 REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1968
TRANSPORTATION)

o '(URBAN MASS
5300147

HEARING
: SUBCOMMITTEE 0F THE
~ COMMITTER ON ’
GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
- HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES o
NINETIETH CONGRESS B

SECOND SESSION
—_
»APRIL 22, 1968 '

overnment Qperations :

| UMAY 2 G

A¥Y 20180 T "N ‘NIAWVO 61968

o Ravean {38¥3r HLNOS 40°393TH0D . '
| ;fg‘g’“,”“ 31V1S 3L SU30.NY 40 ALY3dONd
A '*US0d3GlN3WNH3AO9

o GOVERNM
OPEREII?)lF\’F!\l?TEENT DEPOSITORY !

Y OF RS, THE STATE UNIVERSITY

, SOUTH JERSEY LIBRAR .

CAMDEN, N. J. 08102 :

printed for the use of the Commiittée on G

|1 05315 '

U.p. GOVERNMENT PRINTING (0)
WASHINGTON : 1968




CHET iHOLIFIELD, Califo
JACK B'R'OOKS, Texas

WILLIAM L. DAw

rnia

L.H. Fo UNTAIN » North Caroling

REUSS, wi

N THAL,

» Californis,

Sconsin

CHRISTINE Ray Davis, Stafr Director
JAMES A, ANIGAN, General Counsel

N evj{ox;k v

<

.. BLMER W, HENDEESQI‘{; Counsel
BTURRY E. Bossow, po
% Vﬁiomm B. Jomnson,

4

A. Hurr

SON, Iilin,

JOHN :A\.:'BI,ATNIK, Minnesots,
JOHN N,

"ACK, Clerf

Clery;

Chairman




CONTEN TS
¢ United States,

Reorganiza-

‘Message from the President of th
tion Plan No. 2 of 1968, transferring certain functions of the Department
of Housing and Urban Developmen,t to the Department of Transporta-

transmiﬁting

___________

£ON Lo mm === m =TT .
Statement of— y ; Y
Boyd, Hon. Alan S, Secretary, Department of Transportation------ g
1. Phillip 8. Deputy‘Direc‘tor, Bureau of the Budgeb----
Wood, Hon. Robert C., trnder Secretary of the Depa,rtment of Housing
and Urban Development- - --c-=-7°7 :
Material submitted for the record by the Secretary of

Answers to questions posed by Senator J avits.coommmmmmmm T

APPENDIX

_Letters to Hon. John A. Blatnik from— e
" Hammond, Harold F., president, Transportation Association of .
B erica, dated April 22, 1968 ---=-== ‘ e A ; o
Hillenbrand, Bernard jve director, National Association of
Counties, dated A ¥l 17, 1968 - ---==--1, i . i .
Pritchard, ‘Allen E., JTo assistant executive director,
of Cities, dated Apri 17, 1968, with enclosure. - - - e
Article from “«Nation’s Cities,’ Februaly ,1968,;en’oitled «Urban
Transportation at the "Crogsroads d Decisions Must Be
ik Made in Washin, is Year,” by J. D. Braman_-----=-""
Letters to Hon. William L. Dawson from—

. Bart, Joseph M., mayor of Pittsburgh, presiden’o, U.8. Conference of
__Mayors dated March 27, 1968_----- B it
Webb, Charles A., DI ‘dent, National Association Of Motor Bus
o Owners,,date,,A #il 11, 1968_-——---2 L iemn==n e ‘
Urban “Pransportation AdministrationéBrief ‘Summary of Program---- =

“National League

______________







REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 2 OF 1968 =
(Urban Mass Transportation) il

PR

MONDAY, APRIL 22, 1968

FLOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
EXECUTIVE AND TEGISLATIVE
REORGANTZATION SUBCOMMITIEE

op THE COMMITTER oN GOVERNMENT (PERATIONS,
‘ . "W ashington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m. in room 2247, Ra burn House

Office Building, Fon. John A. ‘Blatnik (chairman of the subcom-

mittee) presiding. ,
Present : Representatives John A. Blatnik, Henry S. Reuss, Ben-

jamin . Rosenthal, John N. Erlenborn, and Jack Edwards.
Also present: Elmer W. Henderson, subcommittee counsel ; James
A. Lanigan, general counsel, Committee on Governmeiit Operations;
and William H. Copenhaver, minority professional stafl.

Mr. BLATNIE. The Subcommittee on Txecutive and Tegislative Re-

organization will please come to order.
We have hearings this morning to inform the subcommittee on the
urposes and effects of President Johnson’s Reorganization Plan No.
;tted to the Congress on February 26 and now pending for our
consideration. Under the terms of the Reorganization Act of 1949, the

fter 60 days unless a resolution of disapprova

1an will go into effect @
‘ther the House Or the Senate. Thus far, NO SUC

has been passed by eit

resolution has been introduced. Allowing for the 10-day recess just

concluded, plan No. 2 will become law on May 7. However, the plan
1 it will not becorae operative until the

itgelf contains & provision that
close of June 30—-apparent1y to allow, time to make the necessary

adjustments. ,
In essence, the plan will transfer the urban mass transit program
t of Housing and UrbanfDevelopment to the

from the PDepartmen , C
Department of Transportation. The Secretary of Housing and Urban
make grants and undertake

Development will, however, continue to
rojects in areas where urban mass transportation is related to com-
rehensively planned urban development. The plan establishes an
Urban Mass Tyransportation Administration to be headed by an 3&s
ministrator. at Tevel 111 of the Executive Pay Schedule who will
report directly tothe Secretary of Tyansportation. ;

i will recall that during the process

Members of the ubcommittee ,

of ]egislatively creating the Department of Transportation, the Presi-
dent asked ab that time that & Jecision on the location of the urban
mass transportation program be deferred for & year, during which
period the two Qecretaries of the Departments of Transportation and

(1)




Housing ang Urban Development would study the matter and make
2 recommendation o the subject, This was g matter of keen interest -
to our colleague, Myps, Dwyer, Such a study hags been made, agreement
reached and 5 récommendation Presented to the President, This re-

To the Congress of the Uniteq S’tdtes:

As li}ng a8 he hag lived in cities, man has struggled With the broblem of
urban t;ransp()rtation. But ; ik

—The iDepartment of ousing anq Urban Develomeilt is responsible for the
char%lcter of all urbanp developme t. : :

—The Dep

Dresent, responsibility for brogram assistancefor urb:in highways and
urban airports, and urban mass transportati‘on is divideq between the Depart.-
ment of 'Transportation and the Department of Housing and Urban Development.
As g result ; :

and to improye transportation within

-eombinei a basic system of'efﬁcient, respongsive mass trangit with aJj other
forms of systems of urban, regional, andinter-city transportation;
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Department of Housing and Urban Development perform an jmportant role in
connection with transportation research and planning jnsofar as they have
significant jmpact on urban development. :

We expect the Department of Transportation to provide leadership in trans-
portation policy and assistance. The Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment will provide 1eadership in comprehensive planning at the local jevel that
includes fransportation planning “and relates it to broader urban development
objectives.

The transfer of urban mass transportation programs will not diminish the
overall responsibilities of the Department of Housing and Urban Development
with respect to our cities. Rather, adequate authority is reserved to that Depart-
ment to enable it to join with the Department of Transportation to assure that
urban transportation develops as an integral component of the broader develop-
ment of growing urban areas.

The new Urban Mass Transportation Administration in the Department of

Transportation, working with other elements of the Department, will consolidate
and focus our efforts to develop and employ the most modern transportation
technology sn the solution of the transportation problems of.our cities.
‘. The reorganization plan provides for an Administrator at the head of the
Administration who would be appointed by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate. The ‘Administrator would report directly tothe Seere-
tary of Transportation and take his place in the Department with the heads of
the Federal Aviation Administration, Federal Highway Administration, Federal
Railroad Administration and the Coast Guard.

I have found, after investigation, that each reorganization included in the
reorganization plan transmitted herewith is necessary to accomplish one or more
of the purposes get forth in section 901(a) of title b of the United States Code.

1 have also found that it is necessary to include in the accompanying plan, by
reason of these yeorganizations, provisions for the appointment and compensa-
tion of the new officer gpecified in section 3(b) of the plan. The rate of compen-

gation fixed for this officer is comparable to those fixed for officers in the Execu-
tive Branch of the Government having similar responsibilities. : ;

The reorganizations ineluded in this plan will provide more effective manage-
ment of transportation programs. It is not feasible to itemize the reduction in
expenditures which the plan will achieve, put I have no doubt that this reorgani-
gation will preserve and strengthen overall comprehensive planning for develop-
ing urban areas while simultaneously jnsuring more efficient transportation sys-
tems for our cities than would otherwise have occurred.

T strongly urge that the Congress allow the reorganization plan to become

LyxpoN B. JOHNSON.
Tae WHITE HOUSE, February 26, 1968.

REOBGANIZATION PrAN  No. 2 or 1968

(Prepared by the Ppresident and transmitted to the Senate and the House of
Representatives jn Congress assembled, February 26, 1968, pursuant to the
provisions of chapter 9 of title b of the United States Code)

URBAN MASS TRAN SPORTATION

sroTIoN 1. TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS.——-(a) There are hereby transferred to the
Secretary of Transportation:

(1) The funections of the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development under the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 302 49 U.8.C. 1601-1611), except that there is
reserved to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development (i) the authority
to make grants for or undertake such projects or activities under sections 6(a),

9, and 11 of that Act (49 U.8.0. 1605(a) 3 1607a ; 1607c) as primarily concern
the relationship of urban transportation systems to the comprehensively planned
development of urban areas, or the role of transportation planning in overall
urban planning, and (i) so much of the functions under sections 3,4, and 5 of
the Act (49 U.8.C. 1602-1604) as will enable the Secretary of Housing and Urban
PDevelopment (A) to advise and assist the Qecretary of Transportation in making
findings and determinations under clause (1) of section 3(¢), the first sentence
of section 4(a), and clause (1) of section B of the Act, and (B) to establish
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of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 (79; Sta’t. 485; 42 U.8.C.
3071—3074). : ; ;

b): Any reférence in thig reorganization plan to any provision of law .shai}
be deemed to include, ag may be aﬁpropriate, reference thereto;as amended. v

: Skc. i3, UrBaNn MASS:TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION.*(&) There ig: ‘hereby

establisheq Within the .‘Department of'Transportation an Urban Magg Transporta-
tion Administration, - : B

(b) The Urban Magg Transportatlon Administration’shall be headeq by ‘an

Urban Magg Transportation \Administrator, Wwho shall pe appointed by the Presi-

dent, by anqg with the advice anq consent of the Senate, anq shall be Compensateq

at the rate now op hereafter brovided for'Level 117 of the Executive Schedule Pay

. The : Mt

SEC. 5, INCIDENTAT, T’RANSFERS.~(&)’ So much of the bersonnel, Dropertty, rec-
ords, ang unexpendeqd balanceg of appropriations, alIocations, and othey fundg
employed, used, helq, available, or to be made available in connection with the
functiong transferreq to the Secretary- of Transportation by thig reorganization
plan as the Director of the Bureay of the Budget shall determine shall be trans-
ferreq fro;n the Department of Housing and Urban Development to the Depart-
I ansportation at such time op times ag the Director shall direct.

(b) Such further measures ang dispositiong as the Director of the Bureay of
the Budget sharn deem to be necessary in order to effectuate the transferg bro-
vided for ip Subsection (a) of thig Section shalj be carrieq out in such manner ag

e,

of section 906 (a) of title 5 of the Uniteq States Code, whichever ig later,

Mr. BLATN’IK. We are very pleased and Privileged to have with us
inguj Witnesses, all of whom have Prepared state.-

At the oiutset, I would Iilke to inform the subcommittee and the wit-

nesses. that we wi]] hear from the Bureau of the Budget first, Mr,
Philh:p _S.‘Hughes, who will summarize the Proposition, whigh jg then

May 1 Suggest at this time. that we heay Mr. Hughes; then the
statementg by the two Secretaries will follow; ang when we Proceed
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with the interrogation that we divect our attention to those areas
which are particularly of interest to the members of the ‘committee.
" \Without objection, We will proceed in that way. ‘

1 welcome you gentlemen, and appreciate your being here this morn-
ing. Mr. Hughes, will you proceed with your ctatement? Tt is & sho

statement but well prepared. It circumscribes the matter before us.

STATEMENT OF HON. PHILLIF . HUGHES, DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
' " BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

. Mr. HuGHES. We are pleased to e here jointly and to testify in
support of Reorganization Plan No. 2. A
As you have indicated, Mr. Chairman, the President transmitted the
lan to Congress on February 26 of this year. The plan transfers to
the Secretary of Transportation certain responsibilities of the Depart-
ment and the Secretary of Housing an Urban Development for urban
mass transportation programs and would establish an Urban Mass
Transportation Administmtion within the Department of Trans-
‘portation. : , :

The major purpose of the reorganization lan is to unify in the
Department of Transportation those basic Federal programs which
involve urban tmnsportation project assistance and rolated research
and’development activities. At the present time, State and local agen-
cies must look to two Federal departments for support in this jﬁe%d———
the Department of Transportation for programs affecting urban
highways and urban airports and the Department of Housing an
Urban Development for  programs aﬁectin% urban mass transpor-
tation. This division of responsibility and authority also unnecessarily

complicates Federalvcoordination. : o

There are certain to be increasing demands by urban residents for
substantial improvements in their transportation facilities and serv-
jces, and our response to those demands will have a great influence
on the future quality of arban life. As the President stated in his
message of transmittal: :

Never before have residents of urban areas faced a clearer choice concerning
urban transportatibn‘——shau‘,it dominate and restrict enjoyment of all the values
of urban living, 0T’ shall it be shaped:to bring convenience and efficiency to our
citizens in urban areas. : ‘

We must be sure that urban transportation systems are efficient

and responsive t0 the needs of the traveler and at the same time
contribute to_the sound overall development, of urban areas.
" We know that many. of the residents of our larger cities are g ready
gpending t00 much of their time traveling to and from their jobs.
Reductions in the workweek gained by increased productivity can be
lost if workdays are lengthened by nefficient and expensive. urban
travel. We have, or can develop, the transportation systems necessary
to free the individual from countless hours of frustrating and waste-
ful intracity travel. We must also insure that those systems enhance
our communities s0 they will become oven better places to live.

The major program activities carrie out under the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 are: (1) transportation facility grants
and loans to assist State and local agencies to aquire, construct, and

improve capital facilities and equipment for mass transportation serv-

93——427——68————2



Amendmentg of 1955 ( 2) a portion of the authority to make reloca-
tion payments to lndlviduals, business ‘concerns, angd nonprofit orga-
nizationg displaced by a federally assisted development program ag
Specified in the Housing anq Urban Development Act of 1965; and

3) the authority to receive appropriations for the burpose of making

Payments to the Washington Metropolitan Areg Transit Authority as

8 | reorganization Plan creates 5 hew and distinet unit in the

Federal Aviation Administration, the FederaLHighway Administrg.
tion, the Federal Railroad Administration and the Coast Guard. The
ministratop would be compensated at Teye] IIT of the Executive

, S i

he new organization created by the plan for the ~deve16pment of
urban ‘ass transportation will function in the broader context. of
other naftlonal. transportation needs.. Some . of the new systems and

dministration will draw upon the research and development work
now being conducted by other COmponents of the Department of
Transportation. No single mode of transportation can fulfill all of the
needs of our citjeg for adequate transportation systems, Trains, buses,
automobiles, and aircraft will a]] have a vita] role to play in the soly.

tion systemg for the cities, the Federal Government must support thig
State ‘and loca] effort with research, deve]opment, and project assist.
ance, , G

A successfuyl urban magg transportation System should operate effi-
clently and he compatible with other forms of intracity transpor-
Portation, But in addition, as the President stated in hig message of

i ) e
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transmittal, mass transportation Mt ; \

balanced urban development.” F¢ s reason, the reOrg’ajnization plan
provides for the continuation"ofi‘ﬁhe ‘Department of Housing an
Urban Development’s role in important aspects of transportation re-

search and planning as they relate to overall urban development.

The plan reserves to the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-

ment authority— , i
To make certain grants or undertake certain ‘projects or activi-

~ ties which primarily involve the relationship of urban transporta-

tion systems to comprehensively planned arban development and.

the relationship of transportation ‘planning to overall urban
planning. These are authorities provided by the Urban Mass
Transportation Act, of 1964 for: (&5 research, development, and
demonstrations (sec. 6(a) of the act) ; (2) technical studies
(sec. 9); and (3) grants to institutions of higher learning for
comprehensive research (sec.11).

To, advise and agsist the Secretary of Transportation n making
findings and determinations that grant asistance is needed to
carry out a proposed program, or one under active preparation,
for a coordinated urban transportation gystem as part of the com-

prehensively planned development of an arban area. Such find-

+ also “eonform to and support

ngs and determinations are & requisite, on a project—by—pm]ect
basis, to the provision of assistance under the program. Thus,
~ while the Secretary of Transportation would make the final deci-
sions with respect to individual projects under the program, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development would provide
advice particularly with respect to the relationship of such proj-
acts to the overall development of urban areas. 4
To enable the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development
and the Secretary of Transportation jointly to establish criteria

(called for in section 4(a) of the act) for tdentifying programs
~ for coordinated urban tra;nspontation‘ systems as part of the com-
prehensively planned development of urban areas. These general
standards are used to determine‘fghewrelationship between a CO-
ordinated urban transportation - system and an area’s overall
development. X 3 ‘ , ;
The plan provides the basis for & sound -cooperative relationship
between the two Departments—?the Department of Transportation re-

sponsible for transportation ‘policy and asidstance, and the Depart-
ment, of Housing and Urban Development responsible for leadership
in comprehensive planning, including transportation planning as 1t
relates to broader arban development needs. The two Departments are
now working out the detailed coordinating procedures necessary to
assure the implementation of both roles. ‘

The reorganization plan is an important part of the President’s pro-
gram for improving the management of Tederal programs and activi-
fies and the Bureau of the Budget strongly recommencs that Congress
allow the plan to become effective. . »

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. We can proceed from
here as you and the committee might wish. S ‘
Mr. BLATNIK. Thank you. Mr. Tughes. We will now have the state-
ment by Secretary Boyd, a copy of which is before each of the members
of the committee, and following that a statement by the Under Secre-
tary of HUD, the Honorable Robert C. Wood.

