is really the heart of the responsibility
of the Recreation Board. This, again, 1s what I mean by the fragmen-
tation of recreation responsibility. And this is what the Congress wanted
to overcome back in 1942 when it brought forth the public law that
drew together these several functions into a single agency.

141,000 hours/716 volunteers equal 19 staff personnel.
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- Mr. ErLeExBorN. Does the school administration have any sort of
recreation, summer recreation program that they operate apart from
the Recreation Board? \ : o o : :;
Mr. Wategs, Yes; to & certain extent. The Recreation Board, by
contract and agreement with the Board of Education, uses certain
facilities of schools, both buildings and grounds. The general concept
of school planning and construction here in the District of Columbia
over the years has 1ot been developed along the lines of school-com-
munity use. The schools have been built and utilized largely for
school purposes only. And in many instances they have been; sﬁthough
they are not now, shut down at’3:30 in the afternoon. Seme, for a
long time, lock up over the weekends. With a good bit of contact and
persuasion, this has been overcome. In fact, on June 15, the Rec-
reation Board will assume a large measure of the responsibility incident
to the use of school buildings and grounds after the school period.
~ If the public wishes to use a school building or a school ground,
application is made to the Recreation Board and a permit is issued.
We do not grant the permit if there is any conflict with school-act
ity, recognizing that the first business of schools is education' an

consequently, there is no infringement upon school time. But afte
the normal school ‘day we do service the community by providin
“access into approximately 120 school buildings. o o
“Mr. ErrensorN. Do you think that there is a valid criticism o
the Recreation Board that too much of its funding has been devotec
to programs in the better sections of the District, that there is no
‘enough in the way of reereation programs in the poorer sections
Mr. Warers. Sir, 1 think that is not a valid staterden
is a biased statement. The Chevy Chase reation C
to by Mr. Segal, is always held up as ing t
program in the ‘city. 'Whether this is true or not, 1 s
‘be debated. ST : R
The Chevy Chase center is'in a building long condemned. It w
be demolished shortly after the first of July. Tt so happens that ¢
Chevy Chase center is'in a wellLéstablished upper middle class 6!
dentinl area of Washington. I do not live there. At one time 1di
I went to the school in 1924, It-was the E. V. Brown School. One-thij
of the building is sealed off Pbecause of fire hazard. Recreation h
access to only one-third of the building. = =~ i
The structure of our society, I suppose, is such that you likely
- facilities in a more ‘affluent area'bett)ér*maintaiﬁéé for a varie
easons. In addition, they have programs that would not neces
- be availabl other areas because the people pay for special s
Which do ot comie out of the budget dollar. And this'is ‘not
to in Mr. Segal’s report. I think upon examination, you would
facts in his report wating, ‘and that there is
" But, we have ¢ recreation centers

uppose, coul

we would care upon examination
you will fi to be located in public housing projects
and in schools, and this classification of facilities, operated by . the
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 Recreation Board under agreement with those agencies, are the ones
~about which we hear the greatest, criticism.
~ Mr. ErLeEnBORN. One last question. You have expressed concern
about the citizen participation, as I did in my questioning. Let us
measure what our concern is here. To what extent, has there been
citizen participation with the existing Board? How often have you
had at your meetings people from these areas who have criticized
poor recreation facilities; who have come to meetings of your Rec-
reation Board to complain about the facilities that they have; to
press for additional programs or for facilities? '
Mr. Wargers. Once a year we have an advertised public meeting.
The most recent one was held at the Sharpe Health School at 13th
‘and Upshur Streets NW. The meeting started at 7 in the evening
and did not adjourn until after midnight. More than 100 community
groups were listed on the agenda. It is a rare occasion when the
Recreation Board at its monthly meeting does not have individuals and
organizations’ representatives present as observers or participants
on the agenda to make statements, to ask for service. It s customary
for the Recreation Board members, with staff assembled—the
superintendent of recreation, the assistant superintendent and division

;. we will have citizens come in and say we should have
ne more classified worker at a recreation center. As a Member of
he House of Representatives, you well know that we cannot add
USC staff until the Congress authorizes the position. Our inability to
rovide such staff is often misunderstood, yet whenever we can
rvice the need—and in many instances the need is serviced through
signment of staff on a per diem basis. We can never move as fast
ithin the normal framework that we find ourselves to promptly meet
he changing needs of the community. Seldom is it possible to provide
the service and facilities which the citizens request. Sometimes it
kes 5 years to obtain a single recreation center. Usually very much
nger.
| Mr. ERLENBORN. In sum, though, you would say that the ability
the public to participate in your monthly meetings has been

ilized and that public participation has been part of the Recreation
pard’s function? , :
Mr. Warers. Absolutely. The Recreation Board meeting tonight
S being held in Southeast Washington at 7 o’clock so that people
‘in the Congress Heights area may have an opportunity to attend.
This meeting, I suspect, will run until 11 or 12 o’clock in the evening.
All community groups within the Anacostia area have been invited -
to come and share in the meeting and to address the Board.

