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REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 4 OF

1968 (DISTRICT oF
COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT

LAND AGENCY)

TUESDAY, MAY 14, 1968

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
XECUTIVE AND LEecistarivyg
EORGANIZATION SuscommITTER
TEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,

Washington, D.0.
The subcommittee met at 11:30 a.m.

; 1t , In room 2203, Rayburn
House Office Building, Hon, John A. Blatnik (chairman of the sub.-
committee) presiding,

resent: Representatives John A, Blatnik, Henry s, Reuss,
John N. Erlenborn, Clarence J. Brown, Jr., and Jack Edwards,
Also present: Representative William 1., Dawson, chairman, Com-
mittee on Government, Operations.
Staff members bresent: Elmer W, Henderson, subcommittee
counsel; and William . Copenhaver, minority professional staff.
. Brarnik, We now move on to Reorganization Plan No. 4,
We have Mr. Hughes and May i i

will call Neville Miller, Chairman of the District of
development Land Agency. Mr. Miller, is Mr. Appleby with you?
r. MiLLERr,. Yes, sir,

r. BLaTNik. 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 Columbig Redevelopment
and Agency. :

eorganization 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 Redevelo
gency. Now, as T understand, the Mayor already appoints three
1embers. This plan will gi i i 1
members. The plan als
prescribe the rules and regulations governing the conduct of the
business of the RLA now hej

» eing prescribed by the RI,A Board of
Directors. This wil] enhance hi i

his power to guide the urban renewal
program in the District,
Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968 follows 2)
(1)
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[H. Doc. 279, 90th Cong., 2d sess.]

|
MESSAGE FroM THE PRESIDENT oF THE UNITED S§rares, TRANSMITTING REe-
ORGANIZATION‘,PLAN No. 4 oF 1968 ON UrBAN RENEWAL, WaicH Wourp TRANS-
FER AUTHORITY To AppoiNnT RLA Boarp MEMBERS FROM THE PRESIDENT TO
tHE DISTRICT OF CoLumsiA COMMISSIONER anp Grive Him AvutHORITY TO PRE-

SCRIBE RULES AND R’EGULATIONS FOR THE RLA o ’

To the Cong%ess of ih'e United States:

Urban Renewal is a vital ‘weapon i
physical decay. In the firm hands of a local execu
face of his city, it is a powerful tool of veform.

In the District of Columbia, urban renewal is managed by a Federal Agency,
the District of Columbia Redévelopment Land Agency, 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.

thority to initiate and

then the District of Columbia Commissioner’s au
) itting to the Congress

guide the administration of urban rénéwal, 1 am today transm

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 t0 him the appointment

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

Board of| Directors. ; -
1 involves slum clearance, demolition, the relocation of families,

Urban ren¢wa 3
the provision of new housing, the stimulation of rehabilitation and new employ-
hority and leadership by the

ment. Throu hout the Nation, it is clear that aut
local chief e ecutive ‘18 essential to weld together the full range of municipal
ams to change conditions in city slums.

functions and community service progr

Tn 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.
d to establish the Commissioner’s effective con-

have repeatedly stressed the need
trol of all functions essential to local redevelopme
major step toward that objective.
The plan does not alter the corporate status of
Agency or any of the authorities now vested by law in
The accompanying reorganization plan has been.prepar i
chapter 9 of title 5 of the United States Code. I have found, after I
that each reorganization included in the plan is necessary to accomplish one 0O
‘Iélo:le of the purposes seb forth in section 901(a) of title 5 of the United State
ode.
There are no direct savings deriving from this plan. However, it will improv
the management of programs aimed at reviving the deteriorated social, economi
and physical structure of this city, our National Capital. The benefits and savin
from a more successful attack on these problems cannot be estimated in advanc

but their reality cannot be denied: . ;i
To achieve our goal of a model Capital, 1 therefore urge the Congress to permit

{this reorganization plan to take effect.
‘ LyNxpON B. JOHNSON.

1 the Nation's attack on urban blight and
tive determined to improve the

THE ij'm House, March 13, 1968."
i q—

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)

REORGANIZATION Pran No.

MBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY

s of the President of the United
bers of the Board of Directors o

DISTRICT OF COLU

Section 1. Appointments.—(a) The function
States with respect to appointing certain mem

i
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the District of Columbia, Redevelopment Land Agency (D.C, Code, sec. 5-703)
are hereby transferred to the Commissioner of ‘the District of Columbia. .

~ of any member of the Board of Directors of. the District of Columbia Redevelop--

Section 2. Relationship of Board. of Directors and Cb?nmissidnéh—(a;)i Theféare
transferred from the Board of Directors of the District of Columbia Redevelop-

of adopting, prescribing, amending and repealing bylaws, rules, and regulations

for the exercise of the powers of the Board under D.C, Cods, sections.5-701 to

. 6-719 or governing the manner in which its business may be.conducted (D.C,
Code, sec. 5-703(b)). . ‘ i o

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

| STATEMENT OF HON. PHILLIP §, HUGHES, DEPUTY DIREC‘TOR,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET '

~ Mr. Huergs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. , '

- Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am pleased to
’%resent the views of the Bureau of the Budget on Reorganization

lan No. 4 of 1968, providing for certain reorganizations relating to the
istrict of Columbia, Redevelopment Land gency. ‘
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 C'om‘mlssion_er with the necessary authority to

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 accomplishedfunder,Reorganization Plan
0. 3 of 1967—and a single executive has been substituted for the
mmission form of government, it has become possible, as President
hnson indicated, “to effect further improvements, both in the struc-
re of the District government and in its relationship to other agencies
erving the Nation’s Capital.” , - o
*  Reorganization Plan No. 4 of 1968 carries out the President’s in-
tent with respect to the Redevelopment Land Agency which is the
urban renewal agency for the District, The RLA is a corporation estab-
lished by law in 1946. Tts 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 Senateconfirmation. ot
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 ge‘;given‘, an additional element
of control with respect to RLA through the transfer to him of the
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OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
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renewal, which, in the District of Coljli:rhbﬁ‘ia, I8 -carried ou: by the
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- Mr. Chairman, T would like to say that as Chairman of the“RLA‘,
I 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

Mr. Brarnix. Well, Chairman Miller, it is g good statement,
a short statement. T 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 diﬂicult'circumstances at times.
In connection with the proposed inner loop and outer loop of the

ishway work, we had some relationship with the National Capital

job that your associates in. the Agency . and on the
have performed is also highly commendable, o
ave just a question or two. Mr. Miller, could you briefly ex-
for our information and for ‘the record, the proceduyre that is
now. being followed, or has been followed until now, ‘in’ initiating and
carrying through urban renewal plang? VR R R S
. Miuyer, Originally the areas of urban renewal pl
the  National Capital Planning  Commij )
, ‘ ped study—and they went to the Board ‘Commis-
sioners, The Board of -Commissioners then approved the designatiofi
of the area. They sent it back ‘to the National ‘Capital Planning
Commission to make the plan, The N ational Capital Planning Com-
mission then made the plan and sent it bac ﬂe District Commis-
sioners to approve the plan. And that was 4 very detailed plan as
to where commercial - buildings should  be ‘gnd : where "residential
uildings should be. Then, when ‘they approved the plan ‘as drawn
‘ lon, and we participated in

ming ‘were

p, they referred it to the RLA for execution, a
elping form the plan.

r. BuaTNik. That is kthe question. You do_participate in th_e,

ormulation? e ,

~Mr. MiLLer. We help. ; '
r. BuaTnik. In what manner, sort of an informal

Mr. MiLLER. Informally, yes. We provide— s

VIr. BLATNIK. line of communication,'cb‘nsulting? »

Mr. MiLLER. We work with them and then when the plan comes

ack to them, they refer it to us and we ca,

, arry it out. Then if there
Is any change in the plan to be made, we ha '

r. BLATNIK. And the Engineer Commissioner also had charge
of the highway program, did he not? . ‘

Mr. MILLER. Yes.

and integrated with your Redevelopment Land Agency work as well
as the National Capital Planning Commission?




I a brand new area that has just been redeveloped, would they?