DRSS
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: STATEMENT OF HoN. ALAN s, BOYD, SECRETARY OF
L TRANSPOR-‘TATION

Mil‘;'BOYD. Mr, Chairman, 1 épp;'eciate the opportunity to appear be-
fore this committee in Support of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1968
Whichz with certain reservations, would transfer the urban mass trans-

Portation program from the Department of Housing and Urban De-

Johnson hag transmitted carries out the recommendations of the two

ecretaries as set forth in their report to the Congress, :
Before discussing in detail the transfer of functions involyeq in the

reorganization, it might be useful to review briefly the substance of the

Urban Magss Transportation Act of 1964 ang the projects being carried

out under it,

the sound, economie, and desirable development, of such area, Thus, the
object of the Federal Program is to improye Mass transportation sepy.
ices but fnl_y where they are to be.developed as part of a coordina@ed

opment, and demonstration Projects aimed at reducing urban trans-
portation needs, improving service, or reducing the costg of service,
It also authorizeg grants to State ang local agencieg for managerial
training brograms; for project planning, engineering and design; and
for technical studies relating to management, operation, economic
feasibility, and other activities Involved in the construction and op-
eration ofT mass transportation systems, Finally, the act authorizes
grants to public and Private nonprofit institutions of higher learning
to assist in'the establishment of carrying on of comprehensive researcl,
in the problems of urban transportation,
>Y an amendment to the act in 1966, the Congress directed the Sec-
retary to study and brepare a program of research, deve]opment, and
emonstration of new systems of urban transportation, While T have
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report priority attention with a view to moving ahead in this very
important area. , S ‘ ;
Through the fiscal year 1969, Congress has authorized $675 million
to fund programs authorized by the act, of which $620 million has
been appropriated. Grant approvals through February 99, 1968, total
$378 million for capital improvements of mass transportation systems;
$53 million for research, development, and demonstration projects;
$2 million for the new systems study; and $7 million for managerial
training; technical studies, and urban transportation research.
How will Reorganization Plan No. 2 affect the administration of
these programs? Tirst, it will transfer all of the authority to make
rants and loans for the acquisition, construction, and jmprovement
of mass transportation facilities and equipment from the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development to the Secretary of Transportation.
Second, it will transfer to the Secretary of Transportation certain
technical authorities of the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment contained in other acts but necessary to The administration o
urban mass transportation programs. . ‘
Third, it will reserve certain functions to the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development which relate to the role of his department
in urban planning assistance and coordination. Thus, there is reseryes
so much of the ‘authority under cections 3, 4, and b as is necessary to
permit the Secretary to participate with the Secretary of Transpor-
tation in establishing joint criteria to be followed by local planning
agencies in developin coordinated transportation systems as part o
comprehensive urban (gievelopment. There 1s also reserved the authority
necessary to permit the Secretary to advise and assist the Secretary
of Transportation in making findings and determinations as to
whether the projects for which Federal assistance is sought are related
to a program for the development of an urban transportation system:
as part of 2 plan for the comprehensive development of an urban area.
Tinally, the plan reserves to the Secretary of Housing and Urban
'Developmentpart of the authority in sections 6, 9, and 11 to under-
take research or make grants for technical studies and research in
problems . of urban transportation. Here, the ‘Secretary’s ‘authority
would be limited to grants and research primarily concerned with
the relationship of urbanftrahspgrtapion systems . to the comprehen-

sively planned "development of urban areas, or the role of transpor-

tation planning in overall urban planning. 5

The plan does not involye any change in the authority of the Sec-
retary of Labor with respect to the labor protective provisions of sec-
tion 13(c). Those provisions will continue to be administered by the
Secretary of Labor and we will work clogely with his Department on

the labor aspects of the grant applications which come before us. .

- To administer ‘the transferred functions, the plan creates within

.

the Department of Transportation an Urban Mass Transportation
‘A dministration, headed by an ‘A dministrator appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and com-
pensated at Tevel III of the Executive Pay Qchedule. The Adminis-
trator will report directly to the Secretary. This will place the urban
mass transportation’ yrogram on the same footing within the Depart-
ment as the aviation, ighway, and rail adjministrations.«Asf you know,

by‘irirtue of the highway and airport grant programs and rail studies




[ out by these fédmihiéﬁdﬁoﬁs‘, the Depart.
d in the ngelopmept of urban transpor- ,

gram and the plan, T would like
1't0 thi Iittee : Wh

 Fed Governr pur in providing technical guidance
and financia] assists ) the corr ity is to assure that urban devel-
opment proceeds at g pace and in mnne; consistent with overall
Dbublic objectives, Oup goal shoul 0 ma these Fede:
ance programs so as to achieve e
accomplishing g toty] effect from the
than the sum of the individua] programs, e CH s i
At the heart of the organizatio 1 problem WO Tacts. One is that
t’rainsp@rt’ation, as much ag any O-bher’single factor, shapes the develop-
ment of our urban areas. Con‘se‘quently, if we are to create suitable
iving and working e:nyvironméntstthrough korderly‘development of our
urban areas, it is essential that transportation facilities be the servant

of development and not the master. .
’ et 1 ‘ ach of the Vari'o‘

portation system. There
transpor%tati(m -servi
merce, and the soe

- transpor?tation must b

- tation must be view

18 ‘Fedei'al Govern-
11-S ,e-local"relation‘sh’ips.
in establishing g cleay )

ordlnative;neéh ; ; dicated. G T
The transfer of the urban magsg transportation brogram to the De-
Partment of Transportationis the first. Tt - i

) s3 transportation to be treated in
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with the other modes of transportation whose development, is ‘as-
sisted by the Dep‘artmér}t,‘-—and ‘we ‘are cqnvinced‘tha,t the lack of a

systems approach 1s an important factor 1n the tran portation prob-
loms of many of our cities. It also ;s'impliﬁesfehagnnel}s for State an
Jocal agencies working with the Federal Government on transporta-
tion projects. LR BT i TR :
“The second step is to clarify an&*s“crengthén-"the role of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Pevelopment, as the principal Federal
“agency concerned with' sound, comprehensively planned ‘£§Velb ment
of our urban areas. This is the purpose of the reservation in 7D of
authority under the Urban Mass Transportation Act to undertake
research and make grants on those problems involved in the relation-
ghip of tmhspdrtﬁtion'syétem planning to comprehensive'ﬁrba,n plan-
ning. It ig also the purpose;of the reservations of authority under
sections 3; 4, and 5 which will allow HUD to participate actively in
astablishing criteria for relating transportation system planning to

comprehensive :

tirban ‘planning, and to advise the Department 0
Transportation as to the ade%lacy of local planning programs. . . .
‘The third step 1s to establish formal procedures for a closer working
relationship between the two Departments in all cases in which trans-
portation lanning and project 1mplementation will have a significant
impact on tirban Jevelopment. From such a working relationship at
the Federal level, we can secure better coordination among agencies
at the State and 1ocal level. This is egsential because it is those agencies
who bear the ultimate responsibility “for planning and carrying out

the development programs.
other with the

S

Thus, we believe that the reorganizati’on plan, tog

cements to be worked out by the two Departments, will for the first
time tie the Federal transportation programs together, provide the
mechanism for relating national transportation objectives to urban
nt objectives, and permit a unified Federal approach to help

developme
in achieving orderly urban growth through the development of ef-

foctive transportation systems.
T am convinced that the plan before you represents 2 step we must
take if we are to cope with the problems at hand. ,

Mr. BLATNIE. Thank you very much, Mr. Boyd.

Mr, Wood, will you proceed.?

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. Wwo00D, UNDER SECRETARY OF THE
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Woop. Mr. Chairman and members of the gubcommittee, 1 ap-
preciate this opportunity to appear before you 1n support of Reor-
ganization Plan No. 2 of 1968.

The plan will transfer from the Department of Housing and Urban

Development to the Department of Transportation various functions
under the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, together with cer-
tain incidental authorities ander other laws. Tn part, the functions to
be transferred are those of agsisting in the provision of mass transpor-
tation facilities and equipment needed for coordinated urban trans-
Tn addition, the plan will transfer to the Department of Transporta-
tion a function of assisting, through research and demonstration pro-

grams, in development of transportation facilities and systems for the
future. .




planned development, of that area. And the Department woulq also
have the role of advising and assisting the Department, of Transporta.-

tion in determming whether in any area these criteria haye been or are

these systems and urban needs, and for research and development, g.
tivities focused upon finding Ways of making thig re]ationship more
meaningful in the, years to come, ~ j
Hrom an administrative standpoint, we i the Department of Hous-
ing and| Urban Development. are confident that the Plan represents 5

ing Amendments of 1955, We are rapidly developing an urban’ re-
search program that will reach nto all major Systems' and techniques
affecting the course of future urhay developments, The funectiong re-
served toius undey the plan are very closely re]ated“tothese'pﬁogr‘am

regional level for dealing " with variety of blanning coordinatjoy
matters. And we have consulted extensively on a wide variety of proj-
ects and issues, from improved techniques for land uge for‘e«‘:‘asbing
and airport planning, to the recently completed study of new urban

h SRRSO
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transportation systems for the future, and the Iﬂgh—speed ground trans-
portation*gproje@t.,. i SaR e SN SR
“But whatever the Jogic of the plan in terms of the day-to-day admin-
istration, it would be a mistake to consider it only in these terms. uch
of its significance must be measured against a broader framework of

where we are and where we are going in dealing with what 18, by all
counts, one of the most vexing and complex of urban problems. ~
In the first place, Wo think the plan represents an important step in
our thinking about urban trans ortation. In the past, there has been
common tendency either to deplore the deficiencies of urban transpor-
tation systems. from the standpoint oftx‘ansportation objectives, or to
deplore the: Jdeficiencies of these systems from the standpoint of their
offect, or lack of effect, on urban development objectives. The plan in
a formal, tangible sense recognizes a‘hard kt‘ruth which has become
increasingly clear in recent years.\This is that we cannot gimply sub-
ordinate one sot of objectives to the other. We must deal simultane-
ously with both, and we must organize our resources and skills for
dealing more offectively with both. v
‘A second, point follows from this first. For as we concentrate our
okills and resources apon different aspects of the urban transportation
roblem, and develop our respective capabilities, We must be aiming
at something beyond doing & little more efficiently or on & larger scale
what we have been doing before. We must be aiming at major improve-
ments in our techniques and methods for doing things, and for tying
the results of our work together. , s i ;
For example, our objective in planning chould not be simply to

agsure that there 18 planning, Or that transportation planning 18 cat
ried on as a part of comprehensive urban’ planning. The real need is
to make planning more effective, better informed, and more respon-
cive at the right times to the right—even if’ hardeéquestidns; This
means, amMong other things, that those who plan must be alert to all
the technical financial and political problems that are apt to be in-
yolved in implementing plans. Tt means, t00, that those ‘en_gaged in
long-range planning st be alert to the technological possibilities that
research 18 developing and that will be available in the future.

Qo far as the Department of Transportation and the Department of
Housing and Urban Development are concerned, Success n accomplish-
ing this kind of major improvement requires more than simple agree-
ments on matters of administrative routine. It requires & high degree
of understanding as to basic missions, goals, methods and priorities in
the field of urban transportation. We feel that, during the past year
particularly', we have already ade unusual progress in achieving this
understanding. Tt is reflected in the statements of departmental Te-
sponsibilities contained in the President’s massage transmitting the
plan, in the urban transportation recommehdations of his message ol
Housing and Cities, and in the joint report of the two Departments on
their studies and deliberations‘leading up to the plan. We expect that
it will be further: Jetailed in the OPerating agreements the two De-
partments are NOW developing and 1n other aspects of ‘their relation-
‘ships in the future. ‘ v P
Tt must be remembered, however, that guccess in this Pbroader sense
is not a matter simply for the Department of Transportation ‘and the
Department ot Housing and Urban Development. Nor is it simply—

93—427——-68——-———3
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Or even primarily—a matter of Federal Tesponsibility, Fop our pow-
ors are simply those of providing assistance and guidance. Tt is at the
State and local level that most of the really crucial decisions will he
‘made. Without g spirit of cooperation there, without an understand-
ing as to basic goals there, neither the plan nor any othey step we may
take to improve Federa organization and coordination can Possibly
have its intended effect, ‘ ‘ e

It must also be remembered that even the best organization can 20
only so far, No organizational arrangement, no division of responsi-
bilities, will by itself make the hard problems-—the dilemmas of

dot

than we have in the past. The plan ig g step, and a potentially major
one, in that direction, Tt 1s the product of careful deliberation. Tt has
been jointly recommended by the two Departments, We in the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development believe that it should con-
tribute to astrengthening of our capacity to cope with all the needs of
our urban localities and the People who five there today, and who wil]
be living there in the tuture, ' : ‘

Mr. Brar~ix. Thank you, Mr. Wood, : ' ‘

r. Secretary, would you have any summary you would like to
Present of your statement or any particular point to which you would
like to call attention to which M. Hughes may have made a reference ?

r. Boyp. No, sir; T am in complete agreement, with the statement
of Mr. Hughes, The net effect of this reorganization plan is to pro-
vide a means whereby the Department of Transportation will have
Primarily the interna] responsibilities for urhan nass transportation ;
that is, dealing'~wlth transportation ag ‘tmnsportation; and HUD will

‘retain what, for lack of a hetter term, we call the external responsi-
bilities, those relating to the impact of the transportation systems and
activities on the urhan society. G

L. Braorwig, My, W. ood, would you have any comments? Tt'is not :
necessary, but you are f ‘ )
attention to any aspect that you wish ‘to have underscored or empha-
sized from youp Department’s point of view at this point, '

Mr. Woon. I would echo the sentiments of Secretary Boyd, Mr,

hairman, as to the common position that the twe Departments ang
the Budget Bureau have with respectito this plan and Secretary Boyd’s
indication of the basic principle under which this plan wag developed,
the so-called lead agency principle in terms of carrying on our par.
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- Myx: Woop. 1 think we would have authority, MT. Rosenthal, as the
lan itself indicated, with respect to the portions of yesearch an de-
velopment that have major"external impact considerations. We would
have authority in terms of transportation, in terms of the ‘encourage-
ment and croation of the planhing"agency, the review of planning
criteria. T think the basic question here 14 would we have authority
over the making of the grants & d the loans in the assistance program,
and these clearly 20 to DOT. L e
Mr. ROSENTHAL: You don’t disagree with M. Hughes' ‘statement
where he says onthe‘fbo‘ttom«o;f paged: Ty ;
Thus, while ‘fhe Secretary ‘of Transportation would make the final d,ec'isions‘
with respect to individual projects under the program, fhe Secretary of Houging
and Urban‘Develdpment would provide advice * * * oo :

Mr. Woob. No, 1 would simply underscore the providing. of that
advice on projects which we would regard as an important. Function.
The establishment of criteria and the certifications called for earlier
in Mr. Hughes’ statement we would regard as meaningful decisions.
~ My, Boyp. If T may say something, Mr. Chairman, 1 think one of
ed to do 1n this whole business of urban development

the Office’ of Secretary of Housing and Urban Tevelopment, and in
the Office of the Secretary of Transportation. ~

The fact of the matter is the Federal Goyernm nt is not deciding
how cities are going to develop or what their transportation systems
are going to be. This is done by local citizenry and planning agencies.
This is made clear in all of our statements. These are Jocal decisions.

We in the Federal Government, are involved in three things: one
is the establishment of criteria for the carrying out of Federal portions
of these programs; two is research; and three is development througf
loans, grants, and so forth. But the basic decisions as to what kind 0
transportation city X 18 going to have comes from city X, not from
the Federal Government. : ‘ R

The basic decision for the Federal Goyernment; is to decide whether
the requirements of the city meet the criteria and the priorities which
have been ostablished for the Federal programs. sl :

Mr, BLATNIK. This is the main area that puzzles me. 1 am not clear
how it would be put_into operation; that 1s, T just Jon’t see where
HUD’s authority ‘ends and the Department of "[ransportation’s be-
oins. Tt is prettirl involved. e : Pl

Mr. Boyp. This is a very complicated ared, and there is no way it is
going to become simple. The nature of the beast is complicated.

1 would say the answer would be this. Getting back to the uestion
of internal versus oxternal impacts, both Departments in their re-
search activities will come before & Je authorizing and appropriations
committees and say this is what we propose to do in our Department
and this is how it relates to-what the other Department is doing.

Mr. Woop. Another Way,{Mr. Chairman, to maybe clarify that twi-
light zone that you have identified, is to think of the number of deci-
sions that are-involved in the process of providing offective trans-

ortation in ways that have constructive impacts on S rban areas. This
process begins with & set of decisions of how you help Jocal govern-
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development, plans and. then to see how transportation activities im-
pingeéuponthem, A 0 ey e ST
By HUD beinglable to be involyed early in thig activity, I think we
Probably will be able to Place the emphasis of gyr responsibilities at
& timely.initia] stage more eﬂ"ectively-rthanTWe,haVe been able to do
;.sometimesin‘the:past:. L By g UV ) e

I Brarnik, Yoy gre sure it will' he 'doh‘e:'moreueffecti‘vely, not re-
sult in ejthap conflicts or de,ad’locks ‘which ig typical in the District of
Columbia g, CHIE G b e P i P ;
“'You gee, ‘you have ithe States ,in,volv,ed;,? the mu«nieipalitiés,' the Fed-
eral Government, You have your own sort of quasi-independ@ntagen-
cies, land: use, sanitai:yudisftri‘cts,‘ school ‘.boards.‘,’l‘hey have their own
cconcept/of what to do with certainland, . = 7 Gl b

r. Woop. I am right with Jyou and Secretar:  Boyd, Mr., Chairman,
in saying: this is g complicgtqd business, It ig clear that DOT and

.

that your :chomprehensive pl'anning\‘ program, to get them a]] to come
an?. ok i "

; S ive plan Tegarding. the eollg-
borative efforts of the different jurisdictions, and ithese are the joint
criteria which DOT and HUD sign off on, what we want to do is to
put in being 4 mechanism that will allow the local governmentg to col-
laborate in theip ecisions or gt least have it underway and then to

Mr. UeHES. Mr; Chairman, if T could take a run at this, T think,
going back to some of Secretary Boyd?szcomments, if we could look
at thig transportation plan in a giveh-fcommumtyas a two-step. or

two-stage effort, the first stage is essentially the evolution of an ‘dde-
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This area, as We have looked at it is: essentially <thesDbpa;rtmenﬁ‘of
Transpbrtiaﬁibn’% area, and one of the major reasons for putting the
urban and mass transportation progra 1 into the Department of Trans-
ortation is to compel, in a sense, the weighing of the merits of urban
mass tva;nspbrtationrin:a/ givenfsituation against other transportation
programs. R L R R L b e O
% Then, once the elements of ‘the transportation plan have been
evolved, the next stage is the relationship of the transportation plan
to the rest of community planning, to the comprehensive plan, to the
plans for residential ‘development, to the effect of transportation plan-
ning on"flfelocation ‘requirements, on open space-requiremeﬁts, and so

on. S ; AR Ly iy Vi < et
Tt is in this latter ared that the Department of Housing and Urban
Developmentr‘ne»eds to have its say, both in terms of advice to the
Secretary of Transportation\and in terms of a share of responsibility
for the approval of the criteria governin in this regard. -

The relevant portion‘tof the reorganization plan T think is relatively
explicit and relatively brief on these points, and what it says essen-
tially, looking at section 1(2) (1), is that all of the urban mass transit
program is transferred to DOT with the exception of certain specific
reservations. which: relate to planning, to research and the shared re-
sponsibility for the development of thesecriteria. = ‘»

,”‘TheiWords‘ of the plan will need to be filled out by memorandums
of understanding’ and exchanges of letters and so on between the two
Departments, and there will need, of ‘course, to be appropriate alloea-
tions of personnel and funds as is the case with all plans. 0

" But the terms of the plan itself are quite precise and I think illus-
trative of ‘this two-stage ‘evolution of a plan that 1 have tried to

. Mt ROSENTHAL. M¢! Hughes, if T might; I keep sensing that you

are putting ‘the cart: before the ‘horse: Is:itiyour: suggestion: that we
must first develop. &« major vnatio’nal‘:'tran’sportatibn plan? Then, after
we fit the pieces: in or around the city, we consider what the problems
within that city are and orient them m'»theutmnsport;ati'onv plan that
has already evolved® . S et W
“Mr. Huenes. Thave misled you, T think. © -

Mr. RosENTHAL. 1 may have,misunderstood you. i
 Mr. HucHES. We start with the communityy, as! Secretary Boyd de-
seribed it. Community A has mass transportation needs as 1t gees these
needs; and it applies for Federal ~assistanice:in meeting these needs,
Jlanningwise and in terms of the ‘&evelopmentwancl the construction
of the system itself. This is a particalar community. It 18 not a na-
tional transportation plan. But thisisa particular copnmunity having
needs and under the terms of the Urbai ‘Mass: .;Traa’nSportation Act
applying for assistance from this program. P e e f ‘

The first stage is the consideration :0f. that ‘transportation appli
cation in relation t0 ‘the highway system. and ‘o her,transporba,tion
sys%ems.oftthatfi‘zothuhity:n?ws: N T v
" However, ‘sooner;; or 1ater—-and peérhaps i1i-‘some Ways the sooner
the better—you get ito the second stage which is the relationship of
transportation dplsaﬁnihg :as & whole to the comprehensive plan for the
community and to other urban systems: sewer and water, residential

planning, recreational planning, and so on. '




- System, g natlonal transportatlon Sy
o transportatlon Ssytem, and thege more or
movements flow back and forth, and ther
her, althouah: they aren’t all movmf n
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ilosophy and mission, :
he President charged yo
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- Mr. Boyn. T am veally o _concerned’ about - Vour V]E‘W of the
fDepartment of Tra,nsportatlon: nd its philosophiea]’ bent. T just d.
- think T have made myself clear on what our phllosophy 5. T w

like to take another whack at it.