Mr. ErLExBORN. Thank you. v

Mr. Brarnik. If there are no further questions, thank you very
much, Mr. Waters. : :

This concludes the hearing on Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1968.

(Whereupon, at 11:30 a.m., the subcommittee concluded its hearing
on Reorganization Plan No. 3 and proceeded to further business.)

(Subsequently, the following letter was submitted for inclusion in
the record:)



" recreation activities.
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LopGE 2741, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES,
! oF THE DIsTRICT OF COLUMBIA RBECREATION DEPARTMENT,
: - Washington, D:C., May 11, 1968.

Chairman JouN A. BLATNIK,
Executive and Legislative Reorganization Subcommittee, Commitiee on Government

Operations, Rayburn House Office Bualding, Washington, D.C. i
Dear CHAIRMAN BLATNIK: The President’s statement that accompanied
Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1968 graphically pointed out the need for the
District of Columbia Commissioner to assume, policy supervision over the city’s

~Moreover, the employees of the District of Columbia Recreation Department
feel that the President’s statement and his submission of the reorganization plau
was timely and sorely needed, especially in view of the recent civil disorders. If
the quality of public recreation is to be improved, if it is to lose its stepchild image,
the Recreation Department must became on integral part of the city government;
and it must become more responsive to the needs of the community.

Therefore, the members of AFGE AFL-CIO Lodge 2741 unequivocally support

the President’s Reorganization Plan No. 3.
Sincerely yours,
DanieL W. JACKsoN, Jr., President.

@)
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REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 4 OF 1968 (DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY)

TUESDAY, MAY 14, 1968

- Houst or REPRESENTATIVES,
Exscurive anp LEGISLATIVE
REoRrGANIZATION SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 11:30 a.m., in room 2203, Rayburn
House Office Building, Hon. John A. Blatnik (chairman of the sub-
committee) presiding. :

Present: Representatives John A. Blatnik, Henry S. Reuss,
John N. Erlenborn, Clarence J. Brown, Jr., and Jack Edwards.

Also present: Representative William 1. Dawson, chairman, Com-
mittee on Government Operations. :

Staff members present: Elmer W. Henderson, subcommittee
counsel; and William H. Copenhaver, minority professional staff.

Mr. Brarnik. We now move on to Reorganization Plan No. 4,
We have Mr. Hughes and Mayor Washington still remaining. We
will call Neville Miller, Chairman of the District of Columbia Re-
development Land Agency. Mr. Miller, is Mr. Appleby with you?

Mr. MiLLER. Yes, sir.
Mr. Brarnik. Is he to testify in any way at all?
Mr. Appleby, why don’t you join Mr. Miller? Thomas Appleby,
xecutive Director of the "District of Columbia Redevelopment
and Agency.
Reorganization Plan No. 4, very briefly, places in the Mayor-
ommissioner the power now held by the President to appoint two
embers of the Board of Directors of the Redevelopment Land
gency. Now, as I understand, the Mayor already appoints three
embers. This plan will give him authority to appoint all of the five
members. The plan also transfers to the Mayor the authority to
prescribe the rules and regulations governing the conduct of the
business of the RLA now being prescribed by the RLA Board of
Directors. This will enhance his power to guide the urban renewal
program in the District.

(Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968 follows )

(1)
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[H. Doc. 279, 90th Cong., 2d sess.]

MpssAGE FroM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED States, TRANSMITTING RE-
ORGANIZATION. PLAN No. 4 oF 1968 oN URBAN RENEWAL, WaicH WouLp TRANS-
#ER AuTHORITY To ApPoiNT RLA BoARD MEMBERS FroM THE PRESIDENT TO
rHE DistrICT OF CoLUMBIA COMMISSIONER AND GIVE Him AvtHoriTYy To PRE-
SCRIBE RULES AND REGULATIONS FOR THE RLA

To the Congress of the United States: o : o

Urban Renewal is a vital ‘weapon in the Nation’s attack on urban’blight and
physical decay. In the firm hands of a local executive determined to improve the
face of his city, it is a powerful tool of Teforni.

In the District of Columbia, urban renewal is managed by a Federal Agency,
the District of Columbia Redévelopment Land Ageney, headed by an independent
five-man Board of Directors. Although the District government pays the entire
local share of the costs of urban renewal and although the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia appoints three of the five members of the RLA Board, the
Agency need not follow the ‘Commissioner’s leadership or administrative direction.

To strengthen the District of Columbia Commissioner’s authority to initiate and
guide the administration of urban renéwal, I am today transmitting to the Congress
Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968. This plan:

Gives. the District of Columbia Commissioner the authority to appoint all
five members of the RLA Board, by transferring to him the appointment
function now vested in the President; .

Transfers to him the authority to prescribe the rules and regulations gov-
erning the conduct of business by RLA. This function is now vested in the
Board of Directors. ‘

Urban renewal involves slum clearance, demolition, the relocation of families,
the provision of new housing, the stimulation of rehabilitation and new employ-
ment. Throughout the Nation, it is clear that authority and leadetship by - the
local chief executive -is essential to weld together the full range of municipal
functions and community service programs: to change conditions in city slums.