" renewal plan. So “ultimately the City Council in both cases has to

. and Wlify:‘éthe lines of coordination under the present reorganization’

8

Mr. MILLER. It depends on whether it went through our urban -
_renewal areas. Dl ol AR , .
'Mr. BLATNIK. There. has to be some coordination for the highway
work quite separately. 1 mean the highway planners would not draw
one map and show the Toute going this way and run it right through

~ Mr. MILLER. "No. I think Mr. Appleby probably can explain it.
- Mr. BLATNIE. Could you answer that, Mr. App eby? - ’
‘Mr. AppLeny. I will try, Mzr. Chairman. It gets coordinated
~ really in two| places, through the National Capita Planning Com-
" mission and through the District, now City ouncil, in approving .
~an urban renewal plan. So that when ‘a plan for a highway gets re-
terred to the National Capital Planning Commission for advice on
its location it must be approved by the City Council. The City
Council also holds the statutory power to approve orinot an urban

~ approve and, therefore, the wvarious departments and: the planning
. bodies'have ,t"yo;g’et‘.together*before they get to that level. - .

" Mr. BuarNik.  This get-together process required & lot: of shuffling

and shuﬁ’_cling, back and forth and a lot of time, did it not?
Mr. APPLEBY. Yes, sir. o L : e ey

My Braryik. What changes will take place,;.sdx.wsf.ﬁoa;streamline:

- plan, Mr. Appleby? ‘ .
" Mr. APPLEBY. ‘Well,k,;thefsta;tumry powers of the 'RLA,; while they
do include planning, they' relate primarily, as the .chairman said, to
carrying out the ’uf%)an renewal plan. And, therefore, in its business of
~ improved planning it is not the major benefit that would accrue here.
It is in ‘the ¢arrying out of urban -rvenewal.,pr()gr‘amsgafter‘a plan with
a highway in it or street in it has been designated. e
Mr. Bratnixk. I see. - , G
~ Mr. AppLpsy. Then it falls into the bailiwick of relocation. For
example, how the Redevelopment Land Agency carries out @ 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. o
Mr. BLaTNIK. S0 the reorganization plan directs itself more to th
_effective and sudicious execution—— " .- L
" Mr. APPLEBY. Yes, sit. : :
 Mr. BLATNIK (continuing). Of the operational end: of your Re-
development Land Agency? : L !

T have more questions but we are a little short on time.

~ Mr. Erlenborn, would you please proceed. , e
 Mr ErnexsorN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T think it is true that
in any urban renewal program of & city there has to be some agency
Jike 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 RIA, or are they often combined? i
~ Mr. HuGHES. The pattern, Mzr. Erlenborn, with respect to the
urban renewal functions is_that these are ordinarily 2 ‘part of the
B municipa;lgfunc‘ti'()nsf ‘A number of cities are moving, and there seems.
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‘to be a trend toward an’ integrated housing, urban renewal, plannin
and code enforcement enterprise, all of if g part ‘of the ‘municipa%
operation, . L A :
Mr. ErLENBORN. You say part of the municipal operation. This
would be a department of the city government— v '
r. Huenes. Under the jurisdiction of the administrative head
of the government, i

r. ERLENBORN, Not & separate agency appointed by the mayor

or

Mr. Hucngs, Well, in some circumstances it might be a board, it
might be a division established by him. The planning body might, for
instance be an individual supported by a board or advised by a
board, or it might be a board itself. But the trend seems to be toward
making these kinds of operations subdivisions of the municipal
government, ‘

r. ERLENBORN. Directly responsible to the executive head of that
government?
r. HuGHES, Yes.

I. ERLENBORN. 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 ag is provided in this plan?
1 r. Hueags. The short answer is, Mr., Erlenborn, T am not really
sure. I think, however, the general practice is .for't;ne executive to

it might be—in this case, the Board. And T think the Mayor In his
statement indicated this would likely be the pattern of operation in

Mr. Hucags, Yes.

ommissioner Wasnrngron, I would like to say just one word
bout that, Mr. Erlenborn, if T may. The trend that New York has
indertaken  ig characteristic of what i 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 which
are under the HUD departmental sponsorship—all give you a total

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

direction from the Chief Executive,
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Mr. Eruexsorn. If I understand correctly, authority over the Na-

tional Capital Housing Authority has been given to you by Executive

Mr. ErLEnsorN. Do you think that that Executive order and this
plan go far enough or would 1t be desirable to merge the Housing
Authority and the Redevelopment Land Agency?