“Both offc ially and - stated and I have tmed to
develop policy ‘on th h nsport: s for people, that :
transportatlon s a s T 'ft" n, and that i 0 serve people, T
have also ‘moved ove; r. Wood’s area and saud that cities are.
' ;for people an shonld: ‘se programs and plans for the beneﬁt
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-~ Robert Moses. 1f we are not acting in accord with that philosophy, I

would like to see some examples of it. T have spent more time and effort
in trying to bring the trgnsportation system, SO far as the Federal
~ (Government is concerned, into line ith this philosophy than anything
Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Wood, I wonder if yotr could tell us what you

think about this. I know you are supporting this plan. Lam very much
aware that the Bureau of the Budget and Mr. Weaver signed a memo-
- randum which was submitted to the President on February 24, 1968,
‘But I am sir cerely concerned about the direction of urban mass transit.
1 think it is an important adjunct to life in the city. I just wonder ifit
wouldn’t fare better staying in your Department. than being trans
ferred toDOT. .. S (ISR R
“Tell mewhy Lam wrong. ; ; ,

. Mr. Woop. Tthink you are Wrong. . e i A R o
- First, let me take a step out on a point of persohal'prh'ilege‘ to in-
dicate that my regar q and relationshi with Mr. Moses 1s not the same
as my regard and relationship with Secretary Boyd. My record af a
dialog with Mr. Moses has heen gonSidérably different than with Secre-
Jecondly, basically, the limitations of the present. mangementsin
which HUD goes forward in:its mission to try to deal with the various
subsystze;ms-that,‘co_ndit)‘ion life in urban c‘ommunitiheﬁs‘-,ar‘e‘ that at the

present time in thetnanspoxtat;ign area we have agrant p

‘ing to just one mode of ur.,b,a_nhtrgx\,n.sportation. It does not seem £0 M

personally, ot does it seem to me i my. present capacity, realistic to

_ Now, if thisis a Robert Moses approach to life, I don’t understand

;;;;;

rogram relat-

agsume that the operation of that, grant-in-aid program of assistance
in grants: and loans to mass trangportation will decisively condition al
the transportation systems in urban areas. s g S0t 0
1t seems to me that the way HUD moves forward in trying to carry
out, 1ts mission on urban ‘development js to try to get in early into the
development. process of any of these actiyities thathinge‘uponlland
use ; to have our say—not in terms of particular projects or, particular

expertise of a partic lar tacility—but to have our say 1 general
~ criteria and ingeneral certifications. R o
There are at least, over and beyond housing, three, other major sets

of facilities that condition the market of urban life. One is transporta-

tion, the. other is sewer and ‘water; the third is kind of a major com-
munity institutionwide complexes such as hospitals, civic centers, or
what have you. it Tk e
We can’t presume to exercise control over hospitals with HEW. We
don’t presume to have a continued impact. on welfare jnstitutions or
centers for these other facilities. ~ ( ;
" We do presume to try to get directly and early into the game so that
we can have impact In. hese decisions. ; ; i
~ Mr. ROSENTHAL. What has been your record of success onl impact
of other agency decisions? S e e
- Mr. Woop. Generally, not as fast and not as rapidly as I would
~expect in the detached sircumstance, but T think there is continuing
‘¥rogress. 1 take a great deal of satisfaction in the fact that in the last
few months the efforts of HEW and HUD in collaboration were able
to carry forward: the development of an _acceptable program for
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medical facilities in the city of Newark. T believe that was ‘evidence
of collaboration between loes , State and N ational Government that
has some prototypes. | o b ¢

- Mr. ERQS,ENTHAL; You shouldn’t ‘take much credit for that because
you did that after the horse was out of'the barn st ST o
oMr, Woop. No, I think we redesigned.the barn or shifted the situa-

tion in cons'iderablvev respect. I t’hink‘. we have begun to find in the S0-

called pilot neigfhborhood, centers which involve the four Great Society
a%fncies initial e
la

y and more lately ti'ahsporta;tion, the pattern for col-
orative structure. I think the model cities brogram is premised on
the fact that the relevant Federal departments and agencies ¢an carry
out collaborative strategy. I think on net balance our impact on urban

transportation will be increased by this reorganization plan,
r. RosENTHAL, T don’t see how Jou can say that. It will be de-

This has nothing to do with who the present secretary is.'We are con-
sidering a plan for years to come. Once Congress “acts, they can’t
rescind this action,

~_The fact is we don’t have to act at all. This Iplan will become opera-
tive unless someone files a disapproval resolution, Once this event
takes place, this responsibility for urban transit will be in the Depart-
ment of Transportation. PR ‘ L
.. Mr. Woob. The responsibility for giving grants and assistance for
individual Pprojects will be in transportation, and fop developing a

transportation plan. But that plan can’t go forward without certifica-
tions of its relevance to the eneral urban plan,. ’ LR
. Mr. Boyn. I think, Mr; %{osen‘t’hal; you should bear in. mind that
according to the statisties I have, 94 percent of the movement in cities
is on streets and highways, As things stand today, that is in the De-
partment of Transportation. There IS no question about it. We have
the sole, complete power. And we are nbt‘eliminatingthat. i
ow, the mass transit is the g percent. To try to give You an example
of cooperation, we have gotten fairly deeply ‘involved in the District
of Columbia highway system. T have, at least in the eyes of one news-
paper, been credited with being an obstructionist to the great progress
in the highway system. The fact of the matter is HUD-and DOT are
working together trying to help the District develop a highway system
which improves the total community. This is an element of collabora.-
tion. We are working together in N ashville on highway development,
and urban renewa] Jjointly. T think we could come up with any number
of examples of how we are working together, \
_In these cases T don’t believe FTUD or the Department of Trans.
portation would say it is all one way. By definition, if we are cooper-
ating we are trying to get something done. If we weren’t interested in
ﬁ with each other, they could go ‘their way on urban renewal
gl Nashville and we could go our Way on urban highways in the,
istrict, ' | ‘ . : i

~ improving the quality of Iife'in our cities, which is my personal kick:

I think we all agree, e s o
. What is the most efficient way to coordinate the improvetnent of 1ifs
in the cities, the building of the cities? People in transportation who
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allege that 94 percent of our people travel on highways somehow
geems to me can less relate to subway transportation than the fellows
who are building model cities.

Mr. Boyp. That is one of those «yWhen did you quit beating your

wife” sort of things, Mr. Rosenthal. That is not an allegation. That 18
a statement of fact. The fact that T know this is the share of move-
ment on the highways doesn’t have anything whatsoever to do with

the philosophy of the Department of Transportation. .
Mr. ROSENTHAL- n the city of New York 94 percent 0

services don’t move on highways.

Mr. Boyp. That ig very true.
My, ROSENTHAL. What percentage does in the city of New York?

Mr. Boyp. I can’t give you that figure.
My, ROSENTHAL. T won’t burden the committee. T am just worried
about the situation. Don’t consider 1t anything personal, Mr. Boyd.

Tt isn’t that at all.

Mr. Boyp. Let me point out something else to you, Mr. Rosenthal.
The quality of life in the cities is related to 2 good many things, not
the least of which is the ability of people to earn & living, and that is
related to 2 transportation system which goes far beyond the city. You
have to have some way to dovetail your urban transportation wit

your interurban and international transportation.

Mr. ROSENTHAL- T think that 18 absolutely true.
Mr. Bovp. This is what we are talking about. We are talking about
doing it In the context of comprehensive arban planning.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Rosenthal, T think your comments indicate that

you are concern® about the leverage here, whether HUD will have
adequate leverage. This was the source of considerable discussion,

believe me, within the exgcutive branch, and it was anticipated as the
source of major congressmnal concern, and quite legitimately so.
T think the fundamental point here is the one we started out from,

that transportation and cities are both extremely complicated an
very closely related.

Tn a city of today, everything is related to everything, practically.
Transportation, welfare, health, ghettos and so it goes.

The solution to that question is not to make the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, ab least as I see it, the Department
of everything for cities. I can’t see that is & reasonable solution. Rather,
the answer, ‘ i is inevi d is to
ostablish definite program areas an
lationships that we can between these areas,
will of the individuals and in terms of the

statutory relationships.

Now, the plan here—I just have to dissent from your view—doesn’t
ive the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, 2 third-rate
status with respect to the effect of mass transportation or any other
3 tban development and on the quality of

f goods and

both in terms of the good
institutional and the

transportation systems on.u

urban life. ,

Tt seems to me, S Mr. Secretary ‘Wood has suggested, the shared
responsibility ‘for the development and the establishment of criteria
here puts the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development very

much up front.

93——427——68—-——4
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I say this, but not in the context of anticipating haq judgment op
the part of either Secretary Boyd or hig successors, We neeq protec-
tion, urely, from had judgment, but we need also the checlcs and bal-
ances and the oross-collaboration that is reflected in the complexity of

life,

But the plan does give the Secretary of Housing anq Urban De-
velopment, substantia] leverage on the aspects of urban magg trangs-
Portation and othey transportation Planning that relate to the develop-
ment of cities, e will have better leverage, T venture to say, in the
transportation area, mass transportation in barticular, than he prob-
ably has in the hospital ares that you mentioned, and i some of the
other areas we could talk aboyt,

Much of the discussion and the Planning of the plan centered around

€ means of begt assuring this, We think the Plan does anq that it
can be adequately Supplemented by memoranda of understanding and,
if necessary, Presidentia] directives to assure that thege features of the
plan are carried onut,

r. Boyp. May 1 say, sir, if T may refer to one of your earlier ques-
tions, the problem of urbay, Mass transportation ig not whether if, hag
moved into the Department of Transportation. The problem of urban

tem. That is the asic problem,

. RosENTHAL, T think the worg is Commitment, Different Pbeople
have different feelings about things. In your Department, urban trang.
portation wil] compete with five othey modes for money. Some beople
in the higher levels of your Department may think it mope Important
to build g highway System, a first-rate ighway system throughoyt
the Nation, Some other beople that may presently be ip HUD may
think it ig more important te develop a really good Subway system in
New York and the District and Chicago and Mobile, Ala., and places

hen President Theodore Roosevelt came into office he wanted to
change the policy from land-grant policy to conservation, and he
couldn’t do jt because the Departments weren't established tg accept
& new philosophy, : ‘
was here when your Department Was established, and we were
told that the major impact of your Department would improve trans-
bortation in the United States: maritime transportation, highway
transportation, aviation transportation, and all thege other things,
€ never heard anyhing sajd about inner-city transportation, within
cities transpdrtation, urban transportation, We were tolq at the time
we would hold in abeyance for 1 year what we shoy]q do about mass
transportatioh. :
am worried that the type of urbanologists that reside in HUD do
not at the moment reside in your Department.,
Mr. Bovp, Mr. Rosenthai:
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two things: One was to improve the total transportation system in
the country, and we made it very clear that this definitely included
urban transportation. The second was to create a focal point, for re-
lating transportation to the environment in which it operates. '

Now, 70 percent of our people live in cities in this country today, in
metropolitan areas. They are the ones who constitute the major part
of that environment.

As to the question of allocation of resources within the Department,
this is something that Sam Hughes ought to be discusing instead of
me; but the fact of the matter 1s, if you will recall how the Depart-
ment was established, the Office of Secretary contains functional ele-
ments. It does not have any champions for airways, highways, water-
ways, or anything else. We are set up to try to deal with the total
transportation system.

1 can tell you that T have spent more time on urban transportation
than on any single thing since 1 have become the head of the Depart-

ment.

Mr. Hucnes. Two points, Mr. Rosenthal. First of all, the improve~
ment, of transportation, as T see it, is improvement in terms of its ca-
pacity to serve people. It chould be a servant and not a master. Tt seems
to me that goal was both implicit and explicit n the establishment 0
the Department.

Secondly, with respect to the question of choice here, Mass transit
yersus highways versus other options, the Secretary, as he has pointe
out, has structured the Department in a fashion which enables him to
make these choices on as objective 2 basis as we people can make them.

Tt seems to me the choices are almost inevitably going to be better
within the tran portation field if mass transit is one of the competitors
in the picture within the Department of Transportation.

Certainly the choice-making process is not improved by having mass

transit off In left field. Rather, the fact that it is & component part of
the Department and thereby impresses itself on the Secretary’s con-
cideration and to an extent certainly on congressional consideration as
one of the alternative means of moving people from here to there with-
in the city—that objective is much more assured by the plan than under
present arrangements.

Mr. Boyp. 1f you will not hold it against me, 1 will point out that
urban mass transportation is not altogether rail transportation. There
is a lot of mass transportation moving on the highway system. It seems
to me that there is some intelligence in trying to get the concept O
dealing with urban mass transportation in the same place you have the
concept of designing and building the highway.
© Mr. ROSENTHAL. Tn some areas, for example, Long Island, N.Y., you
could build highways forever and in vain—you know the Long Islan
Fxpressway was outmoded the day the concrete dried. We can’t build
any more highways. We have to develop a new type of transportation.
More highways in and around that type of a city won’t do any good.

Mr. Boyp. That is quite right, an that is why the city or the urban
complex must be the one to decide what its requirements are. New York

City doesn’t go very far west of the Hudson River. There are all awful
lot 'of cities In this country who do need highways and who do want
highways. New York doesn’t want them, can’t use them. That is fine.

What we are trying to do is to deal with the proper set of require-
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ments?’ and that has to come from what the cities want themselves, not
from the Department of Transportation or the Department of Housing
and Urban Development. ‘ ]
Tousing anq Urban Development, under any set of circumstances, is
not going to say to Mayor Lindsay, “Yoy can’t have any streets in New
York.” Nor is the Department of Transportation, Itis a welling up
rather than g trickling down ag to what kind of g transportation system
you have, whether jt be New York op Dallas or Deg Moines, Towa,
I RoseNTrAL, Sometimes the city finds it easier to get'money for
one mode of transportation t an another. You haye an impact on theip
decisiori because you are going to but up the money, and the fellow

. Bovp., Here you get to an altogether different broposition
because yoy gentlemen in the Congress established the highway trust
fund anq you have established the method of allocation of those
funds, ‘ '

The Secretary of Transportation signs g statement every quarter
releasing funds based on 5 Statutory allocation, This gets back to
what T said earlier, The problem is money,

Mr. Epwarps, Will the gentleman yield 2

Mr. Rosexnmrar, Just 1 second.

Again I think it is money plus commitment, That is the big distine-
tion between yg,

r. Epwarns, Doeg the statute authorize yoy o withhold thoge
highway funds?

r. Boyn. We have legal authority to do that, Congressman. T am
Not sure it is in the statute, but, T have an opinion from the Attorney

reneral T would pe glad to submit to you.

r. Epwarps, Ts that Mr, Clark youare talking ahoyt 2 ,

r. Boyp, Well, the Attorney General jg really an official. I don’t
recall whether it is My Clark or his Dredecessor.,

r. Epwarps, T would like to seg i,

r. Boyp, AJ] right, sir, we will get you a co y

I. ROSENTHAT, Thank you, Mr, Chairman,

r. Brarnig, My, Erlenborn,

T WRLENBORN, T think we have bretty well exhausted that area,
but just to recap, if the city of Chicago” decides that they want to
extend the (O icago Transit Authority’s rail system oyt to O’'Hare
Field, for instance, they male an application, Would they make that
application to HTTD orto DOT?

. 'Woop, Under the operation of the plan, as T understand it, M,

ongressmen, they would make it to DOT. The review ang evaluation
brocess as to whefhey or'not that extensjon could be Presently assisted
would turn on, first, the existence within the Chicago areq of an ade-
quate transportatior, plan that haq been certifiedq by HUD to have an

effective re]ationship with the general areq plan, and secondly, in g

Project of that size and of that impact, a review of that barticular

Project by HUD with advice to the Secretary of Transportation as to
our recommendationg as to its effect,

T BRLENBORN. Tet ys Suppose the city of Chicago hag not, done
the job of overall urban planning that HUD thinks they should
have, would HUD then have vet bower over thig application for
assistance for the extension of g rqj] line?

U
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Mr. Woop. In effect T think it would. ,
Mr. EruexBorN. I wonder if Secretary Boyd could answer that?

Mr. Boyp. Yes, Sit'; 1 will be glad to.

TWe are working out an agreement between our two Departments
which would provide that in matters of this particular nature, the
certification by HUD is a part of the approval process. :

Mr. Ertexpory. 1t is a requisite, then?

Mr. Boyp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Eruexporn. Lf FUD should want to veto because of the lack
~of planning, it would have the authority to do o under the plan or
under your agreement ?

Mr. Boyp. Under our agreement.

Mr. ERLENBORN. It is not clear under the plan.

Mr. Bovp. That is right. It will be under the agreement. I think the
cuestion really would be whether or not there was & comprehensive
plan. This is up to HUD to say. 1 am sure if the city of Chicago came
in with an application and HUD said, “«You don’t have a_ genera
plan,” that the city would probably want to appeal. I think the thing
would work out in practice this way. We would sit down with HUD
and they would indicate what was Tacking. We would say, “All right,
Chicago, these are the conditions. You g0 out and do this, that, and
the other. Then you will have a plan, and then you can come back.”

Mr. Woop. Hopefully, before that specific situation would have
occurred, we would have provided assistance to Chicago and the Chi-
cago metropolitan area as to the development of a planning process
and planning mechanism, and we would have, In concert with DOT,
identified the institutional arrangements we wanted to work with. So,
it would not be in this sense simply establishing criteria or 2 require-
ment; it would also be in 2 capacity 1n which TTUD would be able to
assist.

Mr. Boyp. I think actually there would be little question of Chicago
or any other city gubmitting an application unless they did have a
plan because we expect to be able to advise all the cities what the re-
quirements are going to be. Both Departments are dedicated to the
same proposition. We are not going to play games with the cities. We
are going to try to lay out for them in terms of standards and criteria
what they have to do in order to qualify, not only for transportation
but for other programs.

" Mr. ERLENBORN. AS & matter of fact, they already have to do this
whether the authority is In HUD or DOT. So, the cities are familiar
with this process.

Mr. Boyp. Yes, sir.

Mr. ERLENBORN. There would be no drastic change here in the proc-
ess. They would have to do their overall planning and have that ap-
proved before specific projects could be approved, just as they do
today, right? ,

Mr. Boyp. That is right.

Mr. Hugues., Mr. Erlenborn, I think for the record, you will notice
that the plan itself refers to the joint establishment of these criteria
referred to in the first sentence of section 4(a) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act. I refer to this because it does provide a statutory
handle, if that is what you are looking for, for the Secretary of HUD
to be in the act. :




26
The section 4 (a) Says no Federal financia] assistance shall be pro-
vided, and s on, unless there is 5 determination by the Administrator
that:

I think there ig a sound statutory base ag well as an administrative
basis for the involvement of the Secretary of HUT) In this process.