In our Capital City the hopes for a balanced new town and new housing de-
velopment on the Fort Lincoln site in northeast Washington, the rebuilding of
the Shaw neighborhood, and a successful model cities program hinge on the
leadership of the District of Columbia Commissioner. Members of the Congress
have repeatedly stressed the need to establish the Commissioner’s effective con-
trol of all functions essential to local redevelopment. The attached plan takes a
major step toward that objective.

The plan does not alter the corporate status of the Redevelopment Land
Agency or any of the authorities now vested by law in the Agency.

The accompanying reorganization plan has been prepared in accordance wit,
chapter 9 of title 5 of the United States Code. I have found, after investigation
that each reorganization included in the plan is necessary to accomplish one o
‘more of the purposes set forth in section 901(a) of title 5 of the United States

Code. .
There are no direct savings deriving from this plan. However; it will improy
the management of programs aimed at reviving, the deteriorated social, economi
and physical structure of this city, our National Capital. The benefits and savin
from a more successful attack on these problems cannot be estimated in advanc
but their reality cannot be denied. :

To achieve our goal of a model Capital; 1 therefore urge the Congress to permit

this reorganization plan to take effect.

T

: Lynpon B. JOHNSON.
Tae Waire Houss, March 13, 1968.

i
REORGANIZATION PLAN No. 4 oF 1968

(Prepared by the President and transmitted to the Senate and the House of
Representatives in Congress assembled, March 13, 1968, pursuant to the
provisions of chapter 9 of title 5 of the United States Code)

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY

Section 1. Appointments.—(a) The functions of the President of the United
States with respect to appointing certain members of the Board of Directors of
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the District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency (D.C. Code, sec. 5-703)
are hereby transferred to the Commissioner of the District of Columbia. e
(b) Nothing in this reorganization plan shall be deemed to terminate the tenure
of any member of the Board of Directors of the District of Columbia Redevelop- -
ment Land Agency now in office. o Ay - !

Section 2. Relationship. of Board of Directors and Commassioneér.—(a) There are
transferred from the Board of Directors of the District of Columbia Redevelop-
ment Land Agency to'the Commissioner of the District of Columbia the functions

of adopting, prescribing, amending and repealing bylaws, rules, and regulations
| for the exercise of the powers of the Board under ‘D.C. Code, sections 5-701 to
| 5-719 or governing the manner in which its business may be. conducted (D.C.

Code, sec. 5-703(b)). ) ‘ )

( b) Any part of the functions transferred by this section may be delegated by
' the Commissionier to the Board.

Section 3. References to District of Columbia Code.~—References in . this reorga-
nization plan to any provision of the District of Columbia Code. are references
to the provisions of statutory law codified under that provision and include the
said provision as amended, modified, or supplemented prior to the effective date
of this reorganization plan.

Mr. Brarnix. Mr. Hughes, will you open this presentation on be-
half of Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968 with your statement?

STATEMENT OF HON. PHILLIP §. HUGHES, DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

Mr. Hueues. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ;
Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased to
present the views of the Bureau of the Budget on Reorganization
Plan No. 4 of 1968, providing for certain reorganizations relating to the
istrict of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency. '
Both this reorganization plan and Plan No. 3 of 1968 relating to the

ffectively manage District affairs. ,
As I stated in my testimony on Reorganization Plan No. '3 of 1968,
thorough reorganization of the very top structure of the District
overnment was a necessary precondition to plans for bringing munici-
al functions such as recreation and urban renewal under closer con-
ol. Since that has been accomplished—under Reorganization Plan
0. 3 of 1967—and a single executive has been substituted for the
mmission form of government, it has become possible, as President
hnson indicated, “to effect further improvements, both in the struc-
re of the District government and in its relationship to other agencies
erving the Nation’s Capital.”

Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968 carries out the President’s in-
tent with respect to the Redevelopment Land Agency which is the
urban renewal agency for the District. The RLA is a corporation estab-
lished by law in 1946. Its powers are vested in a five-member Board of
Directors. Under present law, two members of the Board are appointed
by the President and three are appointed by the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia, all subject to Senate confirmation.