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

Tn other words, 1 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? : 4

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

Mr. Ertexsorn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BraT~ik. Mr, Brown. ,

Mr. BrowN. 1 am _curious to know how many of the proposals
which have been made in recent months for the total reorganization
of the various agencies involved with land use and planning an
urban rene‘}‘val 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. Hucugs. As far as 1 know, Mr. Brown, the two relevant one
were the Housing Authority action b Executive order and this one
The Recreation Plan, the other plan this year that affects the District
does not involve land per se. 1 do not know whether you had that i

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 2 single reorganization plan all of the various

agencies that are involved in land use and zoning, redevelopment,
and so forth? % ' ; ,

Mr. HucHes. Yes. I am sorry. 1 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. 1 think the most “notable absentee from the
package s the National Capital Planning Commission.

Mr. BIT‘?WN. TFine Arts Commission? . e

Mr, Hugues, Fine Arts Commission, also. Both of them are in-
volved. Each of them present some special problems that we struggle
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with and did not solve to our satisfaction. Therefore, we dealt solely
with this component of the package. T 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 g national public interest in the

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

Mr. Huengs. 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.

r. BRown. Basically, my question 1s, why does the Bureau of the

Budget bring in plans on a limited basis when it seems to me the

| that would resolve all—T should not say resolve all of the problems
but resolve the administrative relationship of all the agencies involved

I a much clearer manner? «
Can you give me any background of the thinking of the Bureau of

he Budget in this area, or the administration in this area?

r. HueaEms. It seems to us, Mr. Brown, that the direction of
otion, the desirable direction of motion, is to place in the hands of
e District government, the Mayor-Commissioner, more of the tools
at 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 instancq,
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

)

or on behalf of the Nation at large, should have a say, we have not
been able to resolve these problems at this point. ‘

Mr. Brown. Have you any time frame by which you will have those
resolved, because you see—I do. not want to go into any detailed his-
tory, but this is basic to the whole -reorganization problem of the
government of the District of Columbia. There are those of us who
found some fault with the President’s reorganization plan last year
because of our feeling about what the most efficient admimstrgmtwe
relationship might be and whether or not this could better coordinate
the three interests involved—the national interest, Federal govern-




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. e ELia

Do you haye any ultimate time frame for when we will begin to get

a full picture of what the government of the District of Cyoklumbiak is

going to look like when you get this area of problem resolved?
Mr. Huenes. Well, T 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. , A

Mr. Huemus. That is right. That is correct.

Mr. Brow~. Which puts it back into the hands of the White House
because the White House appoints the District Commissioner, is
that right? | n

Mr. Hucngs. 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. Hucues. That is correct. There is no substitute—I think th
President has made this clear, and I certainly reemphasize—there 1
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 rule is desirable, for instance, in the area of building locatio
and undesirable, say, in the area of recreation planning. \

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

Mr. Brown. Well, the problem here again is that it seems to
the recreation area is a function wherein home rule should play a ver
important part. The problem of how you plan the development of the
District of Columbia as the site of the Federal Government and as
the national monumental eity 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

eople in the community which are limited pretty much to the people
who reside in this community. How do you coordinate these two
things in & governmental system is what was at issue last year when
we were talking about the reorganizatiou plan of the District of
Columbia, government oenerally; 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



is much too narrow and much too restricted In its scope. If we had
time, I would like to ask you if the RI,A
of blocks in Georgetown what it would have to go thro
think you would spend most of the afternoon tellin
redtape procedures are that it would have to go through.

ow, if we are going to cut that redtape, I would like to know, as
Soon as we can from the administration, where all thege wonderful
| things come from under our philosophy of government, what that

plan is. And it seems to me that it has not been too well-developed
yet.

Mr. Buarnik. No further questions?

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

Commissioner WasHINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
r. BuatNik, We have a statement squit@ed by the League of

PrEPARED STATEMENT OF THR Leagus or WoMEN Vorgrs OF THE DistrICT OF
- CorumBia, PrESENTED BY Erizasers §, Jornson, PrEsipENT

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
or 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.

hus, 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 WasHINGTON, Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman.
Mr. Brarnik. Good luck.

This concludes the hearing on Reorganization Plan N 0. 4 of 1968.
The subcommittee is adjourned.

(Whereupon, at 12:4¢ p.m., the subcommittee adjourned.)
O