Mr. Ervexpory, I probably shoulq have started Iy questioning by
saying that T favor the plan, and as YOu may recall, one of the ques-
tions we had on this side of the aisle when ‘we were considering the
creation of the Department of Transportation was this particular an.
thority over urban masg transportation,

As T recall, T think it wag Mrs, Dwyer who offered the amendment
which required the year’s study and a decision to be made. T am happy
the decision has been made in this way because I think transporta-
tion in the city has to be g coordinated thing. Tt must he coordinated
with allmodes of transportation leading into the city. Highway plan-
ning and mass transportation Planning by raj] have to bhe coordinated
and can very we] be done in Chicago by using the same facilities—the
median strip of the highway tor rail transportation which T think
was an excellent idea, one that can be and Probably will pe followed
throughout the country,

Mr. Boyp, T would like to say, Mr. Erlenborn, the Federal Highway
Administmtion, which has the Bureau of Publie Roads in it, is doing

- everything in ijtg power to encourage the States when they purchase
lands for urban freeways to purchase enough land for raj] transit in the
median strips,

We have considerable success with this, Tt has to Operate together.,

Mr. Erienpory., T think it makes good sense,

Under this plan apparently the authority under section 1606 of
the Mass Transportation Act will be transferred to DOT. This has

relationship to relocation requirements and payments. Wouldn’t thig
particular authority be more closely related to the work of HUD than

T? What working relationship wil] there be in this Instance, and

why wasn’t the authority retained mHUD?
Mr. Hugnng, T think as a g@neralization? Mr. Erlenborn, the reloca-

ents among the various programs, But T think relocations occurring
because of, for Instance, highway construction or mags transit con-
struction must in Some way be associated adminiStrativer with the
actions that cause the relocation,

Mr. Erexeory, They must Practically be associated with urban
planing as we]].
r. Hueres, That ig correct. Of course, the city’s plan for trans-
portation, again getting into the complexities of Ijfe here, must en-
visage the re%focatlon of these people and part of it must be a plan for
handling that action,
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Mr. Woop. But on the operational side, it would be difficult for
HUD to be in the position of taking on relocation responsibilities for
projects in which it could not determine the schedule or set the mag-
nitude thereof. ‘ ' ‘

Mr. Erupxsory. What cooperation can you see being developed
between the two Departments ?

Mr. Woop. I think we will be able to relate the impact of these
kinds of projects on dislocations of people as well as changes in land
uses in the earlier planning stage, and, therefore, blow the whistle
on clear and evident problems in terms of housing markets and
vacancies. ~

1 think the scheduling of ‘the operation of individual adjustments
will be better handled in operational terms.

Mr. Boyp. What we are trying to do is to establish relocation as &
condition precedent in all of our transportation projects instead of
having it dragged along as something you have to do. We are trying
to assure that the problems of relocation are fully considered in the -
public hearing required on current transportation programs and
projects under the Department’s current jurisdiction. ‘

Mr. ErrENBory. As is always true in these reorganization plans, the
plan itself does not go into all the details of the cooperative arrange-
ments between the two agencies involved, and you have already re-
ferred to some agreements that you are working out. What will be
the nature of these, a memorandum of understanding between the
two Secretaries?

Mr. Boyp. Yes, sir. :

Mr. EruensorN. Do you have a draft of that now ?

Mr. Boyp. No, we do not. We have a lot of work going on in dif-
ferent committees. I am convinced that one of the first things we have
to do is to develop a glossary of terms. This area is s0 complicated that
it is very difficult to be sure exactly what we are talking about when
we get down into the details of things. I think both Secretary Weaver
and Secretary Wood and T are pretty well satisfied that our staffs are
working along in a cooperative and affirmative fashion and that we
will have a memorandum of understanding by the time the transfer
becomes effective. ,

Mr. Ertexsorn. I might request at this point that when that is

.

prepared that a copy of it be furnished to the committee, because I

think it is an integral part of the plan. Tt will answer, T am sure, some

of the questions that we have that may not have been fully answered

in the hearings. ’ , :
Mr. Hugazs. T think the chances are it will be published in the

Federal Register. ‘ :. ,

" Mr. Eruexporx. I have three questions here that T would like to pro-
pound at the request of Senator Javits. Apparently there will not be
any hearings on the Senate side on this plan, and he has asked that
these questions be asked and answered so we will have them in the
record. Any one of you are free to answer these, or all of you.

What role will be reserved to the Department of Housing and

Urban Devglopment so that it will be enabled “to assure that urban

transportation: develops a8’ ziniintegfa,l‘componeﬁﬁ of the broader de-
velopment of growing urban areas”? we S
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I think that quote is taken from the Department of Transportation
Act, or it is close to the wording of the act, ' :

Mr. Hucrres, We can furnish something for the record. Much of the
- discussion thus far this morning is directed toward this point,

Mr. Woop. T would only indicate on that, just to summarige what
I think the questions haye been, that the comprehensive planning re-
sponsibility and the development and certification as to the adequacy
of transportation Plan in general is one aspect of the role; second is
the review and commentary in terms of Important individua] projects;
third is the development of the criteria to assure us that the planning
Is not simply blue sky but it hag effect in the'decisionmaking process.
It is clear that in one way or the other we will have to improve our
planning capability over its present strength and orientation, but that
I think is the major resource we look to at the present time,

Mr. Errexeor, Secondly, when and how will the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development determine that given transportation
projects “concern the relationship of urban transportation systems to
the comprehensively planned development of urban areas”? -

I think that quote is taken from the plan itself. ; o

Mr. Huenrs. I guess I have g little trouble in my own mind sepa-
rating that from the prior question, Mr., Erlenborn. : ~

M. ErLensorw, T think they are certainly related. T think it prob-
ably has been answered in response to my first question, as to whether
there is veto bower over an individual application for transportation
grant. An application would have to be reviewed and would have to

Mr. Huenes, Tt would have to conform to criteria for which the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development and the Department
of Trangportation share responsibility. :

r. ERLENBORN. The suggestion has been made that you expand
upon the answers to these questions in written form, and it might be
helpful if you send it directly to Senator Javits and also for the
record. :

(The answers to questions posed by Senator Javits follow :)

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS Poskp BY SENATOR JaviTs

Questionf»l. “What role will be reserved to the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, so that it will be enableq “ * * to assure that urban trans- :

Answer: | The two Departments have agreed on several principles ang pro-
- cedures which will assure an effective role for HUD: . G

under sections 3 (¢), 4(a), and 5 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act and

. the findings required under Section 134, title 23, of the Highway Act of 1962,
“(e) DOT has the responsibility for determining whether individual proj-
ects are needed for carrying out a unified urban transportation system -as
bart of ithe comprehensively planned development of the urban area. How-
ever, the memorandum of understanding now being’ developed by the two
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Mr. Huenes. 1 have two comments, Mr. Edwards. :

Tirst, as Secretary Boyd indicated, we are, ab Presidential direction,
making & kind of an across-the-board effort to reduce application
processing time wherever we can and particularly in some of these
agencies that are dealing with the complex problems that we are talk-
ing about. That effort has been successful.

T can furnish some ovidence of that success for the record, if you
would like. Whether it meets your specific problem or not is specula-
tive. But we are certainly aware of the general problem, and some-
thing is being done and. progress is being made with or without the
¢ransfer. But there is an ultimate fact here that ig rather important,
and that is the fact that these are very complex matters.

Urban planning is a complex process, and time is part of that proc-
ess. Notwithstanding these complexities, We are managing to gpend 2
fair amount of MONey; that is, grants are being made with relatively
reasonable time limits and disbursements are taking place.

1 think it would be unfair to look to the Department of Transporta-
tion as really working toward a 10-day schedule on some of these
things or for that matter, perhaps, 2 10-month schedule. ;

Mr. Epwaros. I think the problem is, as one of you gentlemen said
earlier, the cities’ plan, and yet, the cities learn to their great dismay
early in the game that generally whatever they plan is not acceptable.
180 in the final analysis, it turns out to be the Trederal Government’s
plan.

Mr. Boyp. If T may 2y, sir, one of the problems gets back to what
Sam is talking about on urban planning. Tt is a very complex business
and, unfortunately, there appears to be a shortage of people in this
country who have the training to do urban planning. There is a lot of
it being done, but we are desperately shorthanded 1n this area. Part
of the problem from some of the things I have seen in my own Depart-
ment is that we get applications from people who haven’t even read the
regulations to find the criteria they have to comply with. These come
divectly from the statutes. It is not really a matter of saying this is
going to be the Federal Government’s plan, except in the sense that
Congress has enacted laws which set forth various criteria and we
implement them through regulations. :

Mr. Epwazps. It is the implemenmtion with which T am concerned.
Mr. Woop. I would have two observations to make to put into pre-
spective the relationships between the cities and the States and the
TFederal Government right now.

One of the things that astonished me when T came on board a little
over 2 years ago was—it was only 29 months ago—that HUD’s prede-
cessor agency had a short time before found itself in the position in
which the demand from the cities for urban renewal funds was less
than the available appropriation at that time. Yet, at this time, we sit

with well over $1.5 billion backlog in urban renewal, with the sum even
Jarger than that in our community facilities programs and with a
general situation in which even though we have requested an increase
"1 our budget of about 50 percent against clear community demand we
are behind.

So the Joad has come up, and I think we all have to recognize that
the last 2 years has been the coming of age in public and political recog-
nition of the needs of our communities. We are in that transition

period.
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Hopefully, you. could make g case that over gng beyond the iy.
creased counterpart, ca:p'ability that Secretary Boyd talked about, com-

One of the Problems I have observed in the transportation area has
been, of course, that frequently these Projects are approved by the
local Overnment whjch tentatively arrives at agreements and’ the
disinterest anq Opposition and disagreement oceur at the lpeg] level.

Perhaps by now developing & process of collaboration where the
planning ig fitted together earlier and the Process of review an de-
liberation begins earljer we will be able to have g Smoother coyrse,
That is at Jeast one of the underlying Premises of oyp arrangementsg,

Mr. Erreneory, Will the gentleman yielq o, just a moment 7

I. Epwarps, Yes,
Mr, ErLeneory, Right in line with your questioning, it reminded

of HUD to grant funds for thig burpose. A ftep they entereq into the
contract to Purchase the 2olf courge and made thejy apph'cation, the
policy of HUD apparently changed ang the funds could he ugeq only
0 acquire space to develop ag golf courses byt not to purchage already
existing oot courses,
So, theﬂ found themselves with a commitment, They lost a good dea]

Apparently at the time they made the application it g the policy
H

Ar. Woop. They have spoken to me on several occasions,
Mr., Errenpory. T think so,
Mr. Boyo. May 1 say this, My, Edwards, one of the things that we

an Office of State ang Community Liaison,

Mr. Woop, We have that, :

r. Boyp, We have about a third of the people we thought we needed
going around Personally making contact with Governors, mayors,
county commissioners, and g forth to adyige them on what the De-
bartment’s programs are, and to try to gopt of “mother hep? the ap-
Plicationg they have coming to the Department of Transportation.

So we have a direct line of communication, Whey, Something gets
Snagged, they are Suppose to be able to pick it up,

I. Epwarps, Tet me go back to a few more specifics on the plan
itself, ’

The plan reserves to the Secretary of HUD the authority to make
grants and undertake Projects under section 1605 (a) having to 4o with
research, dev, lopment, anq demonstration Drojects, and 1607 (a),
technical study, and 1607 (), research and training in institutions of

igher learning, where these grants o projects concern transportation
planning, v : : ’
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1 wonder if the Secretary of the Department of Transportation
ought not to be consulted on these types of grants as 2 better means
of coordinating the transportation with urban development.
- Mr. Boyp. We are in complete accor with this reservation, and we
expect to be consulted. Ryt 10 0 s 5
One of the things we will work out in our memofandumfof under-
standing is exactly how we keep this flow of information going back
and forth between the two Departments. We haven’t got that orga-
nizational aspect tied down yet, but we fully expect, and we under-
stand, that we will be fully snformed of all the activities of HUD in
rmed of all of the activi-

this area, just as we expect to keep them info
ties of transportation which impinge in any way on the urban society.
‘Mr. EpwARDS. 50, you are aware of this and you are looking to this

sroblem in your memorandum of understanding *

M. Boyp. Yes, sir. ‘
Mr. EDWARDS. ‘Would the same be true of that par

(b), where the Secretary of Transportatio

undertake research and Jevelopment, del
to urban transportation t at will carry people and goods WY
olitan areas without polluting the air and in a manner that will con-

tribute to sound city planmng?

I presume that you will also work together on that, then? :

* Mr. Bow. 1 think, if T may Sy in one fairly short, sentence, we

have a complete agreement and meeting of the minds that our func-
‘ lementary and not competitive, and we expect to pro-

tions are cOMp

ceed on that basis. :
‘ to doit. T think we

rything into the original plan.

‘Mr. Epwaros. think that is 2 vesonable way
ought to agree you can’t write eve
“Under the Demonstration Cities Act HUD can grant funds to cities
to plan and develop and carry out comprehensive- demonstration an
i ortation facilities.

development rograms including transp

How will this be administered after the r‘eorgamzahon? :

Mr. Woop. Essentially, the progress we ostablished that was for the

model cities program. has been one Of the collaboration among the

acencies involved, the Federal agencies involved from the beginning.

Plans developed by the cities or their model ‘neighborhoods that have
[ that have’ activities that fall under

components, grant programs Or ‘
the missions of other departments are immediately referred to those

departments for review. . , : :

Tnteragency coordinating arrangements have been; I think for over

a year, in offect here. We expect, that any aspect or component ot &

model city plan that bears on the_,responsibilities of DOT, if it is
art of the sppplemental funds, it ‘doesn’t require fnancing by them

for information and reaction; i} it is part of an ?Lgency’s funds, that

will require assistance on their part, for their funding.
UD and DOT posi-

Mr. EpWARDS. Pursuant t0 the summary © ;
tions on major reorgamzation plan issues, that was dated February 19,

T believe, the Department of Transportation apparently intends to
rant to the Tousing and Urban Development Department the au-

thority to pass on the adequacy of highway planning.

Tt also appears that HUD’s recommendations will be considered by
DOT as & formal step in determinin{g] whether highway projects are
needed or essential to carry out o unified and coordinated transporta-
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tion system as aﬂcomprehensively planned urban and  development
Program, : i : .
What legal»authority exists for conferring this authority on Hous-
ing andyUrbanvD,evelopment;? ot i '
L. ueHEs. You are talking of the report, the February 19 report ?
. Epwarpg, Yes, sir, TR rl R SR
r. Hugrrs, There are a variety of potential sources of aUthority,

or otherwise, between the two agenctes, . . Foa i o
It seems to me the basic authority involved here is that statutony
authority ‘Which HUD has under broader statutes; not under u ban
mass transit, and, therefore, it is hotrelat_ed to this plan ber se. Rather,
it is basic authority for the development of comprehensivye urban plans
and for rendering assistance to Communities to achieve those results;
Mr. Boyp. There are brovisions in section‘204 of the Model Cities
Act and also section 134 of the Mode] Highway Act which require
coordination in these aregs, LG Loga oo
. Brarnix, There is sti]] going to be problem, isn’t it, ,M;:.,Se_(jre;
tary or My, Hughes? 1t jg not clear how You would coordinate mass
transit with youy urban and highway department which is tied in with
the State,highway plans, T el R S % e ,
. You have abontinuing Planning Program on the State highway pro-
gram; don’t You, Mr, Secretary? S i ;
r. Boyp, es, sir.

Mr. Braryix, But you don’t haye dontinuing brogram of planning
i i ; u ?

. Mr. Hugngs, The Urban Mags Transportatién, Act itself does pro-
vide an Tréquire ,the,devel,opment of plans ‘Wwhich Properly integrate
urban magg transportation with other urban transportation. That au-

thority wonlq £0 under the terms of the plan, to the Secretary of

I. Brat~ik, Whe makes the fing] determination at what. point
these urban plans will he initiated, op readied?-Canwthey take their
Own sweet time abont it even though the State highway department is
waiting? | : . £ _

Mr. Hugrps, The Secretary of Transportation would make the fina]
determination after consultation with the Secretary of HUD and in
accordance with general criterig that were joint] (féveloped. But the

ecretary of Iransportation would be the decider.,

. Woop. The coordination betweer the genera] Planning and the
transportatiqn Planning is g role that would he Precedent to individual
Projects and in the ones Mr, Hughes hag indicated we have generalized
authority as iyel] as those that Secretary Boyd specifieq. :

r. Boyn, Under section 134 of the Federa] Highway Act, all cities
of 50,000 or over are required, after J uly 1, 1965, to have a continuin
comprehensive transportation planning Process in order to qualify for
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- Federal ald to highway P¥ projects. 1 believe there are 230- odd cmes in
who come under ‘that category. LAllof b them have, Or' arein -
ensive txan%portatmn plan-

the country W
the process O of estabhshmg, ‘that compre
) will look at, ;@erms ot how it relates to.

ning structure, whic

comprehensive cenunumty plan ing, ;
Mr. BLaTNIK, My fear 18 80 ort.of dlﬁerent I am a httle dlﬁferent from
the entleman . from New | York. .

to be made ] m th' ﬂrban plan—

There & some. decisions | thm have
' mng areq which could 1mpede and ho hold: up Mass transi nd highway
,prowrams together You “would s tﬂl be the final de t rm, nmg_agenqy :
which should. definitely have &y oice. E e
n other words, My que@t ion is. not at all doubt g the mtenﬁ or the
ood will but the mechanism ‘which you are going to run up Vert;cal ¥
through channels,. horizontally . at the top, and then s:everal Tanges
of homzontal and veltlca,l lines of commumcat}ons ont the State an
" the municipal level. o
You can have 2. plug, y@  know, 2 wnd you have to h 3
of Roto-Rooter system, SQIOG gumrantee that you can. unplug one o
can havye this free ﬂow back and

these channelb at, some pomt s0 you

‘seme kmd

nation ot the Secretary of Prans-
al interest

Ir HUGIH‘S 1 thmk ‘some combl
portatxon wx‘oh the local commumty, perhaps with some speciad-
by some friendly. ‘Member, 0 Lf: Congress woulg& e the Roto-Rooter that

, time. T was thmk;- o
1d have been. opefatwe
ated and coordmate %

ass transit s should hav integr
the belthne, inmer ‘and outer 1oop, plus
But there Was the nature of the

) remams, 1 thl X the. plan Should o
1t ze the tmnsportahon part of

you have, descrlbed
Mr. BL ATNIE. It
ing back g years ago

here “how. m

Wlth the whole highway. system, !
progmms

Jand use development
municipal gov ernment.

Mr. HUGHES. I thmkﬁ
Telp the, problexx 1in that
the planming 1. the, %cxetary,
It 1s ea o focus on one dexpax:tment
main the ]ocal problem. which is the one y
District. of Qolumbm, the local problem O
ways ought to g0 2 nd the relatmnshlp between
and other forms of

~ Mr. Boyp. M W

than two But there'w 11 re-
ou are talking al n the
: !

£ deciding ‘where, the hig.
hlghways, mass tr@ns1t,

' mblem% of ﬂm cities ar‘e.‘, )
siderable extent, and a due to eir-
ple, and more

 due to the ¥ ederal pmo‘mm&; toa. (on
cumstances to 2 consid emble extent; More and more peo
and more 0 cials are pprecmie that you cannot deal Wlt

bewmnmg toa
one of these Systerm in 1301&‘51011
~ Mr. BLaTNIt.