Under the reorganization plan, the Presidential function of appoint-
ing two members of the RLLA Board would be transferred to the Com-
missioner, thus giving him responsibility for appointing all the mem-
bers. Further, the Commissioner would be given an additional élement
of control with respect to RLA through the transfer to him of the
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Board’s functions of adopting, prescribing, amending, and repealing by-
laws, rules, and regulations for the exercise of RILA powers or govern-

“ing the manner in which its business is conducted. Provision is made in |
the plan for the delegation of the rulemaking functions to the Board.
~ Reorganization Plan No. 4 thus would bring the District’s urban

_renewal program under the more effective control of the Mayor. As a
result, the urban renewal activities of RLA could be woven into the

fabric of related community improvement programs of the District
while leaving its corporate status intact. i o

‘As one looks at the evolution of urban renewal from a simple slum |
clearance approach to a program involving housing rehabilitation, |
code enforcement, strategic spot demolition and increasing social
awareness, the need for closely coordinating urban renewal with
other municipal functions has become overwhelmingly apparent. Now, -
with the advent of the model cities program, we see urban renewal
as the base for a wide panoply of programs directed at renewing—
not just the brick and mortar—but the institutions, the human
beings, the ways of life in large sections of the city. :

The - District of Columbia is one of the cities selected to carry
out & model cities project—in the Shaw area. ‘Under the best circum-)
stances organizationally, this would be a complex and exceedingly
difficult enterprise. It means meshing together, not only the compo-
nents of physical renewal—code enforcement, public works, and the
like, now split between RLA and other agencies—but welfare an
employment programs and other municipal services. Without adequat
controls over ur%)an renewal operations and the ability to integrat
them with these other project activities, the chances for a successfu
model cities program in the District could be drastically lessened.

The new District leadership has demonstrated the will and th
capacity to improve the government of the District. Now, Reorgani
sation Plan No. 4 of 1968 will make possible the more effectiv]
management of a vital segment of District affairs.

There will be, I am sure, plans advanced for bringing other municip
functions now vested in agencies outside of the District governmer
more closely within its control. In the meantime, the plan befo
you—along with the recent designation, by Executive Order N
11401, of the Mayor as the National Capital Housing Authority
represents a significant beginning in developing a well-coordinat
program for improving District neighborhoods. I urge the Congre
therefore, to permit this plan to take effect. :

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Brarnik. Thank you, Mr. Hughes. ;

Commissioner Washington, do you have a statement?

Commissioner WASHINGTON. Y es, sir.

Mr. Bratnix. Will you please proceed.

'STATEMENT OF HON. WALTER E. WASHINGTON, C‘OMMISSIONER
: OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA :

Commissioner WasHINGTON. Yes, sir. I will be brief. I think Mr.
Hughes has covered many of the essentials, and my statement will,
therefore, serve to endorse Reorganization Plan No. 4. -

As the President noted in ‘his message to Congress of March 13,
1968, accompanying this reorganization plan, the function of urban

94-349—68—2
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renewal, which, in the District of Columbia, is carried ou: by the
Redevelopment Land Agency, is an essential weapon in the District’s
- attack on blight and decay in our community. The President also
' noted that Members of Congress have repeatedly stressed the need
to establish the Commissioner’s effective control of all functions essen-
tial to local redevelopment, including urban renewal. The reorga-
nization plan is:a major step in that direction. And as Mr. Hughes
- has pointed out, by Executive order the President has already acted
- to bring the National Capital Housing Authority within. the jurisdic-
- tion of the Commissioner. - : :
The Redevelopment Land Agency is a separate Federal agency
composed of a five-man Board of Directors. Three of its Directors
presently are appointed by the Commissioner of the District of
- Columbia, and two by the President. As indicated in the President’s
- message, although the District contributes one-third toward the
- cost of urban renewal; the Ageney, is not required to follow the Com-
- missioner’s leadership or administrative direction. I would hasten
to add that even though the Agency is not compelled by statute to
follow my leadership, the Agency has given me its full ‘cooperation
-and support on matters of vital coneern to the District since our new
administration took office. And indeed, Mr. Chairman; I would like
to say that, in' addition. Mr. Miller and the Board have been partic-
ularly gracious since'l have been in office. They have permitted me,
‘upon my request, to use their own Director, Thomas Appleby, who is
here; as my Housing Coordinator, which gave me a loose umbrella to
sort of cover all of ‘the housing agencies.and to get them'in a tandem
operation so that we could devéiop a capacity :to meet. this gnawing
ousing problem. And I certainly want you to know, Mr. Chairman,
hat :this has been a most gracious bit of cooperation and extension
f good offices to me and to this city. And I certainly commend them.
However, despite this fine relationship with RLA, it is essential,
s the President noted in his message, that the Commissioner of the
istrict of Columbia’s leadership role in' urban renewal be assured on
continuing basis. The reorganization plan which you are now con-
idering contains two separate provisions which would provide that
ssurance. First, it would transfer to the Commissioner. the authority
appoint the two members of the Agency’s Board of Directors who
e now Presidential appointees. They would, of course, continue to
> subject to confirmation by the Senate. Second, it would transfer
the Commissioner the power of the Agency’s Board of Directors
“to establish rules and regulations governing the conduct of the
Agency’s business. The reorganization plan authorizes the Commis-
sioner to redelegate this rulemaking authority back to the Agency’s
Board of Directors. This provision would give the Commissioner a
great degree of administrative flexibility, while retaining essential
control over the Agency’s urban renewal programs. S
~ The principal benefit of the reorganization plan is that it will insure
a maximum amount of coordination of urban renewal activities under
the Commissioner’s leadership, without impeding the Agency’s oper-
ations. There is probably nothing more fragmented in the city than
the housing agencies, I think the Executive order and this step would
~go very far in bringing all those agencies responsible for an aspect of
the housing program within the kind of umbrella that would give ais
the capacity to reach some of the housing needs. '
94-349—68—2
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The Agency’s Board of Directors has assured me of its readiness
and its desire to cooperate in implementing this reorganization plan.
I am confident, Mr. Chairman, that, with such cooperation, the urban
renewal activities of the District of Columbia, which are so essential
to the well-being of our community and its redevelopment, will be
substantially improved. '

Again, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for this opportunity to appear
and endorse this reorganization plan.

