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ssistance may well exceed. the $37 billion m»ark—«or twice the 1961 level.. These
gures, it should be noted, are based on, the projected extent of Federal financial
bligations or oommltments to comrmumtles of 2500 or more and include 1nsurnnce
nd guaranteed loans. -

The greatest growth in urban- orlented grants have occurred in the areas of
jjuoamon, housing and commumty development, and programs to better the
osition of the disadvantaged. They include grants that go directly to the local
ommunities involved as well as those to States which subsequently are channeled
) or benefit urban communities,

The need for coordination and improved intergovernmental relations is clearly
reatest in our meftropolitan areas where, according to the 1967 Census of Govern-
ients, the fragmentation and overlapping of governmental jurisdictions is ac-
slerating, Title IV offers some procedures for assisting the various levels. of
overnment operating directly or indirectly in such areas to work together to
olve common proplems. It authorizes the Presuient to establish government-wide
uides for the formulation, evaluation, and review of Federal urban development
rograms and projects (Se«crtmn 401) Italso prov1des asa matter of Congressional
olicy, that agencies—to the maximum extent possible—will take into account
il viewpoints—national, State, regional, and local-—in the formulation and
valuation of such programs and projects (Section 401). Moreover, systematic
lanning required by several individual Federal-urban programs shall—again,
» the extent possible—Dbe coordinated with and made part of comprehensive
yeal and areawide urban development plannmg ('Section 401).

A special feature of our federal system is that most types of domestic pubhc
ervices are administered by general local governments—mtles, counties, and
owns, Yet, special districts in the United States are growing at a rapid rate.
‘rom 1962 to 1967, these uhits experienced a 16 percent increase, reaching a
otal of more than 21,000, It is the Commission’s belief that where Federal grant-
1-aid legislation makes both special purpose local governments and units of
eneral local governments eligible to receive urban development loans and grants,
‘ederal agencies should favor the latter, in apsence of substantial reasons to the
ontrary. Section 402 of this title implements this goal.

Title V: Title V. of S. 698 has a lenthy legislative history dating back to the
7th Congress. It provides a uniform policy and procedure for Congressional
eview of future grants-in-aid to States and local units of government. In those
ases where no expiration date for grant authority is spec1ﬁed by law and where
uch grants are not qpemﬁcally exempted from the provisions of Section 502,
five-year termination date is stipulated.

Strangely enough, there is still considerable. confusmn concerning the purposes
nd provisions of th1s title. Its basic purpose is to assure that new grant—m -aid
irograms will be revised and redirected, as necessary, to meet growmg and
hanging needs which they were orlgmany designed. to support.

Grants-in-aid, as was noted at the outset, constitute the Federal Government )
rincipal weapon for accomplishing national legislative goals in ithe domestic
rena, while at the same time maximizing intergovernmental cooperation. and
eliance on grassroots of governmental administration. Yet, one perennial criti-
ism made of Federal grant programs is that once est‘tblwhed they tend to con-
inue of their own accord without substantial medification, even when the
ircumstances that prompted their establishment have changed or disappeared.
'he need for systematic reassessment of grant-in-aid programs is especially im-
ortant in a pemod of rapid urbanization and technological change, such as we
re now experiencing. :

The Advisory Commigssion in 1ts report on Periodic CongreSSmfnal Reassessment
£ Grants-in-Aid to State and Local Governments (1961), and the J oint Committee
n; Congressional Reorgamzatlon in one of its major findings clearly underscored
he need for thig title. As a matter of fact, it serves as excellent complementary
agislation to Section 105 of the proposed Congressional Reorganization Act
8. 8556 and H.R. 2595) which Aauthorizes “review analysts” for each of the
najor standing committees of Congress.

With reference to the five-year termmatlon prowsmn in this tl’rle which has
ccasioned so much debate and little agreement, the following points should be
ioted :

It obviously does not apply to those future grant-in-aid progmms that
would have a termination date;

It would not apply to. grants Whereln Congress had waived application of
this termination provision ; and :