‘Mr. Boyb. Thls I thmk 1<£s; :
because We are g,ettmg kc-loser; to bein 01

ng to help speed up the whole process
‘ he same T equency ‘The Fed-
t has really been ahead of c1ty, ‘planmng generally, al-

i s, But by and large there

eral Governmen
though this 18 not true in some particuia’
t the Federal evel before it came to t h

has been an appreclatlon at
local level. -




Now T think the loca] Pbeople are begin o to "'a‘ppreéiatéiﬁhat; these
| tied togeth 2 “have got Qrﬁe'forWard‘tog‘éthhr for
ederal assistande e ,
: Mr% : ar in your owi minds that
this«tré}nsfer Will clear yp 4 lot of the Droblemsg. While some ‘things
seem to be hazy to'us as to how it js going ‘to'work, you and your staffs

are working to iron oyt these areag righ Dow, and yoy are’convinced

that by the time the plan goes into effect that feVérything will be clearly
drawn and the cémmun’ity will know whe te 80 to and thig informa;tiqh
will beti‘anSMitte'd‘tothe‘co‘m"munit'ies?"”' I L
Mr. Boyp, es, sir, T don’t think any of us'mean to imply that every.
bady is | oing to live happily ever after becatse this js a 'very com-
pli‘cajted'f{ku‘sineﬁs."‘ e b SR L ‘

I. Ebwarps, T never saw g Federal program et where everybody
]ivedhappilye’vérafter.‘ ' o R Y e '
B

Mr. DWARDS. What T am looking f(‘)‘riS'ja' brogram that will work
without the need for, g Mr, Hughes said, your frl‘endly'ang‘ressmen
to get into the aet, Many imes we are brought into‘thé{ap,t‘ because of
tlig.’great"_fifustl‘a‘tio.n bg our ’,1d¢alf'éoihihuhities“in trying to unrave]
some of these thinigs. T 'he e you fellows are headed ip that direction,
- Mr. Boyp. One of ‘the Easm probleris’ is that, “fop the foreseeable

future, we are 2oing to be in exactly théfégine' p'o’si‘%ior_i With mass trans.
Portation’ag wa are with' go many othep ‘p'l“d“g‘“rams.‘b".f[‘vhe‘ need wil] far

exceed the sy ply of money, and part, of the frustration will undouhbt
edly come ahoyt because hen you get into ‘th department

OIS area’ any |
as got difficulty trying to figure out how t6. establish g jl(grx’rel, of | riorj-
ties, Tt might be that first come, first sepve j§ the way to do it, altﬁough
that 'is a very arbitrary approach ‘aid it may not have anything to do -
With,thé‘regdirements.; e i
Mr. Woop,| Quite frankly, With respect to My, ] tlenborn’y comment
about ' the golf course, a' community caught i midstream e ‘could
ave either acted on g 'ﬁx‘st!cdme!‘ﬁi's’t-s’éfved ‘basis ‘which' would have
backed up the p‘ipeline,‘or‘we had to make judgments on’' priorities,

We made the‘_]udgrhents on priorities, We hope to be bog; respon:
sive in communicating this,‘Mr,‘I“_]‘dwards, and being gm_l)le'po perform

We have to be‘able:to oversee on g genera] policy basis oy regional
offices. Byt I‘,thiinkil@his may be another payt of ‘the answer, < S

Mz, WARDS. Thanl you‘,'MfﬁOha'inﬁa,ﬁ{ L o

'Mr. ; SLATNIEK, Mr. Reuss.” S A

. Mr. Ruvss, Than); you, Mr. Chairman G
G‘ehﬂemen,‘l' am concerned particularly iy the Rébrgani‘z‘at’ion Plan
0. 2 with section 3 of the act, to amend the Urbap Magg Transports.

i
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tion Act of 1964 known a8 Public Law. 89—562,;which became law OB

Septembera8,1966. That'secpion, which 1 Shall read, reads as follows:

The Secretary— S e adlan : ; "
‘And this meant the Secretary of HUD— ;

ith the Secretary of  Commerce, undertake 2 project to

shall, in consultation: W

study and prepare & program of research, development, and demonstration of new
gystems of urban transportation; that will carry people and goods within metro-

politan areas speedily, safely, without polluting the air, and in a manner that wil
contribute to sound city planning. The, program shall (1) concern jtself with all
tems-of urban t;’-ansportation for metropolitan areas of various
i i governmental, and: social as-
d mate-

aspects of new S¥S

sizes, including technological, ;ﬁnancml, economic,

pects; (2) take into account.the most a@vanced available technologies an

rials; and (3) provide ghi of states, 1q’ca1‘1ties, pri’Vate
jndustry, universities,* a ;  onort his findings
and recommendations s, as rapidly
as possible and in-any event not the effective

date of this subsection. = L
an No. 2, would all of the

Mr. Reuss. Under ‘Reorganization Pl
soctions I have just read be transferred from HUD, where it is now, to
DOT? Perhaps Secretary Boyd can answer that.
- Mr. Bowp. We have a split 1 section 6, Mr. Reuss. .

Mr. Reuss. The section which 1 have just read is section 6 (a) of the
Urban Transportation Act of 1964, as amended. I beg your pardon, it

i subsection . :
The study itself I believe has approache@ completion; It

Mr. Boyp.

should be submitted fairly soon to the Congress a8 required.
Mr. Reuss. In fact, it “hould have been submitted on April 8, 1968,
should it not? Tsn’t that 18 months after ‘September? Orisit March 8,

1968?% What about that, Mr. ‘Wood? C

Mr. Woop. I'm not sure of exactly the time. 1 do know, MT. Reuss,
that it is in effect co pleted. The submission, of course, to the Con-
ress, involves 2 process! of Presidential and Executive Office Teview.

T believe it is at that Stage'of.completlon. : il
Mr. Reuss. The language of the statute 275 “The Seci'etariy‘shall
r;pogt his findings and recomendations to the President.” Haé he done
Mr. Woop. Hehas. T :
Mr, Reuss. Whent ' twin : ‘
Mr. Woop. Within the last month is my recollection. I can get the
gpecific date foryouw. | e b . ‘
M]L'é Reuss. May I have: a ‘copy of those findings and recommenda-
tions? i b fagr it
Mr. Woop. I'm sure you!can ithin the process, Mr. Reuss. 1 think
the statute requires our submission t0 the President for subsequent
submission t0 the Congress. That is not within my department. ,
- was not intended by the Congress that the

Mr. Ruuss. However, it w ,
findings and recommendations of the Secretary of HUD should be

secret. S >
Mr. Woop. Of course not, and thereisno intention for that.
Mr. ReUSS. Therefore, may Ihaveacopy! P
Mr. Woop. I'm sure youcan. . ‘ ' : , -
Mr. Boxp. My impression is'it is just'a matter of clearance in the
executive branch. , L ‘
i two phases. The Secretary has to

Mr. Reuss. 1 recognize there are
report to the President, and what the President does depends on the




id a Jot of other things, Certairily, the whole

Wworld might know what the Secre'taryt?"old the Presdient, I there any

Mr. Woop, T simply would say there 'is no reason of substance,
There is the' process. of established Executive Office review,

Mr. Hucrpg, T don’t knoyy. where it is, Mr. Reuss, W, e will see what
the status of the plan is, and 171 do my best to deliver yoy g copy of
t e plan soon, Very soon. . AL D {iiei e

‘Mr. Ruvgg; Congresg didn’t say the‘Secretaf.ry shall report hig find-
ings and Tecommendationg and they shaj] be kept secret until sych
time as the, Bureay of the Budget op the CTA or somebody else tells it

make it py] lic. Tt said, “The Secrétary shall report hig findings and

Trecommendations to the President,» :
‘The whole statute wag written so that the pu

blic might fing out what
the findi ngs and recommendationg were, S
I. Woop. T woy say, if T could g

1 assign to that My,
retary on - this, our firm
anch Practice, is to have 5 timely
N appropriate Submission of this
be quite proud of the report, We believe it wil]
nt and for the mutual

9 the \question ig really the Presidentia] Office’s clerk, not the
Presidential Office’s rpolicymaking, which we are involved jin here,

r. Rreuss. When you said, My, ughes, “T ‘might havye it soon,”
did you mean that in the

eorge and Tra, Gershwin sense, “Maybe not
tomorrow, but soon 97 How soon ig soon? -

2r. Hugags, T cannot tell yoy deﬁnitely. I don’t knovw the statysg
of the plan, T have not seen it myself, T 1
review status is. The Statute sayg Seoretary to the President and ‘the
President, to the Congress, as I woulq i

oW what' the stat '
are late in termg of

the document “Surnmary of HUD ang DOT
DPositions op Major Reorganization Plan Issyeg” which is before the
subcommittee 7
Ir. Bom.Yes, sir,
‘Mr, Rpygs. Yes.
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g it. The. most

ecially | with
Juate the

M. Bo ~Yes, sir; page e T, section H generaﬂy cover
relevant pa,rt it thmk is that HU’D will be concerned espe
(1) those portions of the progmm designed to reveal or evait
tmpact of transportamon on urban areas and to to dehneate those gen-
‘eral chamctemstms of transportation systems expected o have an m-
ortaﬁt fmpac n the urban environment; ah DOT, with (2) those
stem and sysbem ‘develop-

ortions which deal with compenent subsy
This will hormally mean that DOT

ﬁxent en«me;ermg, and testing.
will have prlmary responsfibﬂlty m the area of “mtemal systems an¢
\ » HUD having prlmary respons1

nal and commu

_,rg/kqxxi‘i'ements; A
“Mr REUSS. T'm sure you can 1eassme me on one ; i
relates to W what you JW d. When Congress

‘ anted to'centralize responsib i
; ming: forward with & program
'Whole new systems of tx‘ansportatmn to get out of the T ts that we
Tave been in for so long, & he idea Was to take oft from | the ex-
'perlences with the Manhattan dlstmct pm]ect on atomic energy - during
Woﬂd War 1T and the space prograin. ‘
yeassurance that this’ xear%an1zat10n phn :
t the goa of

Clan you give 1€ ‘gome T
won't epart from that intention of Congress and
sec’mon 6 (b) willbe v1gorously prursued and by whom?

¥D. Mr. of your colleague%

Mr. B Reuss, to use
~this mommg, the Pepartme ent
am through W :
on, L can assure you that

o carrying this resem'ch progr
are made avaﬂable to it; and, 10 n that connectis
artme illn y effort to obtain all the resom ces Wh] ch

made avaﬂabl

Mr. Ruuss. I am del. t;
- Tet’s 1ook, as We always “must in thes hms, to De
partments DO'I.‘ HUD headedhy dlﬁerent p ple than those
now 1et’s gappose 11 the future 2 situation where
of the’ tot 1 research 2 and Jevelopment t job
under the gmdehnes hat you h d. Wh at would prevent the
pro ram from 1 ngmshmg
Bo YD. 'lhe pro ogram. tow hxch 1 mferred is a program for new
at , carried on by the Depart-
ment of Transportafnmn regardless, of whether ot 10 UD involves
itself in ‘studies. The research activities of HUD have to do pmmarﬂ}
with the jmpact " of these systems.
Mr. ReUsS. Yes, bub that is an essenhal part of the new. approach
My. Bovn. 1 ag,ree with you
: Mr. REUSS. You have 1o combme
essense you are gweﬂ the hardware, HUD is
- gociology- ,
T have had your assumnce that you wﬂl vmorously pursue your .

 part, which is very ratifyin
Wlt'hout any e ection W atsoever on HUD/a nd I pelieve HUD
has donc? a magnl ﬁcentj]ob m 1133 v18 months on the pro; gmmfw ithout

hardware and soclology, and in
kept in possessmn of the ‘

al pothetlcal future situa-
I foresee SOMEe di fﬁculhes -




. me

—

You just can’t haye g hardware approach, You are the first, T am sure,
to rejogn;ize that you need both har£wave and sociology, fip o
~ Bom.’Thfatv is qui-te true. But 1 think we ,should lQQk;at_,l,f;_ In this

Mr. Reugg, Let’s say the Social scienceg,

Mr. Reuss, T think this matter can. be clear’ed,up to my satlsfa(;tion
] ] er's, . : : G
I am supe you see, AMP.:Secretary, what I am driving a¢, T wouldn’t
want a situafion where some years from now, and with new. pe’ifsonngl
in both Departments,.(}bngress feels that it hasn’t gotten the kind of
dynamic Program thgt it looked for and\it,,needs,thenvt?o X Irespons;.-
bility, anq [ wouldnt want g Situation where the ;

din the'ssocial‘smence';aspeots_ that we are left Wlth it, we . aven’t been

Mr. Bowp, i agree with Mr., Wooq that this ig inconcéivable,_’ but T
an certainly assure yoy that Where I haye been unhappy Wwith my
colleagues in the past I have not been unwilling to discuss the Mmatter
with t%xe responsible People in the executive branch of the Govern-

nt, ‘ :

Mr. Rrygs, That is at least DPartially reassuring, Would you in thig
barticular situation also he WiHing, to diseusg the._mat,ter With the
relevant Committeeg of Congregg which T think v e the Gove ,
ment -Operationg Committes ang whatever legislative Committee jg
assigned to this? At Present it is Banking anq Currency. e e

i
I

|
I
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hether 1 would call up the committee and say 1
in, that is one thing. ;

ity member.

essional

s in the

. | the ranking major
Mr. Bovp. 1 can assure you that if T testify before 2 congr
ittee I will try to do it honestly and express My view

comm

most forthright fashion L know how.

. Mr. REUSS. 1 know you would, but ™y question Was would you un-

dertake to inform the chairman and the ranking majority member 0

the two relevant committees of Congress_ if Congress’ Zatent in the
alized by reason of this splitting of the functions

event is not being re
1 should oceuls T would talk to the Secre-

of the two?
Mr. BoyDp: 1f that situatio

tary of HUD and tell him of

alts T would g0 tosee b

piness. 1f 1 felt qufficiently strong
 snation to the President and

that that par-

men of the committees. )
sure the gentleman understands
of Transporta-

Mr. Epwarps. 1 20
< ves the Secretarly of the Department
q about this 1 believe

ticular section &1V

tion the sole authority 1 this field. We talke

before the gentleman 2ame in, and HUD is involved in it to the extent

they will cooperate with the Department of ‘Transportation.

AsI anderstand it, the Qecretary of the Departmen 0 -

tion has the sole authority, it 1 i ing to the

Secretary £ HTousing an Urban PDevelopment
ts off on to the question of what

Mr. Bo¥p. This really gets.o
on the com unity of & P2 jcular system. For example, it is obvious
i kind of offect.on @ community if we are
the groun

tube system which operates under
rather than 2 monorail system which operates above ground. This 18
an area where Housing and Urban Development would have & respon-

sibility to try to calculate that effect. ~ ;
Mr. EDWARDS. But operating directly ander you, a8 1 understand

the transfer of the authority ? - ‘
Mr. Boxp. No, they would not be operating under us. This would
1 operation.

be sort of & Plessy, versus Ferguson, separate but equa
Mr. EDWARDS. That doesn’t work any more?
me cases. % seem to be satis-

Mr. BoyD. Tt works in SO Just some don
an from Alabama. I gathered that

factory. ,

Mr. ReUSS. 1 thank the gentlem

there was @& degree of jointness here by reason of the reading ©
February 19, 1968, document.

Mr. Bowp. I think that s set forth on page 7.

Mr. Reuss. 1 am satisfied, gentlemen, with the answer that Secretary
Boyd has just given ‘me to alleviate XY fear that what’s: everybody’s
business would " be nobody’s business. It is quite clear from the
colloquyf—and T'm going to ask Mr. Hughes and Mr. Wood whether
they agree——tha,t the Department of Transportation anderstands itself
as being primarily responsible for the im: ementation: of section
to the extent that a joint responsibility is left in HUD. Secretary
Boyd has indicated that he would take it asa DOT concern that HUD
exercise satisfactorily its discharg® of that joint responsibility. So, in
essence, Congress can look to the rtation jus

about it, I WO
then come &

Department of Transpo
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as, prior to thig reorganization plan; it Jokeq to HUD as the unified
singlelsourc_e of 'esponsibility. g that a fair statement 2 '
Mr. Boyp, Yes, sir; T think so, T think it i also a two-way street, I
Wwould expect, HUD to manifest g concern. £ :
Mr. Reugs, May T agk Mr., Hughes ang Mr. Wooq whether they
agTee or if there i anything that they disagres wit} in this colloquy?
» : : e : :

Departmehf. would he résponsible “for developing- the hardware and
the scientific anq technological advances for urhan mass transit op
transportation, and you woylq rely on HUD for developing the socia]

the Federa] Government can’t deliver to you the Tequirements of urban
transportation, needs? They te]] Us these are the things that need to
be developed; then, yoy 80 out and develop the hardware rather than

developing the hardwarg and impressing those on the needs of the
city. :

Mr. Bovp, T don’t look at this as DPressing anything on the cities,
Mr., RoseNrar, Impressing was the worq. :

r. Boyp, Impressing. First of all, T want tq get back to what T
think is basic, Mr. Rosenthal, and that is the cities are different, Man-
hattan can’t use the same kind of transportatioy System that Kansas
City is using| T believe that, T may be Wrong, but just by way of ex-
ample, Certainly, if any city an come yup and say these are our re-

bility. T take it that oyp society can build anything. Ag My, Reuss said,
we developed the atomic bomb and we have been able to put 5 man in
ing,

n really jg going to get down to how much money ig
£0ing to he made available to build g System and wi]j that comport
S.
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are. We will have to do‘this in 2 complimentar :
will be able to develop & vacuurn system. 1t may

time

well be that the vertical 1ift aircraft

: :on of the mass transportation requirements of the city.
- Tt may well be that : ) develop dual mode yehic 1
operate from 2 person’s garage to 2 track and 2 guideway, and thing

s have got to be worked out together. Certainly, if the
ro it wants to have 2 single-fam'ﬂy dwelling
of ground, you're not ol pu
you don’t have the population density to suP~
stem. Tt all has to worl togethers b
inds of systems that can be
what costy with what noise impact, with what air pol-

@
lution impact, with what vibration, and so forth.
T. ROSENTHAL: Under the proposad lan, the gt. Lawrence Sea-
way Jevelopment is going to have the same status as urban transporta-
~ tion and Jevelopment. Ny : o
~ —p. Not under the prioposed plan. This was under the legis-
lation enacted last year. There was al insistence that it have the same
) ‘ ministration. That is parb of the law. »
- Mr. ROSENTHAL- Do you have any personal feelings 28 to whether
there should bo any changes in the 1egislation‘€ : ;
v, Boyp. Weare not seeking any changes. :
Mr. ROSENTHAL: ast one other question, ML Chairman._What is
happening with the high-speed frain between Wagshington ‘and New

,»York@ ; , , s
, _Well, it 18 not going 28 fast as we b
Mr. EDWARDS. Do you mean the train or the project ,
r. BoyD. The project- The train 1. We have some technical prob-
‘ ] ook with the various people involved iri
e

. Thad 2 meeting 1ast W »eopl
ufacturer and the component manufacturer as w

developed,

.

ought it would:

- have, they are capable of fairly ready solution
Mr. ROSENTHAL: hen can We eX ject, that kind of gervice? .
Mr. Boyp. Well, 1 have bee‘njburned twice on MY pronouncements,
but I think during the course of this Yxear. ; : s
Mr. ROSENTHAL. Thank you, M1 Chairman. e -
r. BLATNIE: 1% there are DO arther quo,stions, we thank you gentle- '
i Plan No. 2 are concluded

~ men. The hearings oD the Beorgamzatlon

and the meeting 18 adjourned. . 2 S :
(Whereupor, at 12:23 P the subcommittee was ad]onrned.\
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0.8, CoN Ennncnor MAYORS,
; Washington, D.0. March 27, 1968.

Hon. WILLIAM L. DAWSON,
Chairman, GovernmentOpemtions Committees .
Howuse of Represemative,s, W ashington, D.O. ) ; :
e to the president’s reorganization

DeAR MR: CHAIRMAN @ This is in referenc
s from the Dep.artment

lan transt‘erring cert
of Housing and Urban Development to

As president of the U.S. e of Mayors, an organization o
of the Nation’s cities having population ' el it’s of primary
importance of the Congress to understand the local governments’ viewpoint on
this important Federal program. ;

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

The consequence of this role is that mass transit facilities cannot be developed

facilities must be integrally developed with

the proposed reorgani-
t is not intended to promote fragmentation of com-
d to serve the people of our communities an

ty.
1t is our hope, and we request yonr‘help as you approve
zation to make certain that i
development put be designe
i are held on this matter, 1 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.S. Conference of Mayors.

eom———

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF Motor BUS OWNERS,
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1968.

Hon, WILLIAM L. DAWSON,
Chairman, House Committee oW Govemment Operations,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.O.

DeArR MR CHAIRMAN & The National Association of Motor Bus Owners
(NAMBO) favors the transfer of urban mass transportation programs to the
Secretary of Transportation, sed in Reorganization Plan No. 20

NAMBO is the national tra i otorbus industry.
affiliated with the National

ot affiliated with either gystem.

Trailways Bus System, and nume
i ide three-i’.ourths of the intercity motorbus trans-

Collectively, these carriers prov
portation in the United States. In addition to passengers and their baggage, they
transport a substantial volume of package express.