‘Mr. Brarnig. Thank you, Mayor Washington.

Mg Miller, do you have a statement that you want to read at this
time?

Mr. MiLLER. Yes.

Mr. Brarnik. Would you please proceed?

STATEMENT OF NEVILLE MILLER, CHAIRMAN, DISTRICT' OF
COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY; ACCOMPANIED BY
'THOMAS APPLEBY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

 Mr. Miirer, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am.
Neville Miller, Chairman of the District of Columbia Redevelopment
TLand Agency, and T am pleased to offer this statement on Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 4 of 1968, concerning this' Agency, which you are now
considering: ' . ) . TR
1 have been a resident of the District of Columbia since July 1938,
about 30 years. I am a practicing attorney, with offices in the Munsey
Building. T was appointed to the Board of Directors of the Redevelop-
ment Land Agency by the Board of Commissioners of the District
. of Columbia in September of 1960, 714 years ago. I ‘am testifying from
some municipal experience as I'was Mayor of Louisville, Ky., from
1933 to 1937. e L '
- The Redevelopment Land Agency’s function in the urban renewa
process in the District of Columbia consists of executing urban renew
plans which have been adopted and approved respectively by th
National Capital Planning Commission and the District of Columbi
government. Even though the basic planning and financial decision
concerning the urban renewal plans are made by NCPC and th
District government, many critical decisions remain to bé made i
" the execution stage of urban renewal: For example, decisions relatin
to relocation of families, individuals and businesses and the staging
redevelopment affect the lives of many persons and the continuatiol
of many businesses. For these reasons, and because urban renewal
activities are ‘vital to the District of Columbia, they should be carried
out with ultimate control over them residing with the Commissioner.
We think that Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968 achieves this de-
sirable goal. . : E - '
The Board of Directors of the Agency endorses this reorganization
plan. We have always had and continue to have a close working rela-
tionship with the District of Columbia government. However, it is
necessary to assure the District that such relationship will continue
on a permanent basis by institutionalizing it. Reorganization Plan
No. 4 of 1968 accomplishes this efficiently without any interruption
o{' the Agency’s activities; and, therefore, I urge you to approve the
plan. v R
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- Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that, as Chairman of the RLA,

I was ex officio member of the gOard\of the National Capital
Housing Authority while Mayor Washington was Executive Director,
and I have worked with him for the last 7 years in housing, and we
have always worked very well together and I am very happy to have
him control this Agency. We think we can get along fine. = - -
Mr. Brarnik. Well, Chairman Miller, it is a good statement,
a short statement. I want the record to show further that it is a very
modest statement in view of the splendid record of performance
which has been ;yours under very difficult circumstances at times.
In connection with the proposed inner loop and outer loop of the
- highway work, we had some relationship with the National Capital
Planning Commission and certainly with your Redevelopment, I?and ‘
Agency. It has been a difficult problem. I think you have done a g

splended job and we commend you for your;leadership. The fine
job that your associates in. the Agency . and on the executive staff
ave performed is also highly comdﬁndable.“ R
I have just a question or two. Mr. Miller, could you briefly ex-
plain, for our information and for ‘the record, the procedyre that is
now. being followed, or has been followed until now, in’initiating and
carrying through urban renewal plans? o e e AR
M. /MI,LQgR» Originally, the areas of urban renewal planning were
designated. by ' the .. National” Capital Planning Commission, - after
studies—ie helped study—and they went to the Board of € ommis-

of the area. They sent it back to the National ‘Capital Planning
Commission to make the plan. The N ational Capital Planning Com-
mission then made the plan and sent it ba“ck”toytﬁdDis’tﬁpt‘ Commis-
sioners to approve the plan. And that was a very detailed plan as
to where comm’e'rci’a,l‘f‘g)ui‘ldir’xgs,vsho'uld_ - be ‘and : where 'residential
uildings should be. Then, when they approved the plan s drawn-
, they referred it to the RLA for execution, and we participated in
relping form the plan. N ' :
Mr. Bratvik. That is the question. You do participate in the

ormulation? v NS N A . e
~Mr. MiLLer. We help. .~ B
Mr. Brarnik. In what manner, sort of an informal——
| Mr. MmuLer. Informally, yes. We provide——
| Mr. BLaTnik. line of communication, consulting? o .
| Mr. MiLer. We work with them and then when t%ief‘plﬁan‘ comes’
“back to them, they refer it to us and we carry it out. Then if there
is any change in t{le plan to be made, we have to go back through
- the same process of referring it to the National Capital Planning
Commission’ to approve it. And now, instead of the Board of Com-
missioners approving it, the single Commissioner approves it. Before
the urban renewal program was mostly under the jurisdiction of the
Engineer Commissioner—General Clark, General Duke, and General
Mathe at various times. e e : '
- Mr. Bratnik. And the Engineer Commissioner also: had charge
of the highway program, did he not? : s : ‘
Mr. MiLLer. Yes. =~ = LN e
Mr. Brat~ik. How would the highway program be coordinated -

and integrated with your Redevelopment Land Agency work as well -

i

as the National Capital Planning Commission?

sioners, The Board of ‘Commissioners then approved the designation
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Mr. Miuuer. It depends on whether it went through our urban
renewal areas. " : L )
Mr. BLATNIK. There. has to be some coord
work quite separately. I mean the highway planners would not draw
one map and show the route going this way and run it right through
a brand new area that has just been redeveloped, would they?
Mr. MmuLeg. No. I think Mr. Ap%l_eby l\Erobably,cﬁm explain it.
 Mr. Brar~ix. Could you answer & at, Mr. Appleby? "
‘Mr. Apprepy. I will try, Mr. Chairman. - 1t gets coordinated
really in two places, through the National Ca ital Planning Com-
 mission and through ‘the District, now City Council, in approving
_an urban renewal plan. So that when a plan for a highway gets re-
ferred to the National Capital Planning Commission for advice on
iits location it must be approved by the City Council. The City
Council also holds the statutory power to approve orinot an urban
"So ultimately the City Counci in both ¢
therefore, the various de ‘
together before they get to
- Mr, tNIK.  This get-together process requir
and shuttling back and forth and a lot of time, did it'not:
Mr. AppLEBY. Yes, sir. VR :
~Mr. Brarnix. What changes w
and Sii\h/fph v the lines of coordinati
plan, Mr. Appleby?
" Mr. AppLEBY. Well, the statutory |
do include planning, they' relate prim
carrying out the urban renewal pla

ination for the highway

improved planning it is not the m:

- It 1s in'the ‘éarrying out of urban renewal progr:
a highway in it or street in it has been d ated:
 Mr. Boatnik. ] see. - o s
~Mr. Appiesy. Then it falls into the bailiwick of relocation. For
“example, how the Redevelopment Land Agency carries out a program|
could have an obvious great impac

d how he carries out his program. So

upon the mayor an
ultimately this wou ;
over that activity once a plan has been approved.
" Mr. BLat~ik. So the reorganization plan directs it
effective and judicion execution § e
" Mr. AppLEBY. Yes,sir. , i
' Mr. BLATNIK (continuing). Of the operational end -of your Re- -
“development Land Agency? = G e a
T have more questions but we are a little short on time. :
M. Erlenborn, would you please proceed. i
* Mr. ErLevsorN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think it is true that
“in any urban renewal program of a city there has to be some agency -
like the RLA to plan and execute the urban' renewal program. ‘What
is the usual setup in a large city? Do they have ‘a separation, say,
between the planning stage, such as the NCPC, and the execution
_stage, such as the RLA, or are they often combined?
~ Mr. Huenes. The pattern, Mr. Erlenborn, with respect to ‘the
~ urban renewal functions is ‘that' these are ordinarily a part of the
"municipal functions. A number of cities are moving, and there seems

self more to th




to be a trend toward an'integrated h

, rated housing, urban renewal, planning
and ' code enforcement enterprise, all of it g part of the municipal
. operation, ey S ST
- Mr. ErLENBORN. You say part of the municipal operation. This
would be a department of the city governmen t—— PR
Mr. Hugnzs, nder the jurisdiction of “the administrative head

- of the government, o l S L

- Mr. ErLrNBORN, Not a separate agency appointed by the mayor

- Mr, HUGH.}I:S. Well, in some circumstances it might be a board, it -

. .

might be a division established by him. The planning body might, for
instance be an individual supported by a board or advised by a
board, or it might be a board itself. But the trend seems to be toward
making these kinds of operations subdivisions of the municipal
government, _ ' : ,

r. ERLENBORN. Directly responsible to the executive head of that
government? o :

Mr. Huengs, Yes.