88 transportation ‘are pecoming progressively more
inion, are inseparably connected with
'sportation. Gonseqnently, it is not
‘for the improvements of local,
eloped when Federal




For ©Xample, one of the most promising ways to alleviate trafic congestion and

ma
laneg available fop the €Xclusive op Dreferentia] use of bugeg, An exclusive op
Dreferentig] bus lane Program obviously must-be developeq by the Department in
which the Federa] Highway Administration is locateq and in relation tq the
needs ofl Suburban ang intereity‘bus transportation i
In particulay itic ( i i 5 ‘
inherent economic gng service advantages of rail, bug, Dassenger car, and new
formg of transportation brior to making any large Federal investment. The De-
bartment of Transportation’s basic mission jg to Secure for taxpayerg the 8reatest
Dossible retyrn on Federa] e Denditures for the bPromotion of transportation. The
DProposeg itransfer of urban’ mass transportation DPrograms jg essential if the De-

For the reasons set'forth above, NAMBRO favors Reorganization Plan'No, 2of
1968. Wwe ;respectfully urge the Committee not t0'recommeng favorable action on
; ; ; ; e i

; CHARIEg A Weng, President.
e, '} 4 ;

NATIOlVAL Assocmi'roiv oF Comvrms, :
‘ Washingfton,‘ D.0., Aprig 17, 1968,

Oha'irman, Subcommittee on Emeoutioé and Lem‘slatioe Reorgamzation,, Com-

Dragr CHARMAN Braryxg A balanceq; ‘Hationa] transportation Doliey is ap.

Solutely essential if oyp Nation ig to contimje 4 Maintain’ the €conomic. growth

t is with this background that oyp board of directors and our Committee on
Transportation eeting in- Washington, D.c, January 22, 1968, unanimously
endorseq- the' concepts embodied iy Reorganization Plan No, o of 1968, The
adopteq resolution reads as follows

% esolved, bearing ipn mind the rationale of Congress in Creating the single

e€bartment of Transportation, the Nationa] Assoeiation of' Countieg endorseg
the Proposeq transfer of Federal mass. transit assistance and demonstration
brograms from the Department of H using ang Urban Development to the De.
bartment of Transportation. The Nationa] Association of Countieg further urges

| 2 n areg.” i
€ to request that thig letter be made a par¢ of the officia]l h‘earings
on thig Pbroposal, anq I shouig like to thank yoy in advance fop your Considers-
tion of thig request, ! ! ot ;

Sincerely yours,

‘BERN ARD F. HILLENBRAND,
¢ Brecutive Directo,
—_—

‘Narroyarz, Lracug OF. Crr1ixg,
: : Washz’ngton, D.c., Aprit 17, 1968.
Hon. J OHN A, BLATNIK, : : é
Ohaz‘rmcm, Subco‘mmz‘ttee on Brecutipe and Legz‘slatwe Reoryanizatz’on, Rayburn
House Ofice Buildmg, ,Washington, D.C. i
DEag CONGRESS%MAN Brarwix . The Nationa] League of Citieg firmly endorseg
Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1968 transferring brimary responsibility for the
urban mggg transit Program from, the Department of Housing and Urbgp Devel-
opment to the Department of Transportation. :
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In an article in the Februaly 1968 issue of our official publication, Nation’s
Cities, Mayor J . D. Braman, ,Seattle, Wash., chairman of the ,National TLeague of
Cities’ Committee on Transportation, set out seven criteria for determination 0
the Jogical and efficient Federal ‘ad,miniStrativ‘e jurisdl’ction for the urban mass
transit program and a copy. of Mayor Braman’s article is enclosed for the record.
These criteria were develope’d by the National League of Cities’ Committee on
Transportation. We have judged, the reorganization plan by these criteria. We
pelieve We can endorse the plan pecause the plan itself and preliminary policies
and procedures set forth by the two Departments can, we pelieve, achieve our
goals a8 stated bY Mayor Praman.

Sincerely,
AriEN E. PRITCHARD, Jr.,
Assistant Buecutive Director.

[From {he Nation’s Cities, February 19681

URBAN Tnnnsrowrmion AT THE Gnossaonos——HAno DECISIONS Must BE MADE
: IN WASHINGTON paIS YEAR

(By 3 D. Praman)

The most casual gerutiny of our national goals raises the qnestion of just Why
4 2

we, 28 @ nation, choose to place our emphaSis in one ared a against another. A

g us w rhan environment.
Reconeiling this difference in attitude poses one of the more difficult tasks for

man on the moon is packed up by & target date
and a programed pudget. The fact that present technology ig not capable of per-
forming the task is a matter of limited concern S €

‘than a planned 1ong-range prograil with adequate resources packed by & will
t0 movemountains, we must ith 8¢ el . i
problem in the metropolitan areas reaches dramatic proportions, only then do

e act. ;
1f crisis be the yardstick of action, the time haskcome for us to get moving
again. The,metropolitan areas of the United States are vapproaehing chaos in the

1 m W 1
tion system for metropolitan areas. The Housing and Home Finance ‘Administra-
tion Was given responsibility for this program,. properly recognizing the role of

T n sha > nts.

When the Department of Housing and Urban Development was created, the
mass transit prograd was placed under, the aegis of the Assistant Secretary for
Metropolitan Development. In the years this programhas been operating lack
of adequate appropriations has limited its national jmpact: The program has,
however, acted a8 & stimulus to many cities and it contains the hope of better
days ahead. Congressappropriated $125 mililon in fiscal 1968 for the total urban

mass transit progran By way of contrast, $4.4 pillion will be made available

' nt.
portation, Congress narrowed the Presidential request Y addressing itself to the
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Specifie Dbroblem g4 follows : “The Secretary [of the Department of Transporta-
tion] ang the Seere_tary of Housing and Urban Development shall study anq report
Within 1 year aftep the effective date of this act to the President and the Congregsg
on a logicey ANd efliciens organizatioy and location‘of the urpay, mass tmnsporta-
tion Tunctions in the executie branch» [Emphasis‘added. 1 S ST ‘

This repopt is due py April 1968 ’ ; ! =

In the bast, the focus of Federa] ‘programs has been entirely too harrow, Not
Only haye they been uneoordinated but at times they have actually worked against
each other and in the Drocess havye ‘damaged or, in Some cases, ldestroyed the

The Nationa] League of Citieg recognizeg the neeq to Coordinate transportation
and other eommunity Programg, Its transportation bolicy States:

“In the development of all Mmodes of transportation Systems fop Service to the
Nation’g urban aregg it is imperative.that due consideration be given ipn Dlanning
and project .implementation to all urban Problemg interrelated Wwith Tansportatiop,
developm’ent Such ag housing,, education, Welfare, and local ﬁnancmg. To thig end,
all Federa] urban transportation ‘Programg must provige for consultatiop and
agreementyg ith loea] officig]g on objeetives, DPlans, ang Specifie Projects.”

the transportqt; 1 modes mogt aDpropriate for thy . i
Priority consideration should pa given to the' t‘unding of g balanceq
transportation System fop urban areas, :
Public transportation Should pe a land yge pl‘anning tool to be u1seq in improving
the quality of the environ: A :
The NI, transportation Dolicy ajgo Drovides':
Gov, n

. eny . :
(2) The Darticulay charaeteristics of each urban’region shoulg determine
at areg

: D
highways, urban agy transportation; airhnes, railroads, and Waterwayg but
o ‘overgq] nationg] DPolicy hag been developeg or: dealing With tran'sportation
as an integra] and relateq System ‘to: be dealt With in. Coordinateq and rationag
Mannery; Maiiy of our nationg] transportation Dolicies gra eontradictory and do
ot allow for the impact of one form of transportationlon another,» ot ;
. The Federal Government has not been completely Temisy jp Tecognizing thig
Droblem, The 1962 Federa] Aiq Highway Act requireg that each metropolitay
area of over | 50,000 Dbopulation develop a"comprehensive transportation lan
This jg 5 hopery) sign byt falls fap short of developing local Capability fopn a
balanceq transportation System, - : ‘
Shoulq you Wwonder why ‘we are ﬂoundering in our transportation Morasg,
Wwing : '

Development‘ of a total urhap System jg limiteq because thig Dublie transporty.
tion component; dependg on what hag been, up urtil thig boint, g relat‘ively minor
Aannug] Federal; appropriation in contrast tq assureq Substantigy Federa] funds

a

S€ of high ay fundgs for highway~related bublic transportation ‘needs jg
‘Severely restricted py law, notwithstanding the fact that they are actually an
adjunct of the highway System, :

: 'he Interstate System has done a Magnificent Job-of hringing automobileg into
urban areas. Byt only minimg] attention has'been baid to the congestion Problem
‘Which blagueg every metropolitay area, i

Interstate and the ABC Programg has €ncourageq development of DParticulgp
‘classes of roads in urban areas Wwithout Proper regard to needs op Drioritjeg,

The Transportation Committee of the Nationaj League of Citieg Dresently
is developing a ﬁ;nanoing and administrative Structure for coordinating urban

n wil] elimingte biaseg inherent in
rative Structureg that typify Present

The time will shortly pe upon us whep HUD ang DOT wiy be requireq to make
their Jjoint report ion the jurisdietion for the future administration of urban
mass trangit. In Making this judgment, an ObDortunity is offered to help urban
areas solye one of thejp most provoking Dbroblemsg, 1 Submit that we will not Solve

the Crisig of our Nation’y citieg until we have understooq the signiﬁeaHCe 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 determinat-ion- of the 1ogical and efficient Federal administrative juris-
diction for the urban mass transit program ghould jnclude consideration of the

following*
1) A public transportation system must have as its

hancement of the quality of the environment.
i Adequate provision as to b made to assure that meaningful community
values will be mal i ¢ future development, affected DY
the transportation ality as well as peing saie,
convenient and at-a co veling publie. The
transportation system required to preserve or -enhance community yalues may
not at all times meet the dards of financial f.easibility‘for public

t also be structured to give

transportation. Pplanning and approv
t vi values. Short-range economics 18

appropriate consideration
only one of geveral essential factors. ; ;
i s should evolve‘.their owl transportation solutions.
ust assurethat metro-

(2) Metropolitan area;
Administration of public transportation progra :
politan areas will be allowed to solve their owl transportation proble

thority responsible for implement-

should be made directly to the appropriate au

ing the plan. )
(3) No one transportation mode should be in & position
jnfluence on what the interrelationships of modes should be. o :
A mechanism must exist to jve urban transportation
network can be pla’nned and developed wi ] gh financ-
ing patterns or administrative arrangements which favor any particular gystem.
4) Research and developmel must .con
gocial values a8 well as traditional function—orien ]
"~ Research and de.velopment must: be oriented toward meeting the .particular
\ £ urban transportation systems and solving urban needs rather
thanvisimply jmproving: cy of a'transportation,system.
£:8 18

primary purpose the en-

to exercise undue

the economy and efficien
ust. allow & sufficient variety of projects to take into

account differing characteristics of various metropolitan areas.
ini i ngement 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.
The administrative structure of the agency or agencies given the responsibility
s transit program must provide that the individual responsible

i toguarantee that he: will-have a positive voice

am, and recommending pudget.
funded as. @ gystem if we are to achieve bal~

anced transportation in m reas ) ) R
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 tobe agsurance

oney committe i ) the date promised. This,is & coneern:
of utmost importance and requires the concurre a positive,support of the

i with administering this program.

ing urban mass transit sys-

should be made available.

apabili ifferent metropolitan.

areas. All snformation which is materia stablishing & palanced transporta-
edundancy

tion system shou

of effort which wastes poth time and money-

The seven criteria are not submitted as being all inclusive. These are reason-
hich the Congress and the executive pranch O our Government
0 peing of primary concern'to metropolitan America.
olected tO be one of the laboratories in urban survival. We

] a .

way in our ghetto into 2 gnifying poulevard, wi

The station areas | ! m jvity centers. Rapid transit wilk
nvert our ghetto into, nopefullys

sorve as the vertebrae ab h' W
one of the most desira in Seattle in which tolive.

i




TRANSPORTATION Assocmrmn OoF AMERICA,
Washinyton, D.c., April 22, 1968.

Hon, JOoHN A BLATNIK,
Ohairman, Subcommittee on E:vecntive and Legislative Reoryanieation of the
ouse C’ommt‘ttee on Government Opemm‘ons U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.o.

DEag OHARN AN Brarnig . On behalr of the hoarq of directorg of the Trang.
Dortation Association of Ameriea, I shoulq like ‘to €Xpress TA A’y Subport of Re.
organization Plan N, 2 of 1968 which would transfer the jurisdiction of mogt

edera] Drogramg in the area of urban mggg transportation from the Department
of Housing and Urbanp Development to the Department of Transportation.

rationa] and! balanceq DPolicy anproach to the Nation’g overal] transportatio’n
Droblems, vy, belieye that the transfer of the urban mass transportation pro-

Furthermore, it is anticipateq that the new Urban Masgs Transportation Ag-

ministration in the Department of Transportation, as called for in the reorganij-

Zation Dlan, Working with Other elementg of the Department; will consolidate and

focug efforts to develop and €mploy the most modery transportation teehnology

in the Solution | o the transportation broblemsg of our cities~whieh are greater
re.

€ request that this.letter be made 5 bart of the officia] record of the hearingg
he President’g Reorganization Plan No, 2 of 1968,
2 . b

Hazrorp F, HAMMOND, President.

0 w.
toward the improvement of existing magg transportation facilitieg and the devye].
opment of new meang of transportation for our urban masses. A pilot brogram
of demonstrations was authorized jip 1961 ; the bassage of the 1964 act.si
Commitment to substantial Federa] assistance in ﬁnancing capital improvements
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1966 amendments provided for technical assistance in the plannin
ided funds for the training of personnel' in transit opera-
180 directed HUD to undertake 2 special study for the
and demonstrations of new

m of research,

developn
systems in urban transportation.
These programs in urban mass transportation seek to—
i ass transit facilities a8 part of overall
facilitate orderly

1) encourage 1ocal planning of m
comprehensive planning for the urban region, in order to
community development; » :
(2 assist in making the city, particularly the central €ore, yiable by
] nd circulation Within heavily congested areas;

ause of age, health or jncome,

1.
ans of transportation :and ! :
stems of urban transportation which
1y develop-

have no altern

(4) develop 1€ methods and new SY tem

will prove faster, safer, and more cal and will enable new
ing areas to grow in an orderly manner. ‘

A total of $675 million has been authorized under the 1964 act as amended,

as follows:
AUTHORIZATION

fin millions of dollars]
Authorization Appropriation

AND APPROPR!AT\ONS

Fiscal year 1965.5-----
Fiscal year 1960

Fiscal year e
Fiscal year 1968.-
Fiscalyearl 9.

{ation. To fund

1 Advance appropria\ion.
program need,

ble for ‘appropr

Of the authorization, $55 million remains availa
{he program ond fiscal year 1969 at the level
additional authorization will be needed.
i i i sy transit was documen ed

in a 1966 survey

of estimated

The nee
Institute of Public Adminis
of mass transit capital improvement programs in 11
40 percent 0 population of all CSMSA’S. From this analysis, @
-year projection indicates approximately $10.9 pillion in capital financ-
6 billion for existing and proposed rail transit‘systems, 1.3 billion
ds, and an estimated $1 pillion for possible future rail

for bus replacement needs,

systems.
Grant funds committed under the 1964 act through March 31 1968, total :
NT FUND COMMITMENTS UNDER THE 1964 ACT '

GRA
{in millions of dollars]
Capital Research, ~* Technical Managerial
grants development, and studies training
1 demonstratuon‘s
SRS ey i e
rosal yeaT 1988 o snar T T T T 9.1
Fiscal year 66 -~ 106.1 R TR R v i
Fiscal year 1967 -m-=- 4 120.9 9.1 3.1 0.1
Fiscal year 1968 through Mareh-------2 105. 4 5.1 1.6 .0l
ol e e 383.1 29,2 4,1 1
The demand for Federal funds is increasing at an accelerated rate. An existing
backlog of applications under the capital grant program exceeds $255 million;
million is requested for improvements for rail rapid transit
b a related facilities. This ratio
r 1967. While

of this total, $340
o5 million for buses an
i 1 the end of fiscal yea

gystems an

is consistent with program

bus projects accounted for 64 percent out of
stituted only 21.3 percent of the total fund reservation

program.

they con-
the capital grant




Percent

‘ .
__________________ $203, 169, 689 73.1;
50,177,

i , 177,917 ApproximatelylS percent of tota),
us.___ iy 99,077"089 21.3. :
I A 30,489,389 Approximately 11 Percent of tota),
Boat 15,488:337 5.6.

Total Sjont reservation . 277,735 108 100,
Deferreq pending planning Uan, 6). 35, 026 305

i 5 ' ’
Currently Rayable (50 percent)_ 242, 708,803 © . ¥ '
Actually disburseq”_ "~ " il R 51,282 048
N K ., - h————
“Through the end of fisca] yoap 1967, the average 8rant under the capital grant

Program wag $4.2 million ; 8rants were distributeq abong 5 cities ang metro-
Dolitan pregg In 25 States. and. Puerto Rico. The distribution by size of Popula-

tion is as followy » ;
| i
| K Aggregate
i Population group . Number grants

| (thousands)
\\_ \5“ \
Under 50,000 7
2,0

The vast imajority of transit fundg committed g0 far in the capital grang

8ram invoelye the rajj commutep and rapiq transit Systems of Some of the Nation’g
major. metropolitan areas, Virtually all of these improvements are under con-

Struction with th eneficia]l results yet to come, T k areg alone hgg
Teceived ovep $98 illion te in Federa] transit grants—fo). Such: projecty as
new g bway capg in N York Cit » 144 new cars a her IMprovementq on

The recently approveqd $28.4 million 8rant for the New Haven Railroaq is one
-Step in the brogram of reviving thig bankrupt, but vitally Deeded Jine, Some
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gervice to

expressways, which will provide faster and more dependable gransit
well over 100,000 Ch'lcagoans, some of whom will save as much a8 28 minutes
travel time for one-way trip.
ne Boston gystem is basi ally an old one, and the rapid {ransit stations show
f ag and deterioration. or a $6 million transit grant,
lete facelifting, wit! late 20th cen-
rather depress’mg, i atmos
B Bay district,

nese statd
i in many cas
i i peart of the f£amo a
imously favorable comment.

jon of the rapid
example in the

ith changes in servic

A Expeﬁments with
new technology --=-=~~c
i w managemen

aratory to submission to
nd Jdevelop-
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REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 3 OF 1968
(D.C. RECREATION FUNCTIONS)

/TUESDAY, MAY 14, 1968

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
Exrcurive AND LEGISLATIVE
REORGANIZATION SUBCOMMITTEE
or THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2203, Rayburn House
Oﬁﬁqza1 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. Bratnik. 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 Distri¢t 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. L

(Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1968 follows:)

ED
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[H. Doc‘.ﬂ No. 280, 90th Cong., second sess.]

Mgessace From THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, TRANSMITTING REoR-
GANIZATION PraN No. 3 oF 1968, BRINGING RECREATION ProGraMs UNDER
tHE AUTHORITY OF THE DistrIcT OF COLUMBIA 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.
~ If it is to be truly great, the city must be lively and inviting—a place of beauty
and pleasure.

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 -care,
and conservation. : i

There is no reason to distinguish between recreation and other - community
service programs now vested in the Commissioner. :
_Accordingly, I am today submitting to the Congress Reorganization Plan No.
3 of 1968. This plan brings recreation programs under the authority of the District
of Columbia Comimissioner. 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 : i
. The plan aghieves 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. 3 : :

The accompanying reorganization plan has been prepared in accordance with
chapter 9 of title 5 of the United States Code. 1 have found, after investigation,
that ‘each reorganization included in the plan is necessary to accomplish one or
rélo:‘ie of the purposes set forth in section 901 (a) of title 5 of the United States

ode. :

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.

o Lynpon B. JoHNSON.
Tree Waire Housg, March 13, 1958.

i REORGANIZATION Pran No. 3 or 1968.

(Prepared by 'the President 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

SectioN 1. Definitions. (a) As used in this reorganization plan, the term ‘‘the
Recreation Board” means the Distriet of Columbia Recreation Board provided
for in District of Columbia Code, sec, 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 provisioh and include the said provision as amended, modified, or supple-
mented prior to the effective date of this reorganization plan.

Skc. 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 @11b¥mt-~ to the.provisions of section 305-0f Reorganization.:Plan

Sec. 4. Imcidental transfers. (a) ‘Al petsoniiel, ‘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

ecreation Board or the Superintendent of Recreation are hereby transferred to
the Commissioner of the District of Columbia. ST e el g

(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. oy : :

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. e ‘ ; ' '

. 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. Brarnik. We may proceed with the witnesses. First, we have
our good friend, Mr. Hughes. - ; i
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. . Lo
C%mmissioner WasHiNgTON. 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. Buarnik. Off the record. o
(Discussion off the record.) . e
Mr. BLaTnik. 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. ot
Mr. Hughes, you are an old hand at these hearings. How should
we start? Should we start with your stetement? bangien
- Mr. Hugnss. 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. e
Mr. BLarnik. You open up the hearings with your statement,
Mr. Hughes. .
'Mr. Hucrgs. All right, sir.
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STATEMENT OF HON. PHILLIP S. HUGHES, DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
: BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

Mr. Hugars. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I am pleased to present the views of the Bureau of the Budget on
Reorganization P{)an No. 3 of 1968, providing for certain reorganiza-
tions relating to District 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. L

“When Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1967 was under consideration
by the Congress, the question was raised repeatedly as to why provi-
sions were not made for the transfer to the new Commissioner of a
variety 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
problems with the commission form of municipal government which
Reorganization 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, “it will be possible to
effect further improvements, both in the structure of the District

overnment and in its relationship to other agencies serving the

ation’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 criticism 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. S

The statutory position of the Superintendent would be abolished as
would the Board itself. 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. i

“In sum, Reor%anization Plan No. 3 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 activities. I
urge, therefore, that the Congress permit the plan to take effect.

' Tha(fi is the end of my prepared statement. I would be glad to
procee - L , N

Mr. Brar~ik. We will proceed with the Mayor. B :

- Commissioner Washington, would you proceed with your statement?

STATEMENT OF HON. WALTECR E. WASHINGTON, COMMISSIONER OF
' THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Commissioner WasHiNGTON. Yes, sir; T 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 I 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



activities. .

6
‘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 for too many years they have had to ftry 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.
: ‘fnhat this action would give the city a far more viable program in the

With respect to the reorganization proposal specifically, at present
the District of Columbia Reereation Department 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 looking at it. B In ~ - e e

Mr. Brarnik: Without objection, the chart will follow the .actual
text of your statement which will appear in the record. i,
“Commissioner' WaszingroN. 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 abolislﬁ the Board of Recreation and transfer its
functions, with those of the Superintendent of Recreation, to ‘the
District: of Columbia Commissioner.: - o Do e ,
_Like urban renewal, recreation is a vital and integral element of
the ecity’s lifé. It is cfoselyrelabed 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 achieving the necessary co-

~ ordination of recreation programs with the other closely related Dis-

trict programs. And I again refer to that chart, Mr. Chairman, and

1 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

There should be no distinction 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. G
~ 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 speciﬁcalfy; ad%resSéd themselves to the
need for a closer relationship of urban renewal and recreation, both
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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
District of Columbia. ' ;

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 it 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
approval 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. : i

(The organization chart referred to follows:)
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Mr. BuaTnik. 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, C‘HAiRMAN, DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA RECREATION BOARD AND DEPARTMENT;
ACCOMPANIED BY MRS. ELIZABETH M. STERN, VICE CHAIRMAN

Mr. Tromas. 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. Brarnik. Off the record. : o

(Discussion off the record.) :

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

- Mr. Tuomas. My name is William Hammond Thomas, and I
appear here today as Chairman of the District of Columbia Recreation
Board. I thank you, on behalf of the Board, for this opportunity to
present the views of the District of Columbia Recreation Board rela-
tive to the President’s proposal for the reorganization of the District
10\}" Columbia recreation functions, designated as Reorganization Plan

0. 3. ' '

The District of Columbia Recreation Board supports the President’s
Reorganization Plan No. 3. : 5 '

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, andp 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. 4

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 1l-man board with agency representatives from the

~ Board of Education, National Park Service, and the City Council.

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. E \
"(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. P e e S
~ (7) The Board would be responsive to and representative of
the community. . e e
(8) The Board would render judgment on pro ram_priorities
for the Recreation Department subject to I"eviéw‘%)yj 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
a‘iltono'mous Board to a posture consonant with the reorganization
~plan. | o ‘ -
" Tinally, 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. e
Mr. Brarnik. These are your recommendations to the committee
and the present Commissioner? o ‘
Mr. TromAs. Yes. e ; , ‘
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. Secat. Thank you, Mr. Blatnik. It is a pleasure to be here.
The Citizens Task Force on Recreation 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. o e '

~_ 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 numlerous 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. , v , £

©  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. - S e e e
~ We found that recreation activities were fragmented and divided
between the Recreation Department, the N ational 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 ¢oordination of these
activities. & : £ R A
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. G 5 : : ~

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. ! G ! ! :

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, we urge approval of Reorganization
Plan No. 3 placing the recreation program within the District 2ov-
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: Szean. 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. N o

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. SecaL. Yes, sir. S S S o

Mr. Brarwik. Who would present the budget request to the
Congress? That would go to the District of Columbia Committee,
would 1t? ;

Mr. SEgan. 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. ' V

Mr. BLarnik. Directly to the Congress?

Mr, Tromas. 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 Council 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. v
" Mr. Brarnik. Mr. Hughes, would you have any comment to make?

T am particularly interested in why the budget is so greatly inadequate.

Mr. Hugrgs. I 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., BraTnik. Part of the total budget which is then presented to
the District of Columbia Committee. ‘ ‘

Mr. Hugues. That would be the case under the plan. With respect
to budget levels, I 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 a
sense, 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 could
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?

Mr. Hugres. We will 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:)

ExmcuTive. OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
) Washington, D.C., May 20, 1968.
Hon. Joun A. BLATNIK, :
House of Re‘presentatives,
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 Reereation & Park Association has supplied us with figures on program
budgets of larger munpicipalities ‘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 a variety of
municipal agencies, but very frequently county and State programs represent
significant inputs into the municipal recreation package. The District is city,
county, an{i State rolled into one. On the other hand, the National Park Service
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makes a significant eontribution to reereation resouices available to the Distriet
- citizen. Moreover, figures are not.readily avai ble:to indicate: for these cities
. the magnitude of existing problems or the’scale of the capital development pro-
grams devoted to recreation facilitiés. i R e e
“In 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 inthe light of overall local needs.
and priorities. - L L O e :
Sincerely,

(. Paitue S.,H\UGHEVS, s
R . Deputy Director,.-

; ’ | NATIONAL RECREATION & PARK ASSOCIATION L
FROM THE PARK AND RECREATION YEARBOOK. 1965—EXPENDITURES FOR FISCAL YEAR'1965.

- Percapita. .

7 citiest P
F AT ©expenditure.

15005000 . -
858,000
765,000

2 Cincinnati, Ohio ] 5
- Cleveland, Qhio-(Board of Educat|
(Board of Education)-

. ‘Milwaukee, Wis.
. Philadelphia, Pa
“New Orleans, La
. Columbus; Ohio.
. Pasadena, Calif..
. Jersey City, N.J.&
. Providence, R.l. H
istrict of Columbia. ... _ /. 0 IITITTTITTImm e b ;

. 6,000,
276,101
191, 000

800, 000.

c‘woe\ncs_m.hwr\n—a

1 Major cities of 200,000 and up with separate recreation departments.: '+ 11 AR
21965 astual. . by o Lt

- Mr. Seear. Mr. Chairman, I 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 light of -
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.

- Our contention is that this type of recreation center is needed in all.
the areas of the city, especiaﬁy 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 eould see why we
recommend this figure, = N S

Mr. Bratnik. Any questions, Mr. Reuss?

Mr. Reugs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ., P
_To me, this is clearly an excellent reorganization plan. 1 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%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 yearsto
come. G e e R .‘

I note that there was a great deal tha s, not aceo
‘Reorganization Plan No. 3. Some of - 1ings that should
~ done are now being done inder Reorganization Plans  and 4 of |
_ but I notice that there are all kinds of functions still left lying around
“iin the District of Columbia which are not under the Mayor-Commis- .
i e ; . ;
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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. - . Coe
" Mr. Huengs. 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 mnecessarily controversial may become contro- -
(versial. And|it is not always easy to tell at the outset which is whichl|

But,

both fot 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.. e e Pl

. Mr. Reusg. Thank you very much.

. Mr. Buarnik. Mr. KErlenborn. Fo ke b ,

. Mr. ErLeNBogN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry that Mayor

‘Washingtonis not here. He will be back in a few minutes? @ "

'Mr. Buatnik: He will be back in a few minutes. I bave some
questions, too, to ask him. » : I e

. Mr. ErLenBorN: But I 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

T 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. Tromas. We 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. i , ,
~ Mr. ErLENBORN. You are fairly well assured that some successor

“board will be appointed? - : ER R :

Mr. Taomas. The Mayor indicated ‘that he was amenable to the

formation of a successor board. He made no—- RERME

** Mr: ErLENBORN. No commitment. g ' ,

Mr. Tromas. No commitment, but he indicated that if we would
tell him what we wanted, then he would give it'serious consideration.

© M Brarnik. Would the gentleman yield? - - .0 -
 Mr. Eguengorn. Certainly,’ 00

- Mr: Buarnik. Was your proposal submitted as a formal proposition
in writing? AT T T L IR T

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

as a formal proposition to the Mayor. e

. Mr. Brarnix. 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. s B i s e
- Mr. Bratwik. Fine. s ‘
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Mr. SeeaL. Our task force is meeting with the Mayor actually
this noon. We are going to discuss this kind of proposal that you
suggest,. sl 5 Gl i

‘Mr, ErrenBorN. 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. %he 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 public forum so to speak for establish-
-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 Department.'Now, we are concentrating the rule and 'regula-
tion'power in the Commissioner and not having this by law at least-—
there may be.by agreement some policy committee, but by law you
will not }ymve any group broadly representative of the residents of
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 planis 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-
+ vtional 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. e
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 speéak 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. ErnexBor~. 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. THomas. I meant the original reorganization plan:that 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
I think Mr: Hughes wants to comment on this.
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~ Mr. Hucnss. 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. ; e ; v
~ 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. : : ,
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 Council 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. : : 2t e '
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
tacilities 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, I think, elements that should
be considered, the Board of Education, park, District, civic 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: i T Lot
‘Mr. Hucuss. 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. ErLEnBorN. Well, as I recollect, the Council does not-establish
the budget. .
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Mr. Huergs. No, but it reviews it and may modify it.
Mr. ErLENBORN. They may refuse to accept a particular line item
| or something like that. ‘ »

Mr. Hucgnes. 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 one man?

Mr. Hugaes. 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. Brarnig. 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. BratNix. 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. Brarnik. 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
needs 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. It is, 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 public
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 1n 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 1t
just is curious to me that no part of this authority is given to the
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 Qouncil which also by law must hold public hearings and I presume
‘would allow the public to express themselves.
Mr. BratNik. Mr. Segal has a response, I assume, on this same
point. :

Mr. Segal. . ,

Mr. SEGaL. 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 function 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. , ; e

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 region,
in addition| to having two youth representatives and representatives,
appointed by the various agencies involved. And our thought was
that these people would, in effect, develop the kind of needs: the
have in their communities, the kind of recreation needs they have
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 mue
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. ErLexBorN. Yes, maybe I could restate the question.

Mr. BratNik. 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. EruensorN. The sentiment I was expressing in the form o
question was the fact that presently the District of Columbia Re¢
ation Board is broadly representative of the community. By 1
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 to 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 WasuiNaToN. I would think that might even be
counterproductive. I think the matter that we are concerned with is




first to get a so-called “handle” on the situation within the framework
of the District. o

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
| is 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
on 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. ErvenBorN. The rulemaking power will be concentrated in
ou.

Commissioner WASHINGTON. Yes.

Mr. ErLENBORN: The present rulemaking power of the District of
folumbia Recreation Board will be given to you. ~
Commissioner WasuingTon. Under this proposal, yes.

Mr. ErLENBORN. Whereas, with parks and other things under the
corganization plan of last year, the rulemaking power was given to
e Council. :

Commissioner WasuaiNgToN. 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
as given last year under the reorganization plan, also setting aside
Pace 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-typefunctions.

Commissioner WaszINGTON. And technically, Mr. Congressman,
I might say that the Counecil 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.
It is one that I would be concerned about, as you are, if we did no
recognize it.

Mr. 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 WasaiNgToN. Well, T 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

activities bf your entire population, every age group. I believe thaj
virtually from the kindergarten through the old people, we shoul
have programs that speak to the needs of this city, and particular]
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 a 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 delij
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. ErrenBorN. 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 WasuINGToN. 1 would agree with you, sir.

Mr. Buarnik. 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. Brarnik. Mr. Brown. ‘ :

Mr. Brow~. 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
{ 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 WasuiNgToN. 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.
gli{)lk we may have difference of opinion on this, but I was not in
debate. ,
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
i/lplan 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? o

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. Beown. But not by regulation, just by tradition.

ommissioner WasuiNgroN. 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
' advisory committee to the Recreation Board; in other words, the.
growth of this program from the ground up.

Commissioner WasuingTon. 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 I
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? ‘ G ‘ : .

Mr. Huengs. I do not see how it could, Mr. Brown, if you would
aot 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 budeet 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
the matter is automatically in the public arena and a matter for
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
condieted. il s T B e @ i
'Mr. Brown. Yes. You were discussing budget, and the question
of regulation also comes into this, and program and:so forth.
‘Mr. Hueuzs. Regulation is, I think, an overstatement really; that
is the point T was trying to make with Mr. Erlenborn. We are talk-
ing about the administration of a recreation program ‘and not about;
what I would consider legislative or quasi-legislative functions of th
sort that are vested now in the Council. We are talking about th
administrative machinery to run a recreation program, hours, wh
uses what when, and those kinds of things. ; :
Mr. Browy. 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 Commmissioner, that you would have one mor,
protection for, if you will, self-government. Of course, the Counc
is an appointed group, too, but you would still have one more metho
of getting~+— - i : e B a0
‘Mr. Hugugs. A broader forum. ; o :
Mr. Browx (continuing). Getting this as the Commissioner pointe
out, very important area in the hands of the peopleof the communit
Now, this is what I think ought to be the function of representatiy
government. And I would like to ask the Commissioner, who p
pared this reorganization plan? o : :
‘Commissioner WasarngToN. T think we all had parts in it. O
entire governmental group, both' administrative and legislatiy
along with the Bureau of the Budget participated. _ ]
Mr.  Bebwn. In- other words, the Council participated in
consideration of the aspect of this plan? o
Commissioner WAsHINGTON. In some of it; yes. And I do-
think we have a debate here from my standpoint, Mr. Brown,
that subject. The question was whéther or not we would have any
feeling about adding rulemaking power to the Couneil. T 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 group—and this is where it gets
sticky—if %f"ou are going to have a citizens advisory group, or whatever
you are going to call it, and then you have a Council with rulemsaking
powers, too, who is going to come up with e e
~ Mr. Brown. Now, the citizens advisory group, as I understand
the reorganization plan before ‘us, is mot speci cally called for; is
that correet? CRETT R G R iy e e
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Commissioner WasaiNaToN. Not specifically called for, but if you
established it, you would certainly have certain rulemaking respon-
sibilities. L _ ‘ ‘

~ 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
objectives for this governmental change which I think are all Iaudible.
Commissioner WasuingTon. T do, too. :
Mr. Brown. Will you accept them?
Commissioner Wasninaron. Absolutely.
Mr. Brow~. Will the next Mayor accept them?
Mr. BrarNik. He cannot answer that. :
Commissioner WasuiNgToxn. I do not think you expect me
‘Mr. BrRown. That is exactly the point. I do not think you can
peak for the next Mayor. Z
Commissioner Wasminaron. Well, I would not think T could.
Mr. Brarnik. The Chair would like to object here. The Mayor
id not 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. Brarnik. I think the record should show—1 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. Hugues. That it certainly is, Mr. Chairman. T 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
t 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. i ‘ /
. suggest that as a line of approach here, I think the basic question
eally is what we are talking about by way of “regulations,” and I
think we are talking about very pedestrian “regulations” indeed.

- Mr. Brarnik. Mr. Brown. g
Mr. Brown. Yes, if you will permit me, the point T 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. 1 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, but 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 i
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. It was merely because of th
prestige and the vantage point of the Mayor’s office that I felt thaj
rather than as now—of course, the Board 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 WasarNgToN. 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 functid
of a department, as I see it, and as I have read the report of t
Citizens Task Force which suggested that there is sometll)l'
ently wrong there—I think that the recast of the functioning of t
department into the whole delinquency area, the whole cultural
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 programs, will indeed cause this budget to
go beyond what it is now. I 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-Tesourees, the tax
funds, and so forth ;

Commissioner WasHINGTON. 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 WasniNgToN. 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. I would be very happy to share the
information, but the resources I think I am going to keep for myself.

Mr. BraTnik. Mr. Edwards.

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

Mr. Brarnig. Thank you very much,

Mr. Segal, we thank you very much for a very interesting and

elpful presentation; and the same to you, Mr. Thomas.

Mr. Taomas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. ‘

Mr. Brarnik. We have a statement submitted by the League of

omen 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 LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE DISTRICT
oF CoruMBIA, PRESENTED BY ELIzZABETH 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
velopment programs and the program budgeting process. Yet, the league feels
at this plan does not include the city’s major recreation resource, the city’s
rk lands, and that through a future reorganization these areas should be
ought under the jurisdiction of the Commissioner..
Thus, because of our interest in a more efficient and centrally responsible
government under the single Commissioner and City Council, 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. BuaTnik. 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. Wargrs. I think that you, Mr. Erlenborn, and Mr. Brown
 have raised some, important questions, : e

.

. Mr. Buarnixk. Why do we not wai

i

t just a minute, Mr. Waters,

 We would like to hear you and have your statement in the record.

Will you please take a chair? fR

Mr. WaTERS. Yes, sir. Srinee

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. Watgrs. Yes, sir, Mr. Blatnik.