- tive, the chief executive, such as is provided in this plan? ,
- Mr. Huergs. The short answer is, Mr. Erlenborn, T am not really
sure. I think, however, the general practice is for the executive to
' delegate these functions to his operating body or individual, whatever
| it might be—in this case, the Board. And T think the Mayor in his
statement indicated this would likely be the pattern of operation in
the District. - : - '
r. ERLENBORN. So that when this plan goes into effect, you say
that the setup here in the District of Columbia would be somewhat
representative of the type of administration that is used in other large

Commissioner WasmnagroN. I would like to say just one word :
bout that, Mr. Erlen,bo.rnz if I may. The trend that N ew York has

other programs, as well as certain programs in beautification which
are under the HUD departmental sponsorship—all give you a total

serving as the Housing Coordinator, setting’ up a “task force of
the Public Housing Agency, his own RLA and our own Code
Enforcement, Agency with a representative from FHA, operating to

his is pretty much the trend, I would say, that cities are moving
toward. It varies, however, In some cities, Baltimore, for example,
the urban renewal and the public housing agencies are together with
direction from the Chief Executive. = 7 i d
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~ Mr. ErenBornN. If I understand correctly, authority over the Na-
tiodnal Capital Housing Authority has been given to you by Executive
order. ; :

Commissioner WASHINGTON. Yes, sir. e

Mr. ErLensorN. Do you think that that Executive order and this
plan go far enough or would it be desirable to merge the Housing
Authority and the Redevelopment Land Agency?

Commissioner WASHINGTON. I think that my opinion here would
be that those two functions, with respect to the current programs
and tools that are available, would best serve for the present as
separate entities. 1 think the matter of joint funding and program
activity at this structure would not necessarily be wise, with the
many other things that we have to do. e :

In other words, I would like to see ‘the program strengthened and
get as much capability out of the respective agencies Now as possible

with a view of putting some of the activities, like planning together,
and perhaps the development work together at this juncture without
putting the bulk of the program together. I think this is something |
that we could get to in another year or so, but I believe the develop-
ment of capability, of the full capability of the programs at this time
could best be achieved by keeping them as they are. REEI

Mr. ERLENBORN. You would not rule out sometime in the near ]
future merger of these, too? i : ]

Commissioner WASHINGTON. Absolutely not. Those, I would not.

Mr. EruenBorN. Thank you, Mzr. Chairman. , Ry

Mr, BraTNik, Mr. Brown. : . :

Mr. Brown. I am curious to know how many of the proposals
which have been made in recent months for the total reorganization’
of the various agencies involved with land use and planning and
urban renewal and zoning and all of that were taken into account;
by the Bureau of the Budget when they came up with. this reorgani-
zation plan? ‘ 3

Mr. Hucmes. As far as I know, Mr. Brown, the two relevant one
were the Housing Authority action b Executive order and this one
The Recreation Plan, the other plan tgis year that affects the District
does not involve land per se. I do not know w iy
mind or not. RS :

Mr. Brown. Well, for instance, there is a report of the Federal Cit
Council on Urban Renewal Programs for the District prepared. I
March of 1961. There is the Mayor's Work Report for a Better Cit
in January of this year. There is another report prepared by the
Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies on the National Capital

Planning Commission. Were any of these given consideration with

reference to including in a sil}gle‘reorga,nization plan all of the various -

agencies that are involved in land use ‘and zoning, redevelopment,
and so forth? T , B R
Mr. Hugges. Yes, I am sorry. 1 did not full understand the ques-
tion. Yes, Mr. Brown, we gave a good desal Qg thought to a broader
action here with respect to land use, land planning, housing, urban
renewal, and so on. L think the most notable absentee from the

-

: .

package is the National Capital Planning Commission.

“Mr. Brown. Fine Arts Commission? n T e
Mr. Hycues, Fine Arts Commission, also. Both of them are in-

volved. Each of them present some special pl-_'oblems_that:We,sbruggle ‘
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with and did not solve to our satisfaction. Therefore, we dealt solely
with this component of the package. I indicated, in the response to
Mr. Erlenborn’s question, the trend is pretty clearly toward the
-unification of planning functions as a part of administrative operation
of a municipality. Doing this is complicated within the District
because not only the District is involved but also the Federal Govern-
ment is involved, and there is also a national public interest in the
Nation’s Capital and the monumental nature, at least, of some por-
tions of the Capital. This does complicate the planning problem, and
we just have not developed a solution that it seemed to us solved
that portion of the problem. i

Mr. Brown. Well, now, when you develop that solution, do you
presume that it will make a change in the plan for the functioning
of the RLA? '

Mr. Hugurs. It will certainly -affect the operations of the RLA.

I would not see it as affecting the organizational location of the RLA
or the District’s responsibility for those functions. '
- Mr. Brown. Basically, my question is, why does the Bureau of the
Budget bring in plans on a limited basis when it seems to me the
- whole problem is such a broadly encompassing problem that it might
\do well to hold off for another few months and come up with a plan
| that would resolve all—I should not say resolve all of the problems
 but resolve the administrative relationship of all the agencies involved
in a much clearer manner? ;

| Can you give me any background of the thinking of the Bureau of
the Budget in this area, or the administration in this area?

Mr. Hucnags. It seems to us, Mr. Brown, that the direction of
otion, the desirable direction of motion, is to place in the hands of
he District government, the Mayor-Commissioner, more of the tools
hat are necessary to carry out the land planning, land use, housing
unctions than he now has.