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

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

Mr. Brow~. 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. L

Mr. 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
ground 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 coordinaf
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 me‘mbe]fof the Board, 7 of which were in the capacity as Chairma

It would ‘be an understatement to say that there are no pressi
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 administiration, 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, certainly 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 reorgani tion plan unquestions
ably will deny to the citizenry the opp -be heard at public
hearings, and before public board meetin ,
~Rather, it seems to me that what is necessary
District Building by the Commissioner and Ci
is a Recreation Board under mandate by the
integral part of the District government.
created by the Congress is not to be consi
curiosity. o o ‘ :
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
ragmentation of recreation service and responsibility. This fragmen-
tation started with the introducton of the poverty program. 1t has
pecelerated substantially since then because many agencies find that
fhey have collateral or peripheral interests and embark accordingly
ithin their own range of choice rather than recognize that the Recre-
ption Board, under public law, has the total responsibility for public

is an awareness at the
ty Council that there
Congress; that it is-an
The Recreation Board
dered an organizational

ties which emanate from Commissioner Washington’s - office, the
Board of Education, and from the Park Service. This year the Park
bervice has introduced an extensive program “Summer in the Parks.”
ecreation service, in the broadest context, is, basically and funda-
wentally, a responsibility of the Recreation Board. To me it seems
at these agencies are overzealous. If the agencies have public funds,
s they do, the community will receive the best recreation service
nd the greatest mileage out of the funds only when channeled through
he Recreation Board. This is the only way in which an agency can
iecessfully 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
hder service in the city of Washington, a municipality and as the
ation’s Capital. : : s :

One other matter which has not come to your attention this morning:
years ago, Congress at the initiative of Senator Claiborne Pell and
pngressmen Frank Thompson and William Widnall introduced on
me 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. ' e s

T can reeall 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 precinet of the Metropolitan Police Depart-
ment and the local citizens took extensive precautions to forestall any

consideration of disorder which might have occurred. : L

What I think is needed here, Mr. Chairman, is a s
the Recreation Board, an acceptance and a recognition by the Dis-
trict Building and all agencies who have some interest in recreation
to be fully cognizant of the fact that the Recreation Board is charged
with responsi%ility by congressional act, has the responsibility to dej
velop and administer the Arts and Cultural service programs in the

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. : , S v >

The Congress might wish to (and I would suggest) examine th
effectiveness of the Jeadership and the discharge of gdgency respons
bilities within the range that those responsibilities can be met. An
‘this, obviously, relates to the qualifications of the members of th

Recreation Board, the ability and leadership of management, ‘th
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 ~publ
appropriation, because the public appropriation to a large exte

governs policy, service, and staff quality. : L

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 Commissiond
budget to the President, and the President’s budget to the Congr
for the District of Columbia. It is my observation that over the years
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, I think, over the years in light of the funding possibilities
in the District has been reasonably generous to our agency. s

" 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 would 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. ErnenBorn. 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
plus does not include the capital funding. It does not include various
ther funding that come through such sources as BOR, HEW, and

Mr. 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—
5 this the National
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. I 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
ur 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. ERLENBORN. I am advised the Superintendent of the Park
rvice is ex officio member of your Board. Has he participated in

¥ Mr. Warers. The Superintendent of the National Capital Parks
is a member of the Board, although often represented by a staff
associate. Sl

Mr. ErLENBORN. Do you know what the funding is for that
program? ‘
. 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 city 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. ErexBorN. Does the school administration have any sort of
recreation, summer recreation program that they operate apart from
the Recreation Board? L :

T Mr. WarErs. Yes; to a eertain 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 ot been developed along the lines of school-com-
munity use. The schools have been built and utilized largely for
school purposes only. Ard in many instances they have been, although
they are not now, shut down at 3:30 in the afternoon. Some, 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 t0 the Recreation Board and a permit is issued.
We do not grant the permit if there is any conflict with school activ-
ity, recognizing that the first business of schools is education  dnd,
consequently, there ig no infringement upon school time. But afte:
the normal school ‘day we do service the community by providin

access into approximately 120 school buildings. : ,
“"Mr. EruensorN. Do you' think that there is a valid criticism- o
the Recreation Board that too much of its funding has been devote
to programs in the better sections of the District, that there is no
‘enough ‘if the way of tecreation programs in the poorer sections
the District? Trgt B IROILE e : : G s
. Mr. WatERs. Sir, I think that is not a valid statement. I think
is a biased statement. The Chevy Chase Recreation Center, referre|
to by Mr. Segal, is always held up as having the best recreatio
program in the ‘city. Whether this is true or not, I suppose, cow
be debated. : L A g ;
The Chevy Chase center ig‘in’ a building long condemned. It w
be demolished shortly after the first of July. Tt so happens: that ¢
Chevy Chase tenter is in a well-éstablished upper middle class re
Jentinl area of Washington. T do not live there. At one time I di
1 went to the school in 1924, Tt was the E. V. Brown School. One-thi
of the building is sealed off because of fire hazard. Recreation b
access t0 only one-third of the building. = - G
"The structure of our society, 1 suppose, is such that you likely fi
facilities in a more affluent area better maintained for a variety.
reasons. In addition, they have programs that would mot necessarily
be available in other areas because the people pay for special serviees
Which do not come out of the budget dollar. And this'is‘not reférred
Segal’s report. 1 think upon examination, you would find
fe his report warting, and that there iy some bias so expressed.
“CBut we have good recreation centers elsewhere in the:city:: They
friay not necessarily ‘Have the extensiveness of program, but:extensive-
~ ness of |program can ‘also ‘be ‘measured initems of interest: of ithe
peopte: Throughout the ¢ity in varying degrees we have a wide range
of centers. T regret t0 ‘say that some of them are not of a condition
we would’care to brag about: T'would also say that upoh ‘examination
you will find these centers to be located ‘in public: housing projects
and in schools, and this classification of facilities, operated by the




Recreation Board under agreement with those agencies, are the ones
about which we hear the greatest criticism. :

Mr. ERLENBORN. One %ast 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. Warers. 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 is customary
for the Recreation Board members, with staff assembled—the
superintendent of recreation, the assistant superintendent and division -
directors—to respond and initiate such action as can be appro-
riately taken within the framework of recreation policy and the -
imitation of budget. But oftentimes, just to give you a point of
lustration, 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
DSC 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
fithin the normal framework that we find ourselves to promptly meet
e changing needs of the community. Seldom is it possible to provide
1 the service and facilities which the citizens request. Sometimes it
kes 5 years to obtain a single recreation center. Usually very much
ger.
| 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
ard’s function?
Mr. Waters. Absolutely. The Recreation Board meeting tonight
s being held in Southeast Washington at 7 o’clock so that people
din 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. ErveEnBorN. Thank you.

Mr. Bratnik. 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:)
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Lobge 2741, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, .
e ? OLF tHE DIsTRICT OF COLUMBIA RECREATION DEPARTMENT, :
. ‘» - Washington, DiC.; May 11, 1968.
" Chairman JouN A. BLATNIK, -
Ezecutive and Legislative Reorganization Subcommitee, Committee. on Government
Operations, Rayburn House O ffice. Building, Washington, D.C. :

Dear CHAIRMAN Brarnix: The President’s statement that accompanied
Reorgahization Plan No. 3 of 1968 graphically pointed out the meed for the-
~ District of Columbia Commissioner to assume policy supervision over the city’s
recreation activities. 3 o -

Moreover, the employees of the District of Columbia. Recreation Department’
feol that the President’s statement and his submission of the reorganization plan
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, i )
: DanieL W. JACksoN, Jr., President.

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

‘TUESDAY, MAY 14, 1968 s
R : House or REPRESENTATIVES, -
S : Ex®BcUTIVE AND LIEGISLATIVE '
- REORGANIZATION SUBCOMMITTEE ,
oF THE CoMMITTEE ON GoOVERNMENT 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 L. Dawson, chairman, Com-
mittee on Government Operations. ‘ : 4
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. Buarnix. 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. : L ‘ . ,
| 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 appoimnt 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
gusiness of the RLA now being prescribed by the RLLA Board of
Directors. This will enhance his power to guide the urban renewal
prO%am in the District. - L : -
(Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968 follows:)

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

MessAGE FroM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, TRANSMITTING RE-
ORGANIZATION. PLAN No. 4 oF 1968 oN UrBAN RENEWAL, WHICH WoULD TRANS-
FER AUTHORITY TOo AppoiINT RLA BoarRp MEMBERS FROM THE PRESIDENT TO
taE D1stri¢T oF CoLumsia ComMmissioNER AND Give Him AvutHORITY TO PRE-
SCRIBE RuLiEs AND REGULATIONS FORTHE RLA = = ; !

To the Congress of the United States; =~ = '~~~ =~ o
Urban Renéwal 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 to6l of Teformi.

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 rénéwal, 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; o . e

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. g

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 leadership by the
local chief executive is essential to weld together the full range of muniecipal
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. i

The plan does not alter the corporate status of the Redevelopment Lan
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 State

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 saving
from a more successful attack on these problems cannot be estimated in advanc
but their reality cannot be denied: S .
. To achieve our-goal of a model Capital, I therefore urge the Congress to permit
this reorganization plan to take. effect.

) ! AT . Lynpos B. JOHNSON. .
Tue Wuite House, March 13, 1968." i

REORGANIZATION PrLaN 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. Appointménts.——(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 thé District of Columbia.

(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. . : ey ; :

Section 2. Relationship of Board. of Directors and Commassioner.—(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)). i

(b) Any part of the functions transferred by this section may be delegated by
the Commissioner 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. Brar~ik. Mr. Hughes, will you open this presentation on be-
half of Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968 with your statement?

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

Mr. Hugrgs. 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 Liand Agency. '

Both this reorganization plan and Plan No. 3 of 1968 relating to the
ecreation Board derive from a recognized need to provide the Dis-
rict of Columbia Commissioner with the necessary authority to
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
bhnson 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 RILA 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. RLA 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 element
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 RLA powers or govern-
“ing the mianner 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. :
~ As one looks at the evolution of urban renewal from a simple slum y
clearance approach to a program involving housing rehabjlitation,
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 a 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 adequate
controls over urban 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 thi

capacity to improve the government of the District. Now, Reorgan
zation 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 governme
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-coordinats
program for improving District neighborhoods. 1 urge the Congrey
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 WAsSHINGTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bruarnik. Will you please proceed.

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

Commissironer WasHINGTON. Yes, sir. T 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-
i tion of the Commissioner.. = iy i T

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' Distriet: eontributes one-third toward the
~reost of urban renewal; the Ageney is not required to follow the Com-
missioner’s leadership or administrative direction. 1 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 concern: to the District since our new

took And ind i Id like
x j : nd the B partic-

Mr.

st, to use: their own Director, '
sing' Coordinator, which gave me a lo
‘the housing agencies and to get them in'a tandem
we could develop 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
e 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. =~
* The principal benefit of the reorganization plan is that it will insure
imu 1ol oordination -renewal activities under
thout impeding the Agency’s oper-
g more fragmented in the city than
 Executive order and thi ‘
- very. far in bringin : cies responsible for an aspect of
" the housing program w kind of umbrella that would give .us
the capacity to reach some of the housing needs. ~ LT
. 94-349—68——2 ' ' 5
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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 Columbla which are so essential -
to the well-being of our community and its redevelopment Wlll be
substantially improved. ‘
Again, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for th1s opportumty to appear ‘
and endorse this reorgamzatlon plan. ‘
Mr. Brarnig. Thank you, Mayor Washington. g B
) Mg Miller, do you have a statement that you want to read at th1s :
time? : ; ‘ , S
Mr. MILLER Yes L
‘Mr. Brarnik. Would you please proceed‘?

,STATEMEN’L‘ OF NEVILLE MILLER CHAIRMAN DISTRICT O*ZF
' COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENGY AGGOMPANI'ED BY
THOMAS APPLEBY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

My NI;[LLER Mr. Chairman and’ members of the COmImttee I am |
Neville Miller, Chairman of the District of Columbla Redevelopme 1t
Land Agency, and I am pleased to offer this statement on Reorganiza- |
tion Plan No. 4 of 1968 concermng thls Agency, ch you are now
considering. "¢ g : k

1 have been a resident of the District of Colum
about 30 years. I am a practicing attorney, with
Building. T was appointed to the Board of Directors o; edevelop—
ment Land Agency by the Board of Commlssm rs of the District
- of Columbia in September of 1960, 7 L5 years ago. I a i
some munlc1pal experlence as. I Was Mayor of L
1933 to 1937.

 The Redevelopment Land Agv
procese in the District of Columbia co ¥ uting
plans which have been adopted and approved respectlvely by th
National Capital Planning Commission and the District of Columbi
‘government. Even though. the basic planning and findncial decision
concerning the urban renewal plans are made by N CPC and th
District government, many critical decisions rema
the execution stage of urban renewal: For exam ec ,
to relocation of families, individuals'and busmesses and the staging «
redevelopment affect the lives of many persons and the continuatio™
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 Reorganlzatlon Plan No. 4 of 1968 achleves this de-
sirablé goal. ‘

The Board of Directors of the Agency endorses this reorgamzatlon‘
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. L ,
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~ Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that as Chairman of the RLA,
1 was ex officio member of the Board 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. Brartnig. 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 Land
Agency. It has been a difficult problem. I think you have done a
splended job and we commend you for your leadership. The fine'
job that your associates in. the Agency and on the executive staff
have performed is also highly commendable. A )
I have just a question or two. Mr. Miller, could you briefly ex-
plain, for our information and for ‘the record, the procedure that is

now_being followed, or has been followed until now, in initfating and
carrying through urbin venewal plans? . e
Mz, Miuyer, Originally, the areas of mli)an"rehg‘wal planning were
designated.. by ; e National Capital Planning Commmission, - after
studies—we helped study—and they went to the Board of ‘Commis-
sioners. The Board of .Commissioners: then approved the designatiof
of the area. They sent it back ‘to the National Capital Planning
Commission to make the plan. The National Capital Planning Com-
mission then made the plan and sent it back to the District Commis-
sioners to approve the plan. And that was a very detailed plan as
to where commercial “buildings should . be ‘and "where residential
uildings should be. Then, when they approved the plan ds drawn
p, they referred it to the RLA for execution, and we participated in
elping form the plan. ‘ : TR :
Mr. Brarwik. That is the question. You do participate in the
ormulation? ' e , R
. MiLer. We help.
- BraTnik. In what manner, sort of an informal——
Mr. MiLuer. Informally, yes. We provide—— .
Mr. BratNik. ——line of communication, consulting?
 Mr. MiLer. We work with them and then when the plan comes
Mhack to them, they refer it to us and we carry it out. Then if there
is any change in the 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 inostly under the jurisdiction of the
Engineer Commissioner—General Clark, General Duke, and General
Mathe at various times. _ x

Mr. Bratnik. And the Engineer Commissioner also had charge
of the highway program, did he not? . .. :

Mr. MiLLER. Yes. =

Mr. Brar~ix. How would the highway program be’ coordinated
and integrated with your Redevelopment Land Agency work as well

as the National Capital Planning Commission?

v B xhy ¢
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~Mr. MiuLer. Tt depends on whether it went through our urban
-renewal areas. : S TR

Mr. Bratnik. There has to be some coordination for the highway
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. MimLer. No. I think Mr. Appleby probably can explain it.

Mr. Brarnik. Could you answer that, Mr. Appleby?

Mr. AprLBY. I will” try, Mr. Chairman. It gets ‘coordinated
really in two places, through the National Capital 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
its location iE must be approved by the City Council. The City
Council also holds the statutory power to approve orinot an urban
renewal plan.  So ultimately the City Council in both. cases has to
approve and, therefore, the various departments and; the planning
- bodies have to:get together before they get to that leyel. - =

Mr, Brarnix.. This get-together process required a lot of shuffling
and shuttling back and forth and a lot of time, did it not? e

Mr. AppLEBY. Yes, sir. W P ‘ ;
“Mr. Brarnik. What changes will ‘take place iso s toi streamline
and simplify: the lines of coordination under the presentireorganization |
plan, Mr. Appleby? ' b e )
. Mr. AprrLEBY. Well, the statutory powers of the RLA; while they
do include planning, they: relate primarily, as the chairman said, to
carrying out the urban renewal plan. And, therefore, in its business of
improved planning it is not the major benefit that would accrue here.
It 1s in'the carrying out of urban renewal programs after a plan with
a'highway in it or street in it has been designated. - :
- Mr. Brarnik. I see. S '

. Mr. AppruBy. Then it falls into the bailiwick of relocation. For
example, how the Redevelopment Land Agency carries out a program|
for the relocation of families could have an obvious great impac
upon the mayor and his city and how he carries out his program. So
ultimately this would mean that he could have more direct contro
over that activity once a plan has been approved. " ,

Mr. Bratnik. So the reorganization plan directs itself more to th

effective and judicious execution
. Mr. ApprLeBY. Yes, sir. : :

‘Mr. BraTNik (continuing). Of the operational end of your Re-
development Land Agency? ke T :

I haye more questions but we are a little short on time.

[r. Erlenborn, would you please proceed. ;

 Mr, ErLenBorn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T 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. Hueass. The pattern, Mr. Erlenborn, with respect to the
urban renewal functions is that these are’ ordinarily a“part of the
municipal funétions. A number of cities are noving, and there seems




‘to be a trend toward an'integrated housing, urban renewal, planning
‘and’ code enforcement enterprise, all of it a part of the municipal
~ operation. ' 5 e .
" Mr. ErLenBorN. You say part of the municipal operation. This
would be a department of the city government e ;
Mr. Hugaes. Under the jurisdiction of the administrative head
of the government. ' ‘ :
Mr. EriEnBorN. Not a separate agency appointed by the mayor

or

Mr. Hucaes. 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. :

Mr. ErLENBORN. Directly responsible to the executive head of that

government?

" Mr. HucHEs. Yes. :

" Mr. ErrenBory. And in those cases where they have some sort of
board or agency appointed, is it customary that the rulemaking powers
| and the conduct of the business of the board be exercised by the execu-
| tive, the chief executive, such as is provided in this plan? ‘

Mr. Hucuzs. 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 I think the Mayor in his
statement indicated this would likely be the pattern of operation in
| the District.

Mr. ErLENBORN. So that when this plan goes into effect, you say
 that the setup here in the District of Columbia would be somewhat
'repre‘sPentative of the type of administration that is used in other large
cities?

Mr. HuenEs, Yes.

Commissioner WasmiNgToN. I would like to say just one word
Jbout that, Mr. Erlenborn, if I may. The trend that New York has
indertaken is characteristic of what is developing in_the housing
eld—that of creating an administration of Housing and Development
ith a number of agencies, with a number of housing functions under
hat administration. The urban renewal facet, the public housing, the
ode enforcement, a relationship to the FHA with the 221(d)(3) and
other programs, as well as certain programs in beautification whic
are under the HUD departmental sponsorship—all give you a total
administrative package to use programs and new tools interchangeably.
This is what we have achieved in a very loose way here by Mr. Appleby
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
put the programs together and to use the tools effectively. Forinstance,
using the leasing program in housing along or jointly with 221(d)(3)
gives a total development that has several operational tools in it.

This 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.
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.. Mr. ErLEnBORN. If I understand correctly, authority over the Na-
ti(()inal Capital Housing Authority has been given to you by Executive
order. ‘

- Commissioner WasHINGTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. ErLENBORN. 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. I 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. ,

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. ,

Mr. ErLENBORN. You would not rule out sometime in the near |
future merger of these, too?

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

Mr. ErLENBORN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

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 fotal 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? :

Mr. HuGngs. As far as I know, Mr. Brown, the two relevant one
were the Housing Authority action by Executive order and this one
The Recreati{in Plan, the other plan this year that affects the District
does not involve land per se. I do not know whether you had that ir
mind or not. |

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 single reorganization plan all of the various
agencies that are involved in land use and zoning, redevelopment,
and so forth? ‘ i ‘

. Mr. HuenEs. Yes. I am sorry. I did not fully understand the ques-

tion. Yes, Mr. Brown, we gave a good deal of thought to a broader
action here with respect to land use, land planning, housing, urban
renewal, and so on. I think the most  notable absentee from the
package is the National Capital Planning Commission.

Mr. Brown. Fine Arts Commission? , .

Mr. Huenes, Fine Arts Commission, also. Both of them are in-
volved. Each of them present some special problems that we struggled
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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.

Mr. Brow~. 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. Hucass. 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. Hucugs. 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.
1e 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

overnment of the District of Columbia. There are those of us who

ound 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. '

‘Do you have any ultimate time frame for when we will begin to get
& 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. Hueres. 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. Brown. The need for the District Commissioner to have more

authority. : ‘

- Mr. Hucrgs. 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. Huenes. 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. Hucngs. That is correct. There 1s no substitute—I think thel
President has made this clear, and T 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 gov
ernment to have a broader base of communication with the populatio

~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 ruleis desirable, for instance, in the area of building location
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 Qolumbia 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
is much too narrow and much too restricted in its scope. If we had
time, I would like to ask you if the RLA wanted to redevelop a couple
of blocks in Georgetown what it would have to go through, and I
think you would spend most of the afternoon telling me what all the
redtape procedures are that it would have to go through.

Now, if we are going to cut that redtape, I would like to know, as
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. Brarnig. No further questions?
~ Thank you very much, Commissioner, Mr. Hughes, Mr. Miller,

and Mr. Appleby. ‘

Commissioner WasHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BLatniE. 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
1968. The statement will appear at this point in the record.

(The statement referred to follows:)

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE DISTRICT OF
. CoLUMBIA, PRESENTED BY EL1ZABETH S. JOHNSON, PRESIDENT

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

The league has advocated centralization of ‘“‘authority for urban renewal in
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 WasaiNagToN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Brarnik. Good luck. v
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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