This being the case, the plans like plan No. 4, which are dealing
ith a portion of the problem but which move RLA, for instance,
nder the Mayor’s control, seem to us to be motions in the right di-
ction. The problem of moving other components, the Fine Arts
ommission and the Planning Commission, two that we have men-
oned, is essentially a problem in resolving the balance as between
e interests of the District as a municipality and the interests of the
deral Government, which are both operational and monumental
d National Capital problems that have significance nationwide.
e problem of resolving those has been difficult. To decide what is
the District’s, in a sense, and in what areas of National Capital plan-
ning, for example, the Federal Government, either on its own behalf
or on behalf of the Nation at large, should have a say, we have not
been able to resolve these problems at this point.

Mr. Brown. Have you any time frame by which you will have those
resolved, because you see—I do not want to go into any detailed his-
tory, but this is basic to the whole reorganization problem of  the
government of the District of Columbia. There are those of us who
found some fault with the President’s reorganization plan; last year
because of our feeling about what the most efficient administrative
relationship might be and whether or not this could better coordinate
the three interests involved—the national interest, Federal govern-
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mental interest, and the interest of the residents of the District of
Columbia—by means of a centralized head, or whether these three
are going to be coordinated in some other and lower level manner in
the decisionmaking process. R :

Do you have any ultimate time frame for when we will begin to get
a full picture of what the government of the District of Columbia is
going to look like when you get this area of problem resolved? '
= Mr. Hucugs. Well, I am not in a position to give you any schedule
for these other areas. I think the President, both last year in his com-
ments on Reorganization Plan No. 3 and again this year in the context
of these two plans, has made it clear that he sees the need, the District’s
need, for increasingly more authority commensurate with its respon-
sibility in these areas. But I do not have any time schedule which we
would propose
" Mr. Browx. The need for the District Commissioner to have more
authority. ' : '

Mr. Hucnes. That is right. That is correct.

Mr. Brown. Which puts it back into the hands of the White House |
because the White House appoints the District Commissioner, is |
that right? ' \ ‘ i

Mr. Hucres. I think whatever authorities, again, the Commissioner /
receives, obviously subject to review by the Congress, would be dealt |
with in the context of the functioning Council and the other kinds of]
actions that we have talked about before.

Mr. Brown. The Council which is appointed by the White House?.

Mr. Hucrgs. That is correct. There is no substitute—I think the
President has made this clear, and I certainly reemphasize—there i
no substitute for home rule as a means of expressing the will of th
local population. We are trying, however, to enable the District govy
ernment to have a broader base of communication with the populatior
of the District and also to strengthen the hand of the Mayor-Com
missioner in dealing with these problems.

Mr. Brown. Mr. Hughes, we could go on probably for all afternoo
on this subject, but I find it difficult to understand why the princip
of home rule is desirable, for instance, in the area of building locatior
and undesirable, say, in the area of recreation planning.

Mr. Hucuss. I think home rule is a desirable thing, and if the
were an elected Mayor and City Council there would be home rul
I do not think we have any argument on that score.

Mr. Brown. Well, the problem here again is that it seems to
the recreation area is a function wherein home rule should play a ver
important part. The problem of how you plan the development of the
District of Columbia as the site of the Federal Government and as
the national monumental city and as the site of residence of those
people who live there; how you coordinate those three interests which
are broad, and compare that with the recreational interests of the
people in the community which are limited pretty much to the people
who reside in this community. How do you coordinate these two
things in a governmental system is what was at issue last year when
we were talking about the reorganizatiou plan of the' District of
Columbia government generally; and I think it is maybe what is at
issue in the conversation we have had today. And, so far, it seems to
me that the direction is not abundantly clear but rather confused by
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the plans that we have gotten from the Bureau of the Budget. I have
no objection to this plan. I do not think it goes far enough. I think it

soon as we can from the administration, where all these wonderful
| things come from under our philosophy. of government, what that
plan is. And it seems to me thaf it has not been too well-developed
yet.
~ Mr. Buatnik. No further questions?

' Thank you very much, Commissioner, Mr. Hughes, Mr., Miller,
and Mr. Appleby.

Commissioner WasHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Bratnik. We have a statement submitted by the League of
Women Voters of the District of Columbia, written by Elizabeth S.
Johnson, the president, in support of Reorganization Plan No. 4 of
11968, The statement will appear at this point in the record.

(The statement referred to follows B)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE Leacure or Womzs

N VOTERS oF THE DISTRICT OF
CoLumBIA, PRESENTED BY EvrizaBETH S

. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT

The D.C. League of Women Voters supports the President’,
Plan No. 4 of 1968 as a further step in coordinating and focus
for the essential functions of a city government,

The league has advocated centralization of ‘¢
he District government.” Reorganization Plan No. 4 will begin to bring some

rder to the city’s housing program by allowing the Mayor to make his own
ppointments to the Redevelopment Land Agency.

Thus, because of our interest in a more- efficient and centrally responsible
overnment under the single Commissioner and City Council, we urge the Con-
ress to permit this plan to take effect,

' Commissioner WasuinaToN. Thank You very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BuaTNik. Good luck.

This concludes the hearing on Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968.
The subcommittee is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)
@)
